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MRWG-01 The County made a decision to recirculate the entire DEIR as allowed under 
CEQA. With a fully recirculated RDEIR it did not make sense to mark all the 
pages as is done for a Final EIR since this was a completely updated draft EIR. 

The County determined that a 45-day comment period was adequate for the 
RDEIR. The public review period for a draft EIR shall not be less than 30 days 
nor should it be longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances. When 
a draft EIR is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies, 
the public review period shall not be less than 45 days, unless a shorter period, 
not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15105(a)). 

MRWG-02 The RDEIR addressed the impacts of construction of the Rail Spur Project. 
Impact AQ.1 (see Section 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases) discusses the 
air emissions associated with construction of the rail spur. Mitigation measures 
AQ-1a through AQ-1i provide detail measures to reduce the air emissions 
associated with construction. Appendix B of the RDEIR (Air Emission 
Calculations) includes the offsite vehicle emissions associated with 
construction. 

The traffic impacts of construction are discussed in Impact TR.1 (see Section 
4.12, Traffic and Circulation). The highest intensity of construction traffic 
would occur during the construction of the unloading area and pipelines which 
would generate up to 595 daily one-way passenger car equivalent (PCE) trips.  
This overlaps with the portions of the grading, soil transport, and rail 
construction phases. The worst case of this overlap would be simultaneous 
grading with construction of the rail line, the pipeline, and the unloading area. 
These activities occurring simultaneously would result in up to 1,369 daily PCE 
trips.  

State Route 1 and Willow Road near the SMR have a capacity of between 
12,000 – 16,000 daily vehicles. Per Table 4.12-3 in the RDEIR, less than 50 
percent of the capacity of both roads is currently utilized. The addition of 1,369 
trips would not result in an unacceptable LOS given the excess capacity along 
these roads. Therefore, congestion would not be a significant impact.  

The addition of peak hour construction trips would temporarily worsen traffic 
operations at the Willow Road/State Route 1 intersection. The westbound left 
turn movement (to southbound State Route 1) currently experiences high delay 
during the PM peak hour. Mitigation measure TR-1 in the RDEIR would reduce 
the level of traffic impacts to the Willow Road/State Route 1 intersection and to 
Willow Road to less than significant levels. 

Impact N.1 (see Section 4.9, Noise and Vibration) discusses the noise impacts 
associated with construction. The County Code exempts construction activities 
from the noise standards between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m., Monday 
through Friday, and between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Saturdays and Sundays.  
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Mitigation measure N-1 limits construction hours to these periods so impacts 
would be considered less than significant. As shown in Table 4.12-3 of the 
RDEIR the average annual daily traffic along Willow Road is between 3,817 
and 4,304. The addition of the project’s construction traffic which would not be 
expected to increase the California Noise Equivalent Levels (CNELs) along 
Willow Road. 

Willow Road is designed to service motor vehicle and truck traffic, and the 
current truck traffic from the SMR uses Willow Road. The increase traffic from 
the construction activities for the Rail Spur Project would not result in visual 
impacts since the vehicles would be similar to the types of vehicles currently 
using the road. 

MRWG-03 As shown in Appendix A of the RDEIR each of the 80 tank cars and two buffer 
cars would be 60 feet long, and the three locomotives would be 90 feet long. 
This would make the total train length 5,190 feet (82*60+90*3=5,190), not 1.5 
miles as stated in the comment. The text in the Project Description (Chapter 
2.0) has been modified to make the text clear with regard to the length of a unit 
train. 

MRWG-04 See Response to MRWR-03. The track drawing in Appendix A of the RDEIR 
shows the lengths of each of the tracks. Figure 2-4 of the FEIR has been 
modified to provide the length of each of the tracks. 

MRWG-05 The main purpose of the “bad order track” is to hold tank cars that have crude 
oil that does not meet the require specifications. With regard to rail car and 
locomotive repairs, the SMR facilities do not have the equipment or operations 
to conduct major repairs to rail cars and locomotives. If a rail care or 
locomotive broke down and needed repair UPRR would have to move them to 
one of its rail yard facilities.  Mitigation has been added to the FEIR to ensure 
that any minor car or locomotive repairs occur only during daylight hours, 
when background noise levels are higher and noise from rail spur activities has 
less of an impact.  Note also that UPRR may do minor car and locomotive 
repairs along the existing siding near the SMR for any trains currently being 
transported by UPRR, so a degree of repairs are already a part of the baseline 
noise environment.  

MRWG-06 
and 

MRWG-07 

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

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

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

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

MRWG-08 The RDEIR identifies and acknowledges potential impacts to the scenic vista 
and requires mitigation measures such as the screening berm which would 
reduce those impacts to a less than significant level.  The RDEIR also notes that 
the project would not block views of the Pacific Ocean, sweeping coastline, 
dunes, riparian corridors, or agricultural field patterns. 

MRWG-09 The RDEIR describes an unloading of up to five trains per week, with a 
maximum of 250 allowed per year.  With this average of less than one 
unloading operation per day, noticeably new activity would be minimal.  In 
addition, because of viewing distance, existing topography, intervening 
vegetation, and the required screening berm, ground plane activity would not be 
easily noticed from the majority of public viewpoints.  The same conditions 
which preclude visibility of much of the existing oil processing facility activity 
would also preclude much of the visibility of the proposed unloading facility 
and rail spur tracks.  
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MRWG-10 The project proposes to the construct the unloading facility and rail spur tracks 
adjacent to the southern slopes of a natural landform ridge.  This adjacent 
landform rises to elevations ranging from approximately 120 to 145 feet above 
sea level.  The proposed rail spur tracks are proposed at an elevation of 
approximately 94 feet above sea level, which would be as much as 55 feet 
lower than the landform to the north.  As a result, views of the unloading 
facility and railroad spur from the north and the northeast would be 
substantially blocked.  In addition, the eastern segment of the rail spur tracks, 
closest to Highway 1, are proposed to be constructed in an excavated area 
maintaining the approximately 94-foot elevation while the adjacent ground rises 
up eastward, resulting in the easternmost end of the tracks being approximately 
20 feet below the surrounding natural terrain.  This elevation difference, along 
with the required 10 to 20-foot tall mitigation berm, would combine for an 
approximately 30 to 40-foot tall earthen visual screen around the eastern end of 
the railroad spur.  This berm height in combination with the natural ridge to the 
north will be sufficient to reduce visibility of the project to a less than 
significant level for viewpoints from the east, including elevated viewpoints in 
the Trilogy development and other public viewpoints. 

MRWG-11 The RDEIR has been revised to identify lighting associated with the unloading 
facility as follows: “The unloading area would have 70 floodlights placed or 
mounted under the canopy.  Forty of these lights would be directed toward the 
railcars and placed 60 feet apart, with 8,238 Lumens each.  Thirty of these 
canopy lights would be directed to the walkway area and would be placed 20 
feet apart, with 5,856 Lumens each.  Two additional lights on 20-foot poles 
would be focused on the Meter area and Drain Tanks.  The lights associated 
with the unloading area would be used on an as-needed basis, when trains are 
being unloaded.  This could occur at night between dusk and dawn, since trains 
could arrive at any hour.  Trains would be on site approximately 10 to 12 hours, 
and unloading would last approximately 8 hours per train”. 

MRWG-12 
and 

MRWG-13 

The RDEIR acknowledges visibility of new night lights from the surrounding 
areas and identifies substantial mitigation measures to minimize any potentially 
adverse effects. 

At the unloading facility all lights would be mounted under the proposed 
canopy.  Forty of these canopy lights would be placed 60-feet apart, and 30 of 
them would be 20-feet apart.  Lighting for the rail spur would only be for 
perimeter fencing security purposes and would be placed on 15-foot tall poles, 
500 feet apart.  The project proposes to the construct the unloading facility and 
rail spur tracks adjacent to the southern slopes of a natural landform ridge.  This 
adjacent landform rises to elevations ranging from approximately 120 to 145 
feet above sea level.  The proposed rail spur tracks are proposed at an elevation 
of approximately 94 feet above sea level, which would be as much as 55 feet 
lower than the landform to the north.  As a result, views of the unloading 
facility and railroad spur from the north and the northeast would be 
substantially blocked.  In addition, the eastern segment of the rail spur tracks, 
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closest to Highway 1, are proposed to be constructed in an excavated area 
maintaining the approximately 94-foot elevation while the adjacent ground rises 
up eastward, resulting in the easternmost end of the tracks being approximately 
20 feet below the surrounding natural terrain.  This elevation difference, along 
with the required 10 to 20-foot tall mitigation berm, would combine for an 
approximately 30 to 40-foot tall earthen visual screen around the eastern end of 
the railroad spur.  This berm height in combination with the natural ridge to the 
north will help reduce visibility of night lighting for viewpoints from the east, 
including elevated viewpoints in the Trilogy development and other public 
viewpoints.  

The lighting associated with the unloading facility would be viewed at a 
distance of approximately 1.5 miles or more from viewpoints east of Highway 
1, and would be seen in the context of the Santa Maria Refinery immediately to 
the north.  In addition the unloading facility proposes a covered canopy over the 
majority of the area, which would decrease light-trespass.  Similar to the lack of 
visibility of the existing oil refinery’s illuminated ground-plane, intervening 
topography would block views of the illuminated ground-plane of the 
unloading facility as seen from Highway 1 and the residential areas to the east.  
Although the unloading facility lights would introduce light into a new area, 
with applied mitigation measures they would not appear out of place given the 
relatively close proximity to the existing refinery and coke processing facility, 
which emits high levels of industrial lighting throughout the night, every night 
of the year. 

In addition to the applicant-proposed lighting features such as downward-
directed lights with fully shielded lenses, the RDEIR requires substantial 
mitigation measures that will minimize lighting impacts.  Mitigation measures 
include that the lighting plan be based on a photometric study prepared by a 
qualified engineer who is an active member of the Illuminating Engineering 
Society of North America (IESNA), using guidance and best practices endorsed 
by the International Dark Sky Association. 

Mitigation measures preclude illumination of adjacent slopes, prohibit 
placement of perimeter lights (which as previously described would be 15-feet 
tall) east of the screening berm (which as previously described would be 10 to 
20- feet tall), and require the use of motion detectors rather than being 
continuously on. 

