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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

In February 1991, the Board of Transportation Commissioners (BTC) of the City of Los Angeles,
certified the Final Environmental Impact Repor/Statement (Final EIR/S) for tha Mobil M-70
Replacement and Optimization Project (State Clearinghouse Number 8901 0177). The BTC took
this action in accordance with Public Resources Code, Sections 21083 and 21087 as tha
governing body for the Los Angeles Departiment of Transportation (LADOT) and as the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency. Because the environmental impact analysis was
conducted to meet the requirements of both CEQA ang the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), the EIR/S was also adopted by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), as the NEPA lead

agency.

this limitation was based on minimizing air quallty impacts from Mobil's Torrance refinery.
Because the assumptions about air quality requirements have changed substantially since the
publication of the EIR/S, the connection between the pipeline throughput and refinery throughput
is no longer applicable. To support the increasing demand for gasoline supplies in southern
California, Mobil demonstrated that they could increase the refinery throughput while meeting or
exceeding the requirements for limiting air emissions at the refinery. Since that concern has been
addressed, Mobil is now sezking to better utilize the existing system capacity and to increase the

.l . throughput of the M-70 pipeline.

Because Mobil proposes to change the operating condition upon which the CEQA/NEPA
evaiuation was based, they contacted LADOT and the USFS staff for direction about satisfying the
requirements of CEQA and NEPA. Both CEQA and NEPA allow for changes to projects without
substantial environmental review provided the changes are minor. The applicable provisions of
CEQA are contained in Sections 15162 and 15164 of Title 14, Chapter 3, Guidelines for
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, aiso known as the CEQA guidelines,
As stated in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, an addendum to a previously ceriified EIR shall
be prepared if some changss or additior:s are necessary but none of the following conditicns (as

described in Section 15162) have oceurred:

3 " Akey requirement of the EIR/S was that the throughput of the new pipeline was o be limited and

* New significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified significant effecis.

» Substantial changes in circumstances due to new information of significant environmantal
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified slgnificant effects.

* New information of substantial importance was not known and could not have been known at
the time the previous EIR was certified as complete. The new information would have to
show any of the following:
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- One or more significant effects not discussed previously in the EIR:

Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severa than shown in the_
previous EIR;

Mitigation measures or altematives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be
feasible and substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project: or

Mitigation measures or alternatives not previously considered or analyzed in the previous
EIR, would substantially reduce one of more significant effects on the environment.

]

The USFS's implementing guidelines for NEPA provide for similar minor changes.

As the CEQA lead agency and based on the preliminary project Information provided to the
? LADOT, LADOT staff determined that none of the conditions discussed above has cccurred, and
considering the whole record, a revised or supplemental EIR/S is not required. However, in order
to formalize the information concerning the M-70 throughput increase, the LADOT has specifiad

A an Addendum to the 1991 EIR/S as the appropriate CEQA mechanism for the environmental
review of the proposed M-70 throughput increase, Therefore, this document which discusses the

} proposed M-70 throughput increase serves as the first Addendum to the 1991 EIR/S,

} Subsequent to ‘the February 1981 ceriification of the EIR/S and fling of the Notice of

Determination with the California State Clearinghouse, theé LADOT received additional comments
to the EIR/S. Although, these comments were received after the EIR/S certification (betwazn

Z’ February 28 and March 14, 1991), Dames & Moore, as author of the original EIR/S, provided
: answers to each of these comments to the BTC. As part of the preparation of this first Addendum™~
. reporl, the comments were reviewed in response fo LADOT's request and determinad to be
f moestly related to the construction of the M-70 pipeline. Operational comments dealt with oil spill

or air emission concerns that were fully_evaluaied inthe EIR/S. As such, these comments are not
reflective of concerns which would be associated with increasing the throughput of the existing M-
70 pipeline and will not be addressed further in this first Addendum document.

On August 9, 2000, the USFS acknowledged that the M-70 throughput increase would not I=ad to
new or greater environmental impacts than presented in the 1991 EIR/S. Therefore, the propesed
throughput increase is not subject to further analysis under NEPA. A photocopy of the latter,
which documents the USFS's determination is provided as Attachment A.
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2.0 PROPOSED PROJECT

The following paragraphs provide a description of the M-70 pipeline system as well as the
proposed project.

2.1 Background

Mobil cperates the M-70 pipeline fo convey crude oil from the Lebec Pump Station, locatad in
Kern County, California to Mobil's Torrance, California Refinery. Figure 1 shows the location of
the M-70 pipeline as presented in the 1991 EIR/S. As part of the project to replace the pipelins,
the LADOT and the USFS published an EIR/S that evaluated the impacts resuling from the
project construction, operation, and abandonment of the old M-70 pipeline.

One of the assumptions for the preparation of the 1991 EIR/S was that the average annual crude
oil throughput of the M-70 pipeline would be 85 thousand barrels per day (TBD). This assumption
was based on a variety of factors, including, but not limited to:

» Historic .crude throughput;
» Crude slate available for shipment;
* Availability of other crude supplies; and

s Crude processing limitations within the refinery.

This assumption served as the basis for a pipeline throughput cap that was tied to the refinery
throughput as reflected in mitigation measure AR-1 of the EIR/S. Changes to the pipeline
throughput cap required Mobil to consult with the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) to verify air emissions were maintained at appropriately low levels at the refinery.
Based on changss within the refinery and the SCAQMD's evaluation of these changes, the
SCAQMD issued letters which staled that the pipefine’s throughput restrictions are no longer valid,
As such, Mobil proposas to increase the M-70 crude oil throughput from 95 TBD to 115 TBD.

2.2 Description of the Original M-70 Pipeiine Replacement Project as Approved

The project, as described in tha Final EIR/S and approved by the Board of Transportation
Commissioners in February 1891, allowed for the replacement of approximately 82 miles of old
multiple diameter pipelfine with a new 18-inch state-of-the-art pipeline. The pipeline was installed
primarily in city streets or previously disturbed areas to minimize exposure of sensttive resotirces
to impacts from the construction and operation of the pipeline. Several pump stations were
upgraded to improve efficiency and reduce air emissions. The pipeline had a special, fusion-
bonded, {actory-installed coating which was finished by field-applied low emission coating of

joints,
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Mabil implemented a wide variety of miigation measures to reduce environmeantal impacts during

]. the construction of the M-70 pipeline. These mitigation measures included resident notifications,
traffic re-routing, citizen outreach programs and Information het lines, and cultural resource
collections.

] ) As mitigation against accidental spills, Mobil installed thicker walled pipe at a number of stream
crossings and at geologically sensitive areas {e.g., known earthquake fault zones), extra remotely-

] operated valves, and seismic alarms at pumping stations. These measures wera judged to

reduce the potential impact from a spili from the pipeline to the maximum extent feasible,

2.3 Moedifications to the Project

- Mobil proposes to increase the average annual throughput of the M-70 pipeline from 95 TBD to up
to 115 TBD. Mobil will be able to achieve this increase by two methods, utilizing excess system
capacity and using a less viscous composite crude stream, which will allow for the crude ofl to be
pumped at a higher flow rate. These two methods may be used simultaneously or in fieu of each
s : other in order to achieve the average annual throughput of up to 115 TBD. The proposed
average annual throughput will not result in an operating pressure that would exceed the
operating pressure of 1,000 psi, which was analyzed in the 1981 EIR/S. Additional information
i concering the two throughput increase methods is provided below.