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

MRWG-14 Applicable zoning and land use standards associated with the Project Site, and 
the Rail Spur Project’s potential consistency with applicable standards and 
policies and neighboring residential and agricultural areas, are addressed in 
Section 4.8 (Land Use and Recreation) and Appendix G of the RDEIR. As 
discussed in those sections, the proposed use is generally consistent with the 
Industrial zoning designation and existing operations at SMR. A significant and 
unavoidable impacts on adjacent residential uses was identified as a result of 
the increased health risk that would occur as a result of the Project. The new 
outdoor lighting proposed as part of the Project is discussed in Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the RDEIR and mitigation is identified to 
reduce noticeable light.   

While the RDEIR discusses potential inconsistencies with applicable planning 
documents, the decision of whether a proposed project is consistent with a 
particular plan or policy must ultimately be made by the local decision-making 
body. The comment has been included in the FEIR for the decision-makers’ 
consideration as part of the County’s deliberations on the proposed project. 

MRWG-15 CEQA does not require an evaluation of economic or social impacts, and states 
that “economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment” unless those effects result in physical changes to 
the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). Although a spill or fire-
related incident could cause damage to the economy and reputation of 
agricultural businesses along the mainline, these effects would not constitute or 
cause a physical change in the environment above those already described and 
discussed in the RDEIR. Therefore, no additional economic analysis is 
necessary. 

MRWG-16 The original EIR addressed only emissions within SLO County.  The revised 
EIR broke this Class I impact into two parts, emissions within SLO County 
(both onsite and offsite) and emissions along the mainline outside of SLO 
County to Roseville or Colton.  The criteria for impacts related to health risk 
were also revised based on the fact that the state agency, OEHHA, is revising 
their criteria for health risks and this impact was also divided into SMR site and 
mainline.  The GHG scope was revised to address GHG emissions along the 
entire route as well (to Roseville or Colton), thereby increasing GHG 
emissions.  In combination with the preemption issue, these changes produced 
additional Class I impacts.  Note also that some revisions to rail car handling 
onsite also changed the onsite emissions levels somewhat. 

Note that the emissions and modeling related to health risks did not change for 
the revised EIR, only the criteria for determining cancer impacts were revised 
based on revisions  that were being finalized by OEHHA (although the most 
recent OEHHA model was used for the Final EIR. The HARP2 model was 
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released by OEHHA after the RDEIR was released).  Chronic and acute 
impacts did not change, but were updated in the FEIR based upon the new 
HARP2 model. See Appendix B.2.GHG emissions within SLO County are the 
same as the original draft, but GHG emissions along the mainline outside of 
SLOC have been included. 

Mitigation measures are, by definition, technically feasible, such as the use of 
Tier 4 locomotives, which are being made within the U.S.  however, the ability 
to require these mitigation measures is uncertain due to the potential for 
preemption. 

The mitigation measure to limit idling is feasible, from both a technical and a 
monitoring basis.  UPRR has voluntary agreements with CARB to limit diesel 
idling in rail yards.  Locomotive are equipped with the ability to monitoring 
idling.  inspections by County staff would ensure that idling limits are complied 
with. 

The use of SLOCAPCD thresholds is supported by the SLOCAPCD in their 
review of the EIRs for this project.  As determined by APCD studies, violations 
of area PM levels are due to the sand particulates from the recreation area and 
not from SMR operations.  

Health effects of diesel exhaust are quantified in the EIR using the models and 
methods defined by CARB, OEHHA and the SLOCAPCD.   

MRWG-17 The potential increase in BTEX has been addressed in the EIR.  See Impacts 
AQ.2 and AQ.4 in Section 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  
However, during the Enbridge Spill that occurred in Michigan in 2010 
involving tar sands crude (dilbit), 1,086 air samples of benzene levels, for 
example, were measured and 21 of the samples showed air concentrations 
above the EPA action levels 
(http://www.epa.gov/enbridgespill/data/dataair.html) of 6 ppb, indicating that 
some volatiles were present in the spilled materials although not very much.  
Sampling conducted by the Michigan Department Of Natural Resources And 
Environment Environmental Laboratory on the crude oil in the Enbridge 
pipeline (which was dilbit from Canada, same as would be expected for the 
proposed project) indicated that benzene could be as high as 1,100 ppm in the 
crude, Xylene as high as 1,200 ppm and Toluene as high as 1,900 ppm 
(measured as mg/kg) 
(http://www.epa.gov/enbridgespill/data/index.html#aqdata).  The results 
indicated a BTEX concentration of about 0.50%, or, as per Table 4.3.13 in the 
RDEIR, within or below the range of crude oils currently processed by the 
SMR. The Keystone Pipeline FEIS (2013) also examined a wide range of crude 
oils and demonstrated that the " BTEX content of the dilbits [from Canada] is 
much lower than that of many lighter crude oils". The EIR analyzed a BTEX 
concentration of 1.25% to be conservative which indicated nominal increases in 
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health risk. 

BTEX levels of the proposed project crude do not present a "far greater" 
amount of BTEX from fugitive components.  In addition, fugitive emissions 
from components are estimated based on industry-wide average emission rates 
developed by the EPA and include a wide range of crude oil types, volatilities, 
BTEX fractions and compositions.  The EIR demonstrated that changes to 
health risk due to a potential increase in BTEX to 1.25% are nominal and do 
not require further analysis. 

The increased levels of nickel, vanadium, lead and copper do not affect air 
emissions as none of the crude oil is combusted and none of the metals are 
carried over in the fuel gas.  The metals would remain in the coke.  Sulfur 
production would increase producing potentially more sulfur trucks trips, as 
discussed in Section 4.3.4.2 (see Section 4.3 Air Quality and Greenhouse 
Gases). 

MRWG-18 The increased sulfur in the crude oil would cause an increase in sulfur 
production at the SMR, which would lead to increase transportation of sulfur 
via truck on area roadways producing some additional truck emissions.  This 
additional sulfur would not carry over into SO2 emissions from the sulfur 
removal and tail gas unit and would not contribute to higher sulfur dioxide 
emissions. 

MRWG-19 Table 4.3.13 in the EIR lists the anticipated vacuum resid levels and those 
historically at the SMR, indicating that the crude oil associated with the project 
would not increase the coke production over the current slate of crude oils.  A 
study performed by the SLOCAPCD, the South County Phase 2 Particulate 
Study, evaluated whether impacts from off-road vehicle activities at the Oceano 
Dunes State Vehicle Recreational Area (ODSVRA), the Phillips Refinery coke 
piles, and adjacent agricultural fields were contributing to the particulate 
problems on the Nipomo Mesa (SLOC APCD 2010).  The Phase 2 portion of 
the study concluded that off-road vehicle activity in the ODSVRA is a major 
contributing factor to the PM concentrations observed on the Nipomo Mesa and 
that neither the petroleum coke piles at the Phillips facility nor agricultural 
fields or activities in and around the area are a significant source of ambient PM 
on the Nipomo Mesa.  The composition of the particulates is predominately 
natural crustal particles. 

MRWG-20 Coke storage piles are limited in area in accordance with the SLOCAPCD Coke 
and Sulfur Storage and Handling Plan, which also defines watering and 
monitoring.  Dust emissions are a function of storage area, as well as coke 
handling.  The trains that arrive at the facility would travel less than 5 mph 
while onsite, and would therefore not generate wind-blown coke dust.  Off-road 
vehicle activity in the ODSVRA is a major contributing factor to the PM 
concentrations observed on the Nipomo Mesa and that the petroleum coke piles 
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at the SMR are not a significant source of ambient PM on the Nipomo Mesa. 

MRWG-21 The EIR addressed fugitive emissions from tank cars, as discussed under 
impact AQ.2.  Air emissions from tank car fugitive emissions are nominal, 
totaling only about 0.02 lbs/round trip within SLO County, based on fugitive 
leaking from tank car components utilizing the fugitive component leak rates as 
developed by the EPA and CARB and utilized by the SLOCAPCD to estimate 
fugitive emissions from the components at the SMR.  Rails cars would not be 
opened during transit and any steaming of rail cars would occur at the SMR and 
not along the mainline routes.  Emissions associated with unloading of the tank 
cars, including pumps, pressure relief valves, manifolds, connections, etc, were 
all included in the EIR and listed in detail in the Air Quality Appendix.  
Emissions associated with unloading would not occur during transit.   

Shrinkage estimates associated with cost projections appear to be very 
conservative.  Loss of 3% of crude volume to evaporation over the course of the 
transit would produce emissions that far exceed the estimates based on EPA 
fugitive emissions methodologies and therefore appear to be inaccurate.  Not all 
crude oil is removed from a rail car during unloading, as some remains on the 
insides of the car and within piping and connections, thereby accounting for 
some "shrinkage" value.  The estimates of rail car fugitive emissions have been 
included in the EIR and are considered to be accurate as they are based on 
fugitive emissions from refinery components as utilized by the SLOCAPCD for 
the SMR.  However, inclusion of rail car inspections to ensure non-leaking 
components is good practice and has been added to mitigation measure AQ-7 
for operations. 

MRWG-22 The mitigation measures have been developed in coordination with the 
SLOCAPCD.  Emission Reduction Credits (ERC) are standard practice in many 
air districts state-wide to reduce the impacts of criteria pollutant emissions. 

Information on ERC available within SLOC have been added to the EIR, as per 
communication with the SLOCAPCD.  Emission reduction credits are a method 
used throughout California Air Districts to reduce emissions of criteria 
pollutants on a regional, basin-wide basis and have contributed to the increasing 
quality of the air in California over the past 2 decades.  Impacts of criteria 
pollutants are spatially large and affect areas through the basin due to the 
reaction times associated with ozone production.  The use of ERCs is accepted 
practice by the SLOCAPCD and was included as mitigation in the EIR. 

MRWG-23 The comment regarding loss of wildlife affecting tourism does not identify a 
specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to the EIR and 
compliance with CEQA.  The commenters concern regarding how the loss of 
wildlife would affect residents of the Nipomo Mesa and local tourism is 
included in the FEIR for the decision-makers’ consideration as part of the 
County's deliberations on the proposed project. 
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MRWG-24 The comment regarding impacts to sensitive coastal habitat affecting tourism 
does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA issue relative to 
the EIR and compliance with CEQA.  The commenters concern regarding how 
the impact to sensitive coastal habitat affecting tourism is included in the FEIR 
for the decision-makers’ consideration as part of the County's deliberations on 
the proposed project.  Impacts to sensitive coastal habitat would be significant 
and unavoidable in this scenario. 

MRWG-25 The comment regarding the impact to monarch butterfly habitat is inconsistent 
with what is included in the EIR.  The commenter states that “a lack of 
information doesn’t mean there won’t be an impact.”  However, the EIR states 
that “it is reasonable to assume that long-term impacts from pollutants cannot 
be discounted, although the affects are unknown.”  The EIR concludes that 
there are potential impacts and they are less than significant.  No changes to this 
determination are justified as a result of this comment. 

MRWG-26 The comment regarding impacts to the reputation of the Nipomo Mesa area as a 
rural, high quality area to live does not identify a specific environmental 
analysis or CEQA issue relative to the EIR and compliance with CEQA.  The 
commenters concern regarding impacts to the reputation of the Nipomo Mesa 
area as a rural, high quality area to live is included in the FEIR for the decision-
makers’ consideration as part of the County's deliberations on the proposed 
project. 

MRWG-27 The potential impacts resulting from a catastrophic spill have been specifically 
discussed within BIO-11 of the RDEIR.  The commenters concern regarding 
substantial adverse effects from a catastrophic spill is included in the FEIR for 
the decision-makers’ consideration as part of the County's deliberations on the 
proposed project.  The impact classification would not change as a result of this 
comment.  Impacts to sensitive biological resources would be significant and 
unavoidable in this scenario. 

MRWG-28 CEQA does not require an evaluation of economic or social impacts, and states 
that “economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment” unless those effects result in physical changes to 
the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). Although a spill or fire-
related incident could affect the local economy and reputation of San Luis 
Obispo, these effects would not constitute or cause a physical change in the 
environment above those already described and discussed in the RDEIR.  

MRWG-29 CEQA does not require an evaluation of economic or social impacts, and states 
that “economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment” unless those effects result in physical changes to 
the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). Although the Project could 
affect tourism or growth in the area, these effects would not constitute or cause 
a physical change in the environment above those already described and 
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discussed in the RDEIR.  

MRWG-30 Additional mitigation has been added in response to the comment.  See 
mitigation measure GR-1i (Section 4.6) that requires annual inspections of 
project related facilities and pipelines. Appendix G contains a preliminary 
policy consistency analysis for the project. This analysis addresses consistency 
with the applicable County General Plan policies. 

MRWG-31 The refinery already treats a wide variety of crude oil from different sources, 
many of which are of similar quality to tar sands. The refinery is specifically 
designed to treat heavy, low quality crude oil. 

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

BTEX levels of Canadian tar sands crude oil are similar to other heavy crude 
oil processed by the SMR and the RDEIR demonstrates that any increases in 
BTEX would generate a nominal increase in health risk.  See Response to CBE-
21 and CBE-23.  The metals in the tar sands oil would not be volatilized at the 
SMR or along transportation routes and would therefore not contribute to 
increases in air-based health risk. 

The Canadian tar sands are not as "explosive" as Bakken crude oil and present 
similar risks to the rail transportation of heavy crudes that currently occur 
within California and through SLOC. 

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

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

The increased levels of nickel, vanadium, lead and copper do not affect air 
emissions as none of the crude oil is combusted and none of the metals are 
carried over in the fuel gas.  The metals would remain in the coke.  Sulfur 
production would increase producing potentially more sulfur trucks trips, as 
discussed in the RDEIR in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation. 

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

The Quantitative Risk Analysis that was prepared for the proposed project 
evaluated a variety of crude oil types and used the properties for a worst-case 
crude that consisted of Canadian Tar Sands crude oil that is blended with 
diluent. The figure below shows the breakdown of the yield for the crude mix 
currently being run by the SMR compared with the two dilbit crudes evaluated 
in the RDEIR. 



Responses to Mesa Refinery Watch Group Comments 
 

 

Sources:  
1. http://www.crudemonitor.ca/dist.php?units=c&temp=527&submit=-

%3E&recov=33.63&acr=PH&time=hist 
2. http://www.crudemonitor.ca/dist.php?acr=AWB&time=hist 
3. Phillips 66-Average values for 2014 and part of 2015. 
 
This shows that the amount of Naphtha, distillate, gas oil, and resid for the two 
dilbit crude evaluated in the RDEIR are very similar to the typical composition 
of crude that is currently processed at the SMR. This data would indicate that 
the amount of Naphtha (i.e., pressure distillate) and gas oils produced at the 
SMR with the use of the dilbits would not increase with the change in crude. 
Therefore, the amount shipped to the Rodeo Refinery would not increase as a 
result of the change in crude oil slate. 

As noted in the RDEIR, the SMR is designed to handle heavy sour crude, to 
only partially refine crude oil to extract intermediates and gases, and uses the 
heavier crude oil components to produce petroleum coke.  

The SMR, as with all refineries, is similar to other manufacturing facilities that 
regularly evaluate their principal manufacturing feedstocks in terms of 
availability, suitability, and economics. This is certainly true of the crude oil 
feedstock used at the SMR. The refinery processes a range of crude oils from 
different sources, and the crudes have varied over time. In addition, the refinery 
often blends crudes from multiple sources prior to processing to assure the 
crude is within the processing design limits of the refinery.  

For the SMR, key crude slate parameters that could impact hazards and 
potential releases at the refinery have to do with the corrosivity of the crude oil.  
RDEIR Table 4.7.14 provided the key corrosivity driving properties (sulfur and 
total acid number (TAN)) of the typical crude blend and range of major crudes 
processed at the SMR as well as a range of typical crudes that could be 
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delivered by rail. 

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

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

With respect to organic acid corrosion, SMR follows generally accepted 
industry practices and the Phillips 66 Consensus Best Practice for “Naphthenic 
Acid Service Equipment.”  This document provides guidelines and 
recommendations for appropriate metallurgy and wide-spread risk based 
inspection including inspection frequency and methods, use of corrosion 
inhibitors and suggestions for possible equipment locations, material types, 
fluid velocities and temperature ranges where naphthenic acid corrosion may be 
expected to occur.  SMR has a comprehensive inspection and monitoring 
program for naphthenic acid corrosion and has made numerous metallurgical 
upgrades of piping and equipment in response to program findings.  Phillips 66 
has approved capital projects planned between now and 2015 to further upgrade 
piping and equipment and improve organic acid corrosion resistance at SMR. 

Phillips 66 has a number of existing process safety policies and procedures that 
would apply to the SMR rail project, including the equipment and operating 
procedures. These programs are designed to prevent releases of hazardous 
materials, minimize risk, and ensure the refinery’s ability to process crude 
without increasing risk of releases.  For example, the Mechanical Integrity 
Program covers equipment used to process, control, and store hazardous 
chemicals and assigns responsibility for equipment inspection and testing as 
well as maintenance. This program meets the requirements of CCR Title 8 Sec 
5189, "Process Safety Management of Acutely Hazardous Materials" (f), (j) and 
29 CFR 1910.119, "Process Safety Management of Highly Hazardous 
Chemicals" (j).   

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

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

A review of the data in RDEIR Table 4.7.14 shows that the expected range of 
sulfur and TAN would be within the range of the crudes that are currently being 
processed at the SMR. Therefore, the change in crude slate would not be 
expected to change the sulfur or TAN levels compared to the crude sources that 
are currently being processed at the SMR. It is possible that the TAN could 
increase when compared to the typical crude blend. However, with the 
programs and management systems, discussed above, in place, this potential 
increase would not be expected to increase the hazards or likelihood of a release 
at the SMR. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 

MRWG-32 A Quantitative Risk Analysis (QRA) was conducted as part of the RDEIR and 
is documented in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials Section (see Section 4.7 
and Appendix H). The rail routes were divided up into distinct segments to 
account for differing population levels along the rail routes. Each segment was 
assigned a population density reflecting the unique populations along the rail 
route. Segments where facilities and/or events might attract temporary high 
population levels were assigned a population that reflected the larger temporary 
population, and did not correct for seasonal or diurnal variation, thus slightly 
overestimating the risk for the segment. The fact that every possible landmark 
along the proposed rail routes is not explicitly mentioned does not mean that it 
was omitted. The population assigned for each segment characterizes the 
potential residential, commercial, industrial, and venue population that is, or 
could be temporarily, present along the segment. 

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

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

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

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

The railroad accident rate has been steadily trending downward for over a 
decade.  The accident rates in the past few years were the lowest since the FRA 
started recording the data in the mid-1970s.  In the period from 2004 to 2014 
the rate declined by 49% (almost half) (see Figure 1 below).  Most derailments 
receive little or no attention from the public or media.  Railroads are required 
by regulation to report all accidents that exceed a certain monetary threshold in 
damage to track, signals and rolling stock (currently $9,600).  Proper estimation 
of train accident rates involves analysis of all accidents, divided by the total 
amount of traffic.  The reason that some perceive an increase in the railroad 
petroleum crude oil accident rate is because of the more than 50-fold increase in 
this traffic since 2009.  Estimates are that 233,698 tank cars of crude oil were 
moved by rail in 2012. This increased to over 435,000 tank cars moved by rail 
in 2013 (the full year of data is not yet available for 2014). With this increase in 
crude by rail traffic, the derailment and spill probability data would suggest that 
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multiple crude by rail accidents would happen each year. 

Figure 1.  Railroad Accident Rate 2004 – 2014 

 

Data Source: US DOT Federal Railroad Administration  
http://safetydata.fra.dot.gov/officeofsafety/publicsite/summary.aspx 
(Data for 2014 include January through November) 
 
Using the accident and spill probability data from the RDEIR the DEIR would 
have estimated that between 2012 and 2013 there would have been two to five 
derailments that had spills of 100 gallons or more in the U.S. Based upon the 
United States Department of Transportation Pipeline and Hazardous Materials 
Safety Administration (PHMSA) incident data base, there were three crude oil 
train derailments with spills of 100 gallons or more. 

This does not contain the accident and spills that have occurred in Canada over 
this period since the accident and spill probability data is for mainline rails 
within the United States only. 