| As a result of modifications made to the M-70 pipeline and pump stations during the M-70
: ‘ replacement and systemn optimization project, the current working capacity of the M-70 pipelina
system is approximately 100 TBD'. This working capacity is based on pumping 12.5 ® AP! gravity
San Joaquin heavy crude oil and includes a seven percent allowance for seasonal temperature
variations and downtime for maintenance, inspections, and polential upset conditions such as
power outages. Since its completion, the system has been operating at an average annual
! throughput of 85 TBD; leaving an average annual excess system working capacity of 5 TBD. No
system modifications will be required to uiilize the excess system working capacity. Mobil has
operated the system at 100 TBD for 12.5° APl crude during peak periods and the system has
demonstrated its ability to safely operate at this maximum throughput volume. Mobil has offset
the peak period throughput with smaller throughput volumes at other times to achieve the average

annual throughput of 95 TED.

Mobil also plans to pump a less viscous composite crude oil stream through the M-70 pipeline,
Mobil would obtain this composite crude oil by blending heavy crude (12.5° API) and less viscous

! The EIR/S cites a maximum design capacity of 129 TBD which was predicted on a variety of assumptions including
maximum operating prassuras, maximum cperating times, a nominal cruds slate, and other faclors. It does not
represent actual operating conditions where the pipeline must be shut down for maintenanca and inspections nor does #t
account for the full range of crude slates that Mobll could uss,

' ‘ 4700-165-000 2.3 February 2001 w/\
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crude oil (30° API} in upstream production or pipeline facilities to create a cruda oll of 13° to 163

APL. The less viscous crude can be pumped at a higher flow rate and would increass the systerr‘\-—
capacity up to an additional 15 TBD. No system modifications will be required to achieve this
proposed action. Mobil has conducted hydraulic studies that verify throughput !ncreasns are
attainable using a less viscous crude,

4700-185-000 ) Fabruary 2001
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3.0 IMPACT ANALYSIS

To evaluate whether the project will have one or more new or substantially increased significant
effects not discussed in the 1991 EIR/S, each environmental lssue area considered in the 1991
EIR/S has been evaluated. As the evaluation of the effect of the proposed project to air and risk
of upset warranted a more detalled discussion, these two issues areas are presented as separata
sections below. The remaining environmental issue areas are presented in Section 3.3. Basad
on the results of analysis presented in this section, there are no new or substantially increased
impacts to environmental resources as a result of the proposed throughput increase,

3.1 Air

In order to increase the throughput of the M-70 pipefine, Mobil proposes to use the system'’s
current excess capacity and to pump a less viscous composite crude. No system modifications or
new system components (i.e., heaters and pumps) will be required in order to increase the
throughput of the pipeline. In addition, no heaters or pumps will need fo be operated beyond
above previous maximum use. Therefore, the proposed project will not result in new air

emissions.

One of the mitigation measures set forth in the 1991 EIR/S was Mitigation Measure AR-1, which
siates:

In addition to the environmental protection measures proposed by Mobil, additional
mitigation measures should be implemented as considered appropriate by the
South Coast Air Quality Management District. These measures are fisted in
Table 4.2.2-6 of the 1991 EIR/S?, (emphasis added).

Table 4.2.2-6 includes the following additional mitigation measure which "should ba
implemented as considered appropriate by the SCAQMD™

Limit M-70 pipeline throughput to 95,000 bpd (and reduce allowable throughput to 63,500
bpd if the Torrance Refinery capacity limit is expanded above 130,000 bpd unless the
SCAQMD determines that this expansion will not adversely affect alr quality).

(emphasis added).

Table 4.2.2-6 ais;o includes the following footnote:

25 copy of Table 4.2.2.5 is provided as Attachmeant B,

4700-166-000 Fabrusry 2001
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These measures will be implemented as considered appropriate by ths South F
Coast Air Quallty Management District. These measures are in addition to the N~

measures stated in Seclion 4.2.2.4.1. (emphasis added).