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

In San Luis Obispo County, the Cuesta Grade represents an area where a 
runaway train could occur. A runaway train coming down the Cuesta Grade 
could result in spills of crude oil and associated fires. The Rail Spur Project 
would use two additional locomotives (for a total of five locomotives) on the 
crude oil unit train for crossing the Cuesta Grade. These two additional 
locomotives would be added to the train at Santa Margarita and removed from 
the train in the City of San Luis Obispo once the train had crossed the Cuesta 
Grade. These additional locomotives would help to assure that the train can 
safely traverse the Cuesta Grade. 
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RDEIR table 4.7.2 contains detailed UPRR accident data UPRR operations on a 
national, California and county level, including the record on the transportation 
of hazardous materials. Data was provided for the most recent 10 year period 
that was available at the time of RDEIR preparation. As shown in the graph 
above, train accident rates continue to decline. While there have been more 
accidents recently involving crude oil trains, this is a result of the fact that rail 
transportation of crude oil has increased dramatically over the past few years. 
However, the accident rate, expressed as probability per mile traveled, 
continues to decrease. As explained above, the accident rate data used in the 
RDEIR has been a good predictor of the number of crude oil train accidents 
over the past few years. 

The RDEIR provided train accident information from the FRA and CPUC for 
informational purposes. These are two very different databases with different 
reporting requirements. The RDEIR analysis is based on the more 
comprehensive and complete FRA database. 

MRWG-33 The shuttlewagon is substantially smaller than a locomotive and is used to 
handle only a few rail cars at a time.  These emissions are included in the SMR 
baseline emission estimates. 

MRWG-34 The comment recommends that the RDEIR include accident information for 
rail terminals that is reported under the requirements of 49 CFR 195. 
Unfortunately, 49 CFR 195 does not cover rail terminals, but covers 
transportation of hazardous liquids by pipeline. While it is recognized that 
Phillips 66 does not have any operating experience with rail unloading facilities 
at the SMR, providing pipeline accident information does not provide any 
relevant information for the proposed project. 

MRWG-35 The RDEIR provides an overview of the applicable regulations covering the 
proposed project. It is not necessary to print the regulations verbatim. The 
Summary of relevant CPUC regulations was moved to Appendix H in order to 
improve the readability of Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
which was already quite long. Moving this type of information, and referencing 
the location of the appendix material in the body of the RDEIR is definitely not 
trying to hide information and is consistent with the intent of CEQA to provide 
streamlined and readable EIRs. 

As for compliance with the CPUC regulations, the proposed project will be 
required to comply with all CPUC and DOT regulations. The project is 
currently designed to comply with the CPUC regulations, and future 
compliance will be the subject of ongoing regulatory agency oversight. The 
CPUC, as a Responsible Agency under CEQA was contacted for their input on 
the proposed project. The CPUC provided their input in an August 6, 2013 
letter to the County of San Luis Obispo (Please see RDEIR Appendix I for a 
copy of the CPUC letter). 
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MRWG-36 Because San Luis Obispo County does not have established public safety 
thresholds, the thresholds used in the ERI analysis were modeled after the Santa 
Barbara County General Plan (SBC) Public Safety Thresholds adopted in 
August 1999. These thresholds have been used for EIRs by the California State 
Lands Commission, California Coastal Commission, California Energy 
Commission as well as other local jurisdictions within Southern California (Los 
Angeles County, City of Whittier, and City of Hermosa Beach) to determine if 
a project presents a "significant hazard to the public". 

In addition, a Safety Element Supplement was adopted by SBC in February 
2000 (Board of Supervisors Resolution 00-56) covering hazardous materials. 
The objective of the Safety Element is to define unacceptable risk in a manner 
that guides consistent and sound land-use decisions involving hazardous 
facilities. As part of this objective, SBC defined unacceptable risk involving 
new development, as well as modifications to existing development if those 
modifications increase risk. 

The public risk thresholds utilize FN curves, and consist of three classifications 
— “green,” “amber,” and “red” — for guiding the determination of 
significance, based on the estimated probability and consequence of an 
accident. FN curves are graphs that plot the frequency of scenarios vs. the 
consequences (the number of fatalities or injuries) on a logarithmic scale. 

In summary, the thresholds utilize FN curves to define the significance level of 
a proposed project or modification. The guidelines indicate that significant 
impacts would be avoided if the frequency of a single fatality is shown to be 
less than 1 in 1,000,000 years (the individual specific risk). If the risk of a 
single fatality is greater than 1 in 1,000,000 years, then a detailed quantitative 
risk analysis must be completed to indicate whether the risks are below those 
defined by the FN curves as significant. 

MRWG-37 UPRR uses the Rail Corridor Risk Management System (RCRMS) to aid in the 
determination of the safest and most secure rail routes for trains with 20 or 
more cars of crude oil. RCRMS is an analytical tool, developed in coordination 
with the federal government, including the U.S. Department of Homeland 
Security (DHS), PHMSA and FRA. UPRR currently use RCRMS in the routing 
of security sensitive materials. This tool takes into account 27 risk factors—
including volume of commodity, trip length, population density along the route, 
local emergency response capability, track quality and signal systems—to 
assess the safety and security of rail routes: 

1. Volume of hazardous material transported. 
2. Rail traffic density. 
3. Trip length for route. 
4. Presence and characteristics of railroad facilities. 
5. Track type, class, and maintenance schedule. 
6. Track grade and curvature. 
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7. Presence or absence of signals and train control systems along the route 
(“dark” versus signaled territory). 

8. Presence or absence of wayside hazard detectors. 
9. Number and types of grade crossings. 
10. Single versus double track territory. 
11. Frequency and location of track turnouts. 
12. Proximity to iconic targets. 
13. Environmentally sensitive or significant areas. 
14. Population density along the route. 
15. Venues along the route (stations, events, places of congregation). 
16. Emergency response capability along the route. 
17. Areas of high consequence along the route, including high consequence 

targets as defined in §172.820(c). 
18. Presence of passenger traffic along route (shared track). 
19. Speed of train operations. 
20. Proximity to en-route storage or repair facilities. 
21. Known threats, including any non-public threat scenarios provided by the 

Department of Homeland Security or the Department of Transportation for 
carrier use in the development of the route assessment. 

22. Measures in place to address apparent safety and security risks. 
23. Availability of practicable alternative routes. 
24. Past incidents. 
25. Overall times in transit. 
26. Training and skill level of crews. 
27. Impact on rail network traffic and congestion. 

Much of the data that is used for the RCRMS analysis consists of sensitive and 
proprietary information that would be inappropriate to publish in a public 
forum. UPRR has already identified their preferred routes that were evaluated 
in the RDEIR, and by default, has also omitted several routes that are less 
desirable. In San Luis Obispo County, there are only two options, north or 
south through the county, that are both considered acceptable and currently 
used by ExxonMobil for their San Ardo crude oil unit train. 

MRWG-38 Information on ERC available within SLOC have been added to the EIR, as per 
communication with the SLOCAPCD.   

MRWG-39 The Rail Spur Project’s compatibility with existing and planned land uses is 
discussed in Section 4.8, Land Use and Recreation, of the RDEIR, which 
identified a significant and unavoidable impact on land use as a result of an 
unavoidable health risk hazard that would result from the project. The Project’s 
consistency with applicable plans and policies is discussed in Appendix G of 
the RDEIR, and any identified potential inconsistencies are further evaluated in 
Section 4.8, Land Use and Recreation, of the RDEIR. The comment has been 
included in the FEIR for the decision-makers’ consideration as part of the 
County’s deliberations on the proposed project. 
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This comment ignores the information on crude slate characteristics and 
hazards presented in the RDEIR as Impact HM.3 (see section 4.7, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials). As noted in the RDEIR, the SMR is designed to handle 
heavy sour crude, to only partially refine crude oil to extract intermediates and 
gases, and uses the heavier crude oil components to produce petroleum coke.  

The SMR, as with all refineries, is similar to other manufacturing facilities that 
regularly evaluate their principal manufacturing feedstocks in terms of 
availability, suitability, and economics. This is certainly true of the crude oil 
feedstock used at the SMR. The refinery processes a range of crude oils from 
different sources, and the crudes have varied over time. In addition, the refinery 
often blends crudes from multiple sources prior to processing to assure the 
crude is within the processing design limits of the refinery.  

For the SMR, key crude slate parameters that could impact hazards and 
potential releases at the refinery have to do with the corrosivity of the crude oil.  
RDEIR Table 4.7.14 provided the key corrosivity driving properties (sulfur and 
total acid number (TAN)) of the typical crude blend and range of major crudes 
processed at the SMR as well as a range of typical crudes that could be 
delivered by rail. 

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

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

With respect to organic acid corrosion, SMR follows generally accepted 
industry practices and the Phillips 66 Consensus Best Practice for “Naphthenic 
Acid Service Equipment.”  This document provides guidelines and 
recommendations for appropriate metallurgy and wide-spread risk based 
inspection including inspection frequency and methods, use of corrosion 
inhibitors and suggestions for possible equipment locations, material types, 
fluid velocities and temperature ranges where naphthenic acid corrosion may be 
expected to occur.  SMR has a comprehensive inspection and monitoring 
program for naphthenic acid corrosion and has made numerous metallurgical 
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upgrades of piping and equipment in response to program findings.  Phillips 66 
has approved capital projects planned between now and 2015 to further upgrade 
piping and equipment and improve organic acid corrosion resistance at SMR. 

Phillips 66 has a number of existing process safety policies and procedures that 
would apply to the SMR rail project, including the equipment and operating 
procedures. These programs are designed to prevent releases of hazardous 
materials, minimize risk, and ensure the refinery’s ability to process crude 
without increasing risk of releases.  For example, the Mechanical Integrity 
Program covers equipment used to process, control, and store hazardous 
chemicals and assigns responsibility for equipment inspection and testing as 
well as maintenance. This program meets the requirements of CCR Title 8 Sec 
5189, "Process Safety Management of Acutely Hazardous Materials" (f), (j) and 
29 CFR 1910.119, "Process Safety Management of Highly Hazardous 
Chemicals" (j).   

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

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

A review of the data in RDEIR Table 4.7.14 shows that the expected range of 
sulfur and TAN would be within the range of the crudes that are currently being 
processed at the SMR. Therefore, the change in crude slate would not be 
expected to change the sulfur or TAN levels compared to the crude sources that 
are currently being processed at the SMR. It is possible that the TAN could 
increase when compared to the typical crude blend. However, with the 
programs and management systems, discussed above, in place, this potential 
increase would not be expected to increase the hazards or likelihood of a release 
at the SMR. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 

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

BTEX levels of Canadian tar sands crude oil are similar to other heavy crude 
oil processed by the SMR and the RDEIR demonstrates that any increases in 
BTEX would generate a nominal increase in health risk.  See Response to CBE-
21 and CBE-23.  The metals in the tar sands oil would not be volatilized at the 
SMR or along transportation routes and would therefore not contribute to 
increases in air-based health risk. 

The Canadian tar sands are not as "explosive" as Bakken crude oil and present 
similar risks to the rail transportation of heavy crudes that currently occur 
within California and through SLOC. 

The increased levels of nickel, vanadium, lead and copper do not affect air 
emissions as none of the crude oil is combusted and none of the metals are 
carried over in the fuel gas.  The metals would remain in the coke.  Sulfur 
production would increase producing potentially more sulfur trucks trips, as 
discussed in the RDEIR (see Section 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases 
and 4.12, Transportation and Circulation).   

The use of higher sulfur crude oils would increase the amount of sulfur 
produced at the SMR.  This increase in sulfur and the associated truck trips are 
addressed in the RDEIR in Section 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases.   
Emissions of sulfur dioxide are not anticipated to increase as most of the sulfur 
in the crude is removed as elemental sulfur and trucked from the site and the 
SLOCAPCD has limits on the emissions of sulfur dioxide from the refinery 
processing equipment.  The refinery already treats a wide variety of crude oil 
from different sources, many of which are of similar quality to tar sands. The 
refinery is specifically designed to treat heavy, low quality crude oil. 

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

The Quantitative Risk Analysis that was prepared for the proposed project 
evaluated a variety of crude oil types and used the properties for a worst-case 
crude that consisted of Canadian Tar Sands crude oil that is blended with 
diluent. The figure below shows the breakdown of the yield for the crude mix 
currently being run by the SMR compared with the two dilbit crudes evaluated 
in the RDEIR. 

MRWG-40 The RDEIR used a multi-component spill model to evaluate the flammability 
hazards of various crude oil/bitumen mixtures and used the most volatile 
mixture in the RDEIR consequence modeling. The multi-component spill 
model allows for an estimate of vapor evolution for each component and the 
overall flammable vapor flux. The multi-component pool fire model also 
simulates the change in crude oil properties as the lighter, more volatile 
components burn off at a faster rate than the heavy tar sands components. The 
use of multi-component models to evaluate spills and fires captures the added 
volatility characteristics of dilbit. See Response to WRWG-39. 

MRWG-41 The historical accidental data used in the RDEIR is not limited to trains 
shipping crude oil in recent years, but the long term historical train accident 
data for all freight. The use of data from all freight train movements nationwide 
provides a very robust database for estimating rail accidents and derailments. 

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

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

The railroad accident rate has been steadily trending downward for over a 
decade.  The accident rates in the past few years were the lowest since the FRA 
started recording the data in the mid-1970s.  In the period from 2004 to 2014 
the rate declined by 49% (almost half) (see Figure 1 below).  Most derailments 
receive little or no attention from the public or media.  Railroads are required 
by regulation to report all accidents that exceed a certain monetary threshold in 
damage to track, signals and rolling stock (currently $9,600).  Proper estimation 
of train accident rates involves analysis of all accidents, divided by the total 
amount of traffic.  The reason that some perceive an increase in the railroad 
petroleum crude oil accident rate is because of the more than 50-fold increase in 
this traffic since 2009.  Estimates are that 233,698 tank cars of crude oil were 
moved by rail in 2012. This increased to over 435,000 tank cars moved by rail 
in 2013 (the full year of data is not yet available for 2014). With this increase in 
crude by rail traffic, the derailment and spill probability data would suggest that 
multiple crude by rail accidents would happen each year. 

Figure 1.  Railroad Accident Rate 2004 – 2014 

 
Data Source: US DOT Federal Railroad Administration  
http://safetydata.fra.dot.gov/officeofsafety/publicsite/summary.aspx 
(Data for 2014 include January through November) 
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Using the accident and spill probability data from the RDEIR the DEIR would 
have estimated that between 2012 and 2013 there would have been two to five 
derailments that had spills of 100 gallons or more in the U.S. Based upon the 
United States Department of Transportation Pipeline and Hazardous Materials 
Safety Administration (PHMSA) incident data base, there were three crude oil 
train derailments with spills of 100 gallons or more. 

This does not contain the accident and spills that have occurred in Canada over 
this period since the accident and spill probability data is for mainline rails 
within the United States only. 

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

The QRA that was prepared for the RDEIR is also consistent with this comment 
in that it clearly demonstrates that mainline rail accidents are a significant 
impact of the project, and that when the accident probabilities are extrapolated 
to all crude oil rail movement in the US there will likely be many more 
accidents. 

MRWG-42 The RDEIR analysis is in agreement with this comment in that it is clear that 
there is a relatively high probability of a unit train derailment. RDEIR Table 
4.7.1 “Rail Incidents - Initiating and Contributing Causes” identifies more than 
50 types of events that can lead to a rail accident. The root causes listed in this 
comment are all initiating events that are included in the larger database of train 
derailments that was used to estimate route-specific derailment rates. As noted 
in the RDEIR, the probability of these initiating events can be reduced, but not 
eliminated. As a result, the RDEIR found the risk of a train derailment and spill 
to be a Significant and Unavoidable (Class I) impact. While there are a lot of 
adjectives that can be used to describe the risk of crude oil rail transport, the 
CEQA determination sums up the potential impact quite well: Significant, as in 
an impact that exceeds an acceptable threshold; and Unavoidable, as in there 
isn’t anything feasible that can be done to reduce the impact to public safety to 
a level that would be acceptable to the public. 

MRWG-43 As noted in the RDEIR, the current DOT-111 tank cars have serious safety 
deficiencies that can lead to an unacceptable spill rate in the event of a train 
derailment. As a result, the RDEIR specifically included mitigation measure 
HM-2a, which requires only rail cars designed to Option 1: PHMSA and FRA 
Designed Tank Car as listed in Table 4.7.6, shall be allowed to unload crude oil 
at the Santa Maria Refinery. Even with the improved rail cars, the RDEIR 
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found that the risk of a crude oil train accident and spill was considered a 
Significant and Unavoidable (Class I) impact. 

MRWG-44 The designation of the next generation crude oil tank car is still in progress. The 
RDEIR identified the most robust tank car design that has been identified by the 
PHMSA and FRA as the only tank car that would be acceptable for the 
proposed project, yet the mitigated risk is still considered Significant and 
Unavoidable (Class I). It should be noted that there are no rail cars in existence 
that have a zero probability of failure. Even tank cars used to transport acutely 
hazardous materials, such as chlorine gas, have failed in the past; sometimes 
catastrophically.  

A relative risk analysis for the PHMSA and FRA Designed Tank Cars listed in 
the FRA, July 23, 2014 Proposed Rulemaking was conducted by experts at the 
Rail Transportation and Engineering Center (RailTEC), Department of Civil 
and Environmental Engineering, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. 
Their expert analysis clearly identified the Option 1 tank cars as offering the 
best available spill protection in the event of a train derailment. CEQA requires 
that mitigation measures, such as the one requiring upgraded tank cars, be 
feasible to implement. The Option 1 tank cars are the safest rail cars that could 
be reasonably available for the project and therefore, are considered feasible 
under CEQA. 

MRWG-45 The RDEIR describes the types of impacts that could occur as a result of an 
crude oil unit train accident. The QRA clearly shows the probability of injuries 
and fatalities, and the thermal and explosion criteria describe the types of 
injuries. Under CEQA, it would be speculative to describe scenarios, such as 
those described in the comment that may or may not occur. 

MRWG-46 In San Luis Obispo County, the Cuesta Grade represents an area where a 
runaway train could occur. A runaway train coming down the Cuesta Grade 
could result in spills of crude oil and associated fires. The Rail Spur Project 
would use two additional locomotives (for a total of five locomotives) on the 
crude oil unit train for crossing the Cuesta Grade. These two additional 
locomotives would be added to the train at Santa Margarita and removed from 
the train in the City of San Luis Obispo once the train had crossed the Cuesta 
Grade. These additional locomotives would help to assure that the train can 
safely traverse the Cuesta Grade. 

MRWG-47 Actually, the RDEIR used route specific accident data to evaluate the potential 
for train incidents. Experts at the Rail Transportation and Engineering Center 
(RailTEC), Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, University of 
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign prepared a route specific analysis for each route 
to estimate derailment probabilities. The Quantitative Risk Analysis used this 
data along with information on population densities, including sensitive 
populations, to estimate the cumulative risk along the proposed rail routes. The 
RDEIR found the risk of a train derailment and spill to be a Significant and 
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Unavoidable (Class I) impact. 

MRWG-48 A 5-mile evacuation zone would be excessive for a crude oil train carrying 
heavy tar sands crude oil. However, the potential impacts of a train derailment, 
oil spill and potential fires and explosions would be substantial. Therefore, the 
RDEIR found that the risk of a crude oil train accident and spill was considered 
a Significant and Unavoidable (Class I) impact. 

The potential consequences of a potential accident also need to be taken into 
account; specifically the distance from the rail line where adverse impacts 
would be possible. The worst-case thermal hazard zone associated with the 
catastrophic tank car failure and fire was approximately 500 meters. Within this 
distance, there is the possibility that individuals could experience thermal 
injuries. Beyond 500 meters, potential injuries would not likely occur. 
Likewise, the potential for fatalities is limited to 300 meters from the rail line.  

MRWG-49 We would agree with the comment that Phillips, as well as UPRR, is not 
invulnerable to accidents. The purpose of CEQA and the RDEIR QRA, was to 
quantify how likely an accident would be for the proposed project. Clearly, a 
zero probability would not be a credible result, nor would a finding that an 
accident would occur with 100 percent certainty. A QRA identifies how likely 
certain events are, where that risk is greatest, how effective mitigation is in 
reducing the risk and how significant the risk compared to accepted thresholds. 
In the case of the proposed project, the risk of a train derailment and spill was 
found to be a Significant and Unavoidable (Class I) impact. 

MRWG-50 Risk is a function of the probability of an accident and the resulting 
consequences. From a public safety standpoint, the highest risk is at locations 
with the highest population densities. A train derailment and spill in a sparsely 
populated area would not result in many injuries or fatalities, thus the risk 
would be considered low. Clearly, catastrophic risk incidents would occur 
where there are large concentrations of people immediately adjacent to the 
railroad. The answer in this comment is in the comment itself, which identifies 
numerous population centers and gathering points.  