The 1891 EIR/EIS expressly states that the additional measures are to be implemented
only as considered appropriate by the SCAQMD. Further, the mitigation measures
expressly state that the pipeline throughput limit will not apply if "the SCAQMD determines
that this expansion will not adversely affect alr quality,”

fn June 1998, the City of Tomance granted Mobil's request for a throughput increase at ths
refinery, With this increased capacity at the refinery, Mobil reviewed the restrictions on the M-70
throughput, particularly with respect fo AR-1. To satisfy the limitations of AR-1, Mobil
demonstrated 1o the SCAQMD that an increase in the throughput of the M-70 would not violate
any of their air permit conditions and would be consistent with AR-1. Based on the determination
presented by the SCAQMD, the project will not result in an adverse air quality impact. Letters
from the South Coast Air Quality Management District {o the LADOT supperiing Mobil's pesition
that an increasad throughput would not result in an environmental effect are presentsd in

Attachment C.

3.2 Risk of Upset

The 1991 EIR/S evaluated potential spill volumes based on a shut off time for the line of eit~2r 23
or 18 minutes, north or south of Newhall, respectively, The origin of these system shut down “~
times was unclear since data were compiled by a third party (Dames & Moore). However, Mobil's
subsequent evaluation of system response fimes indicates that those times repressnt an
unrealistic "worst-case” spill scenaric, Based on the results of the spill volume evaluation in ths
EiR/S, LADOT and USFS adopted mitigation measures in the certified EIR/S. These mitigation
measures reduced petential impacts from spills {o the maximum extent feasible.

Since the publicaticn of the EIR/S, Mobil has determined that under normal operating conditions it
can shut down the pipeline within six minutes for the northemn portion of the system and within
three minutes for the southern portion of the system. In addition, Mobil datermined that even
under a reasonable worst case scenario they can shut down the pipeline system and ciose
required valves in less than nine to 12 minutes for the southern and northern portions of the
system, respectively. The study report documenting these results was provided to the LADOT in
Mobil's correspondence dated July 19, 2000, and is available for review at their offices.

The calculations of spill volumes from pipelines is based on two factors, system shut down time
{i.e., pumping continuing after the leak} and line drain down volume., The EIR/S divided tha M-70
pipeline into a series of line segments. Spill volumes were calculated for each segment based on
a system shut down of 18 to 23 minutes (north and south of Newhall, respectively) and keyed to

-

4700-168-D00 February 2001
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the length {and hence, drain down velumes) of each segment, Thesa calculated volumes wera
presented in Table 4.2,10-2 of the final EIR/S, which Is provided hereln as Attachment D. Mabil's
proposed throughput increase would change only the rate at which olf would be pumped through
the pipeline; neither the shut down times ner the fine volumes would be affected by the proposad
throughput increase. '

To determine a more reasonables worst-case system shut down time for the current M-70 pipeling,
Mobil undertook a series of tests of the pump stations and pipeline valves. Under normal
circumstances with systems working properly, it would take much less than a minute for a system
operator to be alerted to and respond to a pipeline break. Upon seeing the pipeline fallura, tha
operator would shut down the pump stations and motor-operated valves {(MOVs). Thus, the
system would be shut down and oil would no longer be pumped out within a minute or two. To
provide a margin of safety, Mobil assumed the normal response could be accomplished in no
more than three minutes. The difference between system shut down times north and south of
Newhall reflects the slower MOVs that are in the remote parts of the Angeles National Forest,
Because commercial power is not available to these remote MOVs, they have to rely on solar-
generated battery power and thus require smaller and slower motors.