Taken individually, the potential risk at any of the listed locations is considered 
low because the probability of a derailment and spill at that exact location is 
also low. However, societal risk, as presented in Figure 4.7-5, for example, is 
the cumulative risk to the public along the entire rail route. Focusing on the risk 
at individual points along the route would trivialize the overall societal risk by 
peicemealing the risk into less than significant segments. 

MRWG-51 Potential impacts associated with land use incompatibilities are discussed in 
Section 4.8 of the RDEIR. As explained in that section, an incompatibility 
would not necessarily result in a significant land use impact, particularly if the 
impact is based on the same environmental effects identified in other sections 
of the RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics and Visual Resources, Hazards and Hazardous 
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Substances, Noise). To result in a significant effect on land use, the 
incompatibility would need to result in some additional adverse effect, such as 
health risks, public safety issues, or the inability to sleep, relax, or enjoy the full 
use of one’s property. Using this approach, a significant and unavoidable land 
use impact was identified based on the increased health risk that would result 
from increased diesel particulate matter emissions from the Project. Other 
potential incompatibilities, such as increased air emissions, noise, odor, and 
hazards, were also considered.  

Applicable zoning and land use standards associated with the Project Site and 
surrounding area, and the Rail Spur Project’s potential consistency with 
applicable standards and policies and “what was originally intended by 
[County] planners” for the surrounding areas, are addressed in Appendix G of 
the RDEIR. While the RDEIR discusses potential inconsistencies with 
applicable planning documents, the decision of whether a proposed project is 
consistent with a particular plan or policy must ultimately be made by the local 
decision-making body. The comment has been included in the FEIR for the 
decision-makers’ consideration as part of the County’s deliberations on the 
proposed project. 

MRWG-52 Section 4.8 of the RDEIR accurately describes the proposed expansion of 
industrial uses approximately 0.85 mile into the existing buffer area, reducing 
the buffer between residential and recreational uses east of the Project Site from 
approximately 1.4 miles to 0.6 mile, consistent with this comment. This effect’s 
significance under land use threshold (a) and (c) is discussed in detail in Section 
4.8 (Land Use and Recreation) of the RDEIR. Potential effects under land use 
threshold (d) is also discussed in Section 4.8. The RDEIR concludes that the 
extension of industrial uses in this area would result in increased air emissions, 
noise, odors, health risks, visual impacts, and other potential impacts that would 
affect land use compatibility with surrounding residential uses. However, each 
of these environmental effects are identified and discussed in other Sections of 
the RDEIR. For the evaluation of land use impacts, it was explained that an 
incompatibility would not necessarily result in a significant land use impact, 
particularly if the impact is based on the same environmental effects identified 
in other sections of the RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics and Visual Resources, Hazards 
and Hazardous Substances, Noise). To result in a significant effect on land use, 
the incompatibility would need to result in some additional adverse effect, such 
as health risks, public safety issues, or the inability to sleep, relax, or enjoy the 
full use of one’s property. Using this approach, a significant and unavoidable 
land use impact was identified based on the increased health risk that would 
result from increased diesel particulate matter emissions from the Project. Other 
compatibility issues were also considered as a result of the proposed expansion 
of the rail spur into this area. The expansion was identified as Potentially 
Inconsistent with buffer policies in the South County Coastal Area Plan (refer 
to Appendix G). While the RDEIR discusses potential inconsistencies with 
applicable planning documents, the decision of whether a proposed project is 
consistent with a particular plan or policy must ultimately be made by the local 
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decision-making body. The comment has been included in the FEIR for the 
decision-makers’ consideration as part of the County’s deliberations on the 
proposed project. 

MRWG-53 The Project Description describes the intermittent use of this area in Section 
2.5, Operations, and 2.5.2, Train Unloading Sequence. On average, a train 
would be at the site for 10 to 12 hours five days per week, which represents 
between approximately 30 to 35 percent of the time in a week (50 to 60 hours 
per week / 168 hours total in one week). The proposed use of this area would 
not be minimal; however, it would be “intermittent” (sporadic, irregular, 
discontinuous).  

Over 97 percent of the existing buffer area east of the refinery would remain 
undeveloped and would not be altered by the proposed Project. Therefore, this 
area would continue to serve as an area where pollutants from refining activities 
could be deposited. Emissions at the refinery and associated health risks 
currently exceed acceptable thresholds and would continue to exceed 
acceptable thresholds with implementation of the Project. Therefore, the 
comment accurately reflects the determination that the proposed extension of 
the rail extension into the buffer area would potentially be incompatible with 
the South County Coastal Area Plan. Refer to the Response to MRWG-52 for a 
discussion of the potential consistency of this proposed use with applicable 
County plans and policies. 

MRWG-54 The RDEIR identified air quality emissions and associated health risks that 
exceed SLOCAPCD standards. Therefore, as discussed in Section 4.3, Air 
Quality and Greenhouse Gases, requirements for on- and off-site mitigation 
were identified, consistent with SLOCAPCD standards. Because off-site 
mitigation was necessary, the RDEIR determined that on-site impacts may not 
be reduced below acceptable thresholds; therefore, significant unavoidable 
impacts were identified for air quality and land use. The need for off-site 
mitigation and identification of residual significant and unavoidable impacts 
does not violate SLOCAPCD standards. As further described in Appendix G of 
the RDEIR, the Applicant would have to obtain Authority to Construct (ATC) 
and Permit to Operate (PTO) from the SLOCAPCD for the Rail Spur Project. 
This would assure that the project complies with all air quality standards. While 
the RDEIR discusses potential inconsistencies with applicable planning 
documents, the decision of whether a proposed project is consistent with a 
particular plan or policy must ultimately be made by the local decision-making 
body. The comment has been included in the FEIR for the decision-makers’ 
consideration as part of the County’s deliberations on the proposed project. 

MRWG-55 The comment states agreement with the RDEIR; therefore, no revisions or 
additional information is necessary. 

MRWG-56 The RDEIR discusses impacts associated with the proposed expansion of 
industrial activities within the existing buffer east of the SMR (including 
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increased health risks, noise, and light) in Section 4.8 (Land Use and 
Recreation). 

MRWG-57 Potential impacts associated with surrounding land use incompatibilities are 
discussed in Section 4.8 of the RDEIR. The project-related impacts that would 
affect other issue areas evaluated in the EIR provide a good indication of the 
Rail Spur Project’s compatibility with surrounding land uses, including the 
evaluation of air quality, noise, odor, and hazards of the Rail Spur Project. 
Typical effects of impacts associated with these types of incompatibilities 
include health risks, public safety issues, and the inability to sleep, relax, or 
enjoy the full use of one’s property. More detailed information on the impacts 
associated with each of these issue areas is provided in their respective section 
in Chapter 4.0 of the EIR.   A significant impact to one of these other issue 
areas would constitute a significant impact related to surrounding land use 
incompatibility. 

The text referenced in the comment has been modified to reflect the discussion 
above. 

MRWG-58 Potential impacts associated with noise and land use incompatibilities are 
discussed in Sections 4.8 (Land Use and Recreation) and 4.9 (Noise and 
Vibration) of the RDEIR. As explained in those sections, noise impacts would 
be within acceptable thresholds and less than significant with implementation 
of identified mitigation measures.  

Table 4.9.11 (Section 4.9, Noise and Vibration) in the RDEIR lists the 
estimated hourly average noise levels from nighttime rail spur activities.  A 
peak increase of 3.6 dBA at Louise Lane is anticipated under the mitigated 
case.  While these noise levels could be heard, they are not anticipated to 
produce a disturbance or awake residents.  Noise travels a substantial distance 
and activities, such as trains or vehicles, can be heard a substantial distance 
away from the source.  This does not mean that the noise that can be heard 
produces a disturbance or is annoying or exceeds the defined thresholds.  A 
shown in Table 4.9.11 with mitigation none of the residential areas would see 
noise level increase of close to five dBA.  

Because noise levels would be reduced to acceptable levels with 
implementation of mitigation, no significant land use impact was identified. 
The discussion of potential impacts associated with land use incompatibility is 
not intended to re-state every environmental impact identified in other sections 
of the RDEIR. Rather, this section considers whether those identified impacts 
would result in some other physical change or environmental effect on adjacent 
land uses and populations, giving rise to a significant impact under land use 
thresholds. 

MRWG-59 Visual effects are discussed, and significant impacts are identified, in Section 
4.1 of the RDEIR.  As explained in Section 4.8, an incompatibility would not 
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necessarily result in a significant land use impact, particularly if the impact is 
based on the same environmental effects identified in other sections of the 
RDEIR (i.e., Aesthetics and Visual Resources). To result in a significant effect 
on land use, the incompatibility would need to result in some additional adverse 
effect, such as health risks, public safety issues, or the inability to sleep, relax, 
or enjoy the full use of one’s property. Visual effects of the Project would not 
result in health risks, public safety issues, or the inability to enjoy the full use of 
one’s property. Therefore, potential visual incompatibilities were found to have 
a less than significant land use impact.  

CEQA requires an EIR to analyze potential impacts on the existing (baseline) 
setting. Since the referenced resort hotel at the Trilogy/Woodlands development 
does not exist, it is not a part of the existing baseline. Any analysis of potential 
impacts on that future development (should it be constructed) would be 
speculative and inconsistent with the clear directives of CEQA. The referenced 
Strategic Growth Goal is to “preserve and enhance visitor opportunities in 
appropriate locations as an important part of the coastal economy by… 
acknowledging that visitor serving facilities have priority over… non-visitor 
serving commercial or industrial development”. The SMR is not an appropriate 
location for visitor-serving opportunities and the priority for these uses would 
not apply to an Industrial-zoned parcel that has historically supported heavy 
industrial uses in the Coastal Zone. 

MRWG-60 Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, in evaluating the significance of the 
environmental effects of a project, the Lead Agency shall consider direct 
physical changes in the environment and reasonably foreseeable indirect 
physical changes in the environment. Therefore, as discussed in Appendix G of 
the RDEIR (Preliminary Consistency Analysis), inconsistency does not 
necessarily lead to a significant impact. Inconsistency with public plans creates 
significant impacts under CEQA only when an adverse physical effect would 
result from the inconsistency (refer to the introduction to Appendix G). The 
methods, timing, and parties responsible for enforcing identified mitigation are 
identified in Chapter 8 of the RDEIR. The RDEIR has clearly identified areas 
where implementation of mitigation may be infeasible due to federal 
preemption or other constraints, and residual impact determinations have been 
made in consideration of implementation issues. 

While the RDEIR discusses potential inconsistencies with applicable planning 
documents, the decision of whether a proposed project is consistent with a 
particular plan or policy must ultimately be made by the local decision-making 
body. The comment has been included in the FEIR for the decision-makers’ 
consideration as part of the County’s deliberations on the proposed project. 

MRWG-61 The relevant thresholds of significance for impacts on recreational resources are 
based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G and the County’s Environmental 
Checklist. The extensive recreational resources in the project vicinity are 
identified in Section 4.8.1.3; additional resources within the Woodlands 
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development have been added to this discussion. Because the Project would not 
increase demand on existing recreational facilities, or affect access to existing 
resources, impacts under CEQA would be less than significant. Other impacts 
on these resources are discussed in other sections of the RDEIR, including air 
quality (Section 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases), noise and vibration 
(Section 4.9, Noise and Vibration), light and aesthetics (Section 4.1, Aesthetics 
and Visual Resources), and risks to health and welfare (Section 4.3, Air Quality 
and Greenhouse Gases, and Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials). 
Therefore, no further discussion of these impacts is necessary. 

MRWG-62 The noise monitoring conducted at the Phillips site was performed by the EIR 
preparer as a consultant to the County.  Monitoring was conducted immediately 
adjacent to the rail car activities in order to quantify the near-field noise levels 
associated with the activities.  These near-field values were then scaled based 
on the level of activity during the monitoring and the anticipated activities that 
would occur during the railcar unloading (two locomotives vs. three 
locomotives, for example).  The monitoring did not directly associate the two 
activities.  The monitoring that was conducted in the community did not detect 
much rail noise, as was expected because the rail activities occurred during the 
daytime, which background noises are higher.  However, the scaled near-field 
values were applied to the nighttime ambient noise levels measured in order to 
determine the potential noise levels at night with the rail activities.  These 
indicated that, without mitigation, noise levels could increase substantially (> 7 
dba). 

The noise analysis included noise from unloading pumps and equipment, and 
based these near-field noise levels on databases of in-field measurements. 

Mainline train noise levels were estimated utilizing FTA models, which 
conservatively estimate the noise increases associated with train activities.  The 
EIR details these noise increases.  These are the same noise models used to 
develop General Plans and noise elements within SLOC.   

Construction activities are described in Section 2.4.1, Project Description " The 
overall construction is anticipated to occur over a period of 9 – 10 months".  

MRWG-63 Mitigation measure N-2a prohibits the use of train horns unless during an 
emergency.  Train noise along mainline tracks was estimated using the FTA 
models and these results are presented in the EIR under impact N.3.  Train 
idling, movement, pumping systems, HVAC and air compressors have all been 
including in the noise model used to estimate the noise levels from the proposed 
activities.  With mitigation, impacts would be less than the thresholds. 

MRWG-64 Mitigation measures would substantially reduce noise levels, as shown in 
Tables 4.9.10 and 4.9.11 in the Noise and Vibration Section of the EIR.  The 
berm is not suggested as a noise mitigation measure.  It is discussed as it is 
proposed as an aesthetic mitigation measure in Section 4.1, Aesthetics.  
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Mitigation measures are required to be implemented, including noise 
monitoring after the installation of the rail spur during all activities, in order to 
ensure noise levels are below the thresholds. 

MRWG-65 Mitigation measure N-2a prohibits the use of train horns unless during an 
emergency.  This mitigation, along with all others, would be monitored by the 
County to ensure compliance.  Mitigation measure N-2c requires a noise 
monitoring be done which would include the installation of continuous noise 
monitoring equipment, which could be reviewed for the inappropriate use of 
train horns. 

MRWG-66 The main purpose of the “bad order track” is to hold tank cars that have crude 
oil that does not meet the require specifications. With regard to rail car and 
locomotive repairs, the SMR facilities do not have the equipment or operations 
to conduct major repairs to rail cars and locomotives. If a rail care or 
locomotive broke down and needed repair UPRR would have to move them to 
one of its rail yard facilities.  Mitigation has been added to the FEIR to ensure 
that any minor car or locomotive repairs occur only during daylight hours (refer 
to mitigation measure N-2a), when background noise levels are higher and 
noise from rail spur activities has less of an impact.  Note also that UPRR may 
do minor car and locomotive repairs along the existing siding near the SMR for 
any trains currently being transported by UPRR, so a degree of repairs are 
already a part of the baseline noise environment.  

MRWG-67 Mitigation measures would be monitored by the County to ensure compliance.  
See Section 8.0 of the EIR for the Mitigation Monitoring Plan.  Mitigation 
measure N-2c requires a noise monitoring be done which would include the 
installation of continuous noise monitoring equipment, which could be 
reviewed for the inappropriate use of train horns or other nighttime activities.   

MRWG-68 The RDEIR analysis is based on specific thresholds of significance set out in 
the CEQA Guidelines and the County’s Environmental Checklist. These 
thresholds state that a project would have a potentially significant impact on 
Population and Housing if it would: induce substantial population growth in the 
area, displace existing housing or people, or create the need for substantial new 
housing in the area (refer to Section 4.10.3). Project-related effects under all 
three thresholds were found to be less than significant and the comment does 
not question the analysis under these thresholds. Other effects on existing 
residences in the project vicinity are addressed in other sections of the RDEIR, 
including Land Use and Recreation (which addresses land use compatibility 
issues), Air Quality and Noise (which address impacts on adjacent uses 
associated with project emissions and noise levels), and Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials (which addresses safety hazards and health risks on adjacent uses as a 
result of the Project). These types of impacts on adjacent existing residential 
uses do not fit within the applicable thresholds of significance for impacts on 
Population and Housing; therefore, no discussion of them in that section is 
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necessary. 

The RDEIR utilized the most recent Census data available to provide historic 
population/growth information (data through 2010). Pursuant to 2010 Census 
data, the Woodlands area included 421 total units in 2010 (see Table 4.10.2). Of 
course, growth has continued in the area since that time. The comment states 
that only approximately 200 homes had been completed in the development in 
2010, and approximately 500 have been added since that time. The information 
related to growth since 2010, including at the relatively new Woodlands 
(Trilogy) development, has been added to the RDEIR. 

MRWG-69 The RDEIR identified the substantial growth in the Nipomo urban area and 
Nipomo Mesa when compared to other areas of the County (refer to Section 
4.10.1.1). Where more specific data was available (i.e., for the Nipomo Mesa 
area, or official Census-designated places [Callender-Garrett, Woodlands, Palo 
Mesa, and Black Lake]), that information was also set out in the section.  

MRWG-70 The Environmental Setting section of the RDEIR does not provide an impact 
analysis; its purpose is only to provide information on the existing 
environmental baseline conditions (i.e., information on population and housing 
characteristics in the project vicinity at the time of preparation of the NOP for 
the Project). The analysis of potential impacts is provided in Section 4.10.4, 
Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures, and is based on identified 
significance criteria established by the CEQA Guidelines and the County’s 
Environmental Checklist.  

Land use compatibility issues associated with the proposed Rail Spur Project 
are discussed in Section 4.8, Land Use and Recreation. That section discusses 
potential impacts associated with the proposed expansion of existing industrial 
activities into areas surrounding the SMR, and references the impact analysis in 
other sections of the EIR to provide an indication of the Rail Spur Project’s 
compatibility with surrounding land uses (i.e., air quality effects, noise, odor, 
and hazards of the Project). Typical effects of impacts associated with these 
types of incompatibilities include health risks, public safety issues, and the 
inability to sleep, relax, or enjoy the full use of one’s property. The discussion 
of potential impacts in the RDEIR is consistent with those identified in this 
comment. 

MRWG-71 The RDEIR includes a lengthy discussion of land use impacts and potential 
incompatibilities in Section 4.8 of the RDEIR, Land Use and Recreation. In 
addition, Appendix G provides a preliminary policy consistency analysis that 
indentifies a number of in consistencies with County polices as it relates to land 
use. 

MRWG-72 The issue of displacing people from homes in the event a fire along the 
mainline rail routes is addressed under Chapter 4.10, Population and Housing, 
Impact P/H.2, which explains that although the increased use of the mainline to 
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transfer oil could result in increased exposure to potential hazardous substances 
in residential areas adjacent to the UPRR mainline route, it would not displace 
people or housing because the proposed use would be similar to existing uses 
along the mainline.  

Pursuant to the County’s checklist and Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, 
the applicable threshold is whether the proposed project would “displace 
existing housing or people, requiring the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere”. In the event of a spill and resultant fire where housing was 
damaged or destroyed, potential impacts would be temporary and housing could 
be repaired and/or rebuilt in the same location. No replacement housing at a 
different location (the construction of which, in turn, could result in additional 
environmental effects) would be required, which is what the significance 
criteria is intended to address. 

Additional information related to potential impacts associated with hazards or 
transport of hazardous materials was included in Chapter 4.7, under Impact 
HM.2, which states that the potential for a train derailment would increase the 
risk to the public in the vicinity of the UPRR right-of-way. This discussion 
identifies a significant and unavoidable (Class I) impact associated with 
increased risk to the public along the mainline route in the event of a spill/fire. 
No permanent impacts to housing would occur above those discussed in this 
section relating to the increased probability of a derailment, spill, and/or fire 
along the mainline. 

MRWG-73 Impacts related to Water Resources are addressed in Section 4.13 of the 
RDEIR, Water Resources. The Population and Housing section included a 
determination that the project would not remove any existing obstacles to 
growth, such as water availability in the Nipomo Mesa area, which currently 
serves as a constraint on growth in the area. The Project would not create 
additional water sources in the Nipomo Mesa area that could facilitate a higher 
rate of growth than would otherwise be supportable under existing water supply 
constraints. Therefore, no significant effect on population and housing related 
to the availability of additional water supplies would occur.  

MRWG-74 The cumulative discussion in population and housing are based on applicable 
thresholds of significance identified by the CEQA Guidelines and County 
Environmental Checklist. Other potential impacts on adjacent residences and 
populations are addressed in other sections of the RDEIR (i.e., Land Use and 
Recreation, Air Quality, Noise, Hazards and Hazardous Materials). Because no 
impacts associated with the appropriate significance thresholds are identified, 
no further analysis or changes to the RDEIR are necessary. 

MRWG-75 The RDEIR contains mitigation measures PS-3a through PS-3i (see Section 
4.11, Public Services and Utilities) to ensure that the SMR Fire Brigade and the 
Cal Fire resource are sufficient before the project proceeds.  These include; 1) 
an updated Fire Protection Plan for the Rail Spur Project that meets all the 
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applicable requirements of API, NFPA, UFC, and Cal Fire/County Fire;  2) an 
updated Emergency Response Plan to include the rail unloading facilities and 
operations; 3) an updated Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan to 
include the rail unloading facilities and operations; 4) requirements that the 
SMR fire brigade meets all the requirements outlined in Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration 29 CFR 1910.156, and NFPA 600 & 1081; 5) 
updated fire brigade staffing/training requirements and Cal Fire funding 
requirements; 6) funding of a qualified Cal Fire inspector to conduct the annual 
fire inspections at the SMR; 7) funding of training for Cal Fire personnel, 
including field training, as per the Security and Emergency Response Training 
Center Railroad Incident Coordination and Safety (RICS) meeting Department 
of Homeland security, NIIMS, OSHA 29 CFR 1910.120 compliance.  These 
extensive requirements would reduce the impacts of the rail spur project on fire 
resources at the SMR to less than significant with mitigation (Class II). 

In addition, for transportation of crude oil along the mainline tracks, mitigation 
measures PS-4a though PS-4c) (see Section 4.11, Public Service and Utilities) 
include 1) Only rail cars designed to Option 1: PHMSA and FRA Designed 
Tank Car shall be allowed; 2) requires annual funding for first response 
agencies along the mainline rail routes; 3) require annual emergency responses 
scenario/field based training; and 4) notification requirements. Impacts to fire 
protection and emergency response would remain significant and unavoidable 
(Class I) along the mainline routes. 

The Arroyo Grande EIR is being prepared in close coordination with the Cal 
Fire Fire Marshall to ensure that responses and training are appropriately 
addressed.   

Note that a crude oil train currently passes through SLOC weekly from San 
Ardo, so the risks of crude oil trains are currently present in the County.   

In regards to prevention as opposed to response, some of the mitigation 
measures, for example, the requirement to use Option 1 tank car design (PS-
4b), would reduce the frequency of spills given an accident occurs, and would 
therefore reduce the potential for catastrophic accidents.  Section 4.7, Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials also proposes mitigation measures, such as ensuring 
that the routes follow the lowest risk routes possible (HM-2b) (there are a 
number of different routes that could be taken by a train), and the use of 
positive train control (HM-2c) on all routes, would also reduce the frequency of 
train accidents and resulting consequences.   

The EIR clearly states in Section 4.11 that the fire response impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable (Class I) along the mainline rail routes, and that the 
impacts due to hazards (in Section 4.7) would also be significant and 
unavoidable (Class I).  Both of these are conclusions based on analysis and an 
extensive listing of mitigation measures. 
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MRWG-76 
and 

MRWG-77 

The Circulation Element of the South County Area Plan lists Willow Road as 
an arterial road. It is also shown as an arterial road in the Circulation Element 
of the South County Villages Plan. Therefore, the classification of Willow Road 
has not been changed in the EIR. 

MRWG-78 The metrics used for the on-time performance of passenger trains is directly 
from the Federal Railroad Administration. The actual departure time is only for 
the origin station, which is the station where the rail route begins. This data was 
used to be consistent with the requirement of the Federal Railroad 
Administration for determining on-time performance of passenger trains. The 
Federal Railroad Administration’s 80% goal for on-time arrival is calculated 
based upon the actual departure time from the originating station. This 
approach was used to allow for comparison to the Federal Railroad 
Administration’s on-time goal.  

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

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

A conservative assumption would be to assume that the addition of the crude oil 
unit train to this portion of the Coast Line would double the delay times 
associated with FTI, RTE, and DSR for the Coast Starlight on this section of 
the route. Based upon this assumption, the delay minutes would increase from 
about 0.5% to 1% for the entire Coast Starlight route between San Diego and 
San Luis Obispo based upon the delay minutes provided by the FRA in the 
quarterly Amtrak performance reports. 

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

MRWG-79 The use of hand thrown switches by itself is not a significant impact. The issue 
would be how the use of these switches affects on time performance of 
passenger trains. The RDEIR found that the addition of one crude oil unit train 
per day would not result in a significant impact to passenger train on-time 
performance. Therefore, mitigation is not required. 

MRWG-80 
through 

MRWG-82 

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

The example in the comment would have four trains, which is more than is 
needed for the project. Given that three trains would need to be dedicated to the 
project, it is highly unlikely that all three trains would arrive at the SMR on the 
same day. The analysis in Section 4.12, Traffic and Transportation, was based 
upon two at grade crossings per peak hour (one in the AM and one in the PM), 
which is a reasonable worst case assuming 250 trains per year under normal 
operations. The intersection discussion focuses on the long-term impacts to at 
grade intersections and therefore, was based upon the normal operations of the 
unit trains. For these reasons, no change has been made to the at grade crossing 
intersection impact classification. 

MRWG-83 The statement that the RDEIR claims there will be no dust impact is inaccurate. 
Section 9.4.9.2 (see Chapter 9.0, Vertical Coastal Access Assessment) states the 
existing emissions would just be shifted south from the Pier Avenue entrance to 
the new SMR coastal access road. This shift in vehicles to the south could 
increase the level of off-road vehicle (ORV) activity in the southern part of the 
ODSVRA thereby increasing PM10 emissions in this part of the ODSVRA. 
PM10 emissions could also be increased from travel on the new coastal access 
road. While the road would be paved, sand tracked onto the road could increase 
the level of PM10 emissions in the area around the refinery. While the overall 
level of PM10 emissions from the area around the ODSVRA would not be 
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expected to increase over the current levels, there is the potential for an increase 
in localized impacts in the area of the SMR. 

The trips identified in the Condor study are currently using the Pier Avenue 
entrance, so the emissions are already occurring. However, as discussed above, 
the emissions would be shifted south by about six miles, which would shift 
some of the air impacts to the area around the SMR. 

The County Public Works classifies Willow Road as an arterial roadway. The 
Circulation Element of the South County Area Plan lists Willow Road as an 
arterial road. It is also shown as an arterial road in the Circulation Element of 
the South County Villages Plan. Therefore, the classification of Willow Road 
has not been changed in the EIR. 

MRWG-84 This comment does not identify a specific environmental analysis or CEQA 
issue relative to the EIR and compliance with CEQA.  The majority of the 
comment just states information that is contained in the RDEIR regarding the 
various alternatives. The commenter’s statement about if three trains per week 
is approved that Phillips 66 would request and increase at some point in the 
future is included in the FEIR for the decision-makers’ consideration as part of 
the County's deliberations on the proposed project. 

MRWG-85 This comment lists a number of the mitigation measures that the County would 
have to monitor if the Rail Spur Project was approved. Mitigation measure EM-
1 (see Section 4.0, Environmental Analysis) requires that Phillips 66 fund all 
the County monitoring activities associated with the Rail Spur Project. The 
County would likely hire additional staff or consultants to handle the work load 
that would be associated with permit compliance monitoring and enforcement 
for the Rail Spur Project. This is what has been done on other large projects 
such as the solar projects, the Avila Beach remediation project, and the 
Guadalupe restoration project. 

MRWG-86 The Executive Summary clearly states on the first page that the reader should 
not rely exclusively on the Executive Summary as the sole basis for judgment 
of the Projects.  Specifically, the EIR should be consulted for information about 
the environmental effects associated with the Projects and potential mitigation 
measures to address or minimize those effects. 

The Executive Summary focuses on the key impacts and mitigation measures 
and clearly states all of the significant and unavoidable (Class I) impacts 
identified for the Rail Spur Project.  In addition, the Executive Summary 
provides a set of impact summary tables that list all of the identified impacts by 
classification and their associated mitigation measures.  

Section 15123 of the CEQA Guidelines state that (a) An EIR shall contain a 
brief summary of the proposed actions and its consequences. The language of 
the summary should be as clear and simple as reasonably practical. (b) The 
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summary shall identify: 

(1) Each significant effect with proposed mitigation measures and alternatives 
that would reduce or avoid that effect; 

(2) Areas of controversy known to the Lead Agency including issues raised by 
agencies and the public; and 

(3) Issues to be resolved including the choice among alternatives and whether 
or how to mitigate the significant effects. 

The Executive Summary in the RDEIR meets all of these CEQA requirements. 
Therefore, the Executive Summary does not need to be rewritten, but has been 
modified as part of the development of the Final EIR. 

MRWG-87 Operations at the Rodeo Refinery are not anticipated to change with the 
processing of Rail Spur Project crude oil.  The refinery currently handles heavy 
crude oil and the characteristics of the Rail Spur Project crude oil are similar to 
current heavy crude oils.  Section 4.3, Table 4.3.13 summarizes the different 
characteristics of the crude oils.  BTEX levels may increase (although some tar 
sands crude oils have lower percentages of BTEX than the heavy crudes 
currently being processed; see response to comment CBE-21), but the health 
risk analysis of the increased BTEX levels conducted for the EIR indicates that 
increases in health risk would be nominal (see section 4.3, impact AQ.4).  The 
refining of the different crude slate associated with this project would not 
produce different GHG emissions at the SMR than the normal range of crude 
oils refined at the SMR.  GHG emissions are attributable to removal of the 
heavier ends, such as at the SMR, and associated with the cracking and 
formulation of lighter ends, such as gasoline, at the Rodeo Refinery.  These 
activities would be within the range of normal activities at each refinery.  The 
main difference in GHG emissions occurs at the extraction point, where 
extracting the tar sands generally produces substantially higher GHG per bbl of 
crude oil than conventional methods, depending on the level of associated gas 
and the use of that gas.   

Modifications to the Rodeo Refinery are not associated with, and independent 
from, the SMR Rail Spur project.  The Rodeo Propane Recovery Projects 
purpose is to increase the efficiency of propane removal from primarily the 
refinery fuel gas.  Propane levels in dilbit are very small and would not 
contribute to the propane recovery activities associated with the SFR propane 
project.  See Responses to CBE-84, CBE-85, and CEB-111 regarding increased 
amounts of propane and butane. 

 