Mobil also tested their backup systems by simulating a telecommunications failure, Reasonable
worsi-case system shut down time was determined based on the need for the backup system to
react to a lack of normal control from the Mobil's Dallas Control Center and other meore local
systems. Based on even a series of system failures, Mobil determined that the system could bz
shut down in less than nine or 12 minutes for the southern and northern sections, respectively.
The results of Mobil's evaluation and the report documenting their tests were provided to the
LADOT on July 19, 2000 and are available at their offices for review,

The spill volumes presented in Table 4.2.10-2 were calculated based on system shut down times
of 18 minutes (Segments A through F) or 23 minutes (Segments G through L) and throughput
rates of 85 TBD. By using the new calculaied maximum system shut down times of nine and 12
minutes and the maximum throughput capacity of 115 TBD, the spill volumes for Segments A

through F were over estimated by 559 barrels in the north and 468 barrels in the south, An
example of the calculations is presented in Table 1,

Eased on the capabilties of Mobil's response system, the impacts from the maximum spill
potential associated with the proposed throughput increase have already been mitigated through
the inclusion of the additional safety features called out in the 1891 EIR/S. Importantly, Mobil
impiemented these mitigation measures based on the larger spill volumes evaluated in the EIR/S,

Thus, the propesed throughput increase will not fead to risk of upset conditions that would present
new or more significant environmental impacts.

February 2001
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] Maximum Spill Volumes (bbls)
Pumped Volumes
Drain down Total | Overestimation
: | Empirical Data | yo1ime In EIR/S
volume EIRISY
} Normal** | Upset**
) Segment A {length 30,566 feet)
] 85 TBD 7601 1518 - —_ 9120 —_
. 115 TEBD 7601 —_ 479 — 8080 1040
] (normal)
115 TBD 7601 — - 8958 8559 559
] {upset) ‘
7 Segment G (length 21,120 feet}
|} .
2 95 TBD 5252 1188 - — 6440 —_ (-
r 115 TBD 5252 - 240 - 5492 048
(normal)
ki 115 TBD 5252 — - 719 5971 469
{ups=t)
* Volume presenied in EIR/S based on a 23 minute (Segment A) or 18 mintle (Segment G) shut-down time.
I ~ Assumes normal operations with a & minute (Segment A} or 3 minute (Segmen! G) systam shut-down tims,
- Assumes upset conditions with a 12 minule {Segment A) or 8 minute (Segment G) system shul-down tima,
As another consideration, it is worth noting that Mobil included improved safety features in the
} naw pipzline. These improvements included the following: !
' » Additional valves and sensors in the existing 24-hour-a-day computerized safety
monitoring to quickly detect and locate leaks or ruptures and to rapidly shutdown the
] pipeline in the event of such circumstances;
+ New technologically advanced anticorrosion sealants which are molecularly bondad to
the pips;
Ly
4700-166-000 Fabruary 3001}
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*» The ability fo use an.intemnal inspection tool (*Smart Pig") to detect and repair
]. weaknesses in the uniform 16-inch diameter before failure can occur: and

» Thicker walled pipe at a number of stream crossings and at geologically sensitive areas,

] Since the M-70 was completed in 1993, it has demonstrated its safety performance and dfzrabitity
both during routine operation and during potential upset condifions. Pursuant to the terms and

" ' conditions of the March 28, 1991, Report of the Depariment of Transportation, Mobil has
submitted annual compliance reports to the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation.

As documented in these annual compliance reports, the M-70 pipelina has not experienced izaks

or breaks.

In 1994, the M-70 pipeline withstood the 6.8 magnitude Northridge earthquake, The M-70
1 pipeline did not have pipeline failures, breaks or other operation problems during the earthquake

itself and subsequent aftershocks. In addition, the Northridge earthquake demonstrated the
effectiveness of the M-70 pipeline system safety control measures. During the earthquake, the
M-70 pumping stations were automatically shut down by built-in sensors and alarms wera
triggered in the 24-hour manned control room located in Dallas, Texas. Aftachment E provides
two articles which discuss the strong performance and durability of the M-70 pipeline.

In addition to the safety benefits afforded by the M-70 pipeline, Mobil employs several operational

and safety measures to prevent a pipefine upset. The M-70 pipeline is maintained and operated

' in accordance with Code of Federa! Regulation Title 49, Part 195 — Transporiation of Hazardous

- Liquids by Pipelines. These pipelines regulations require the periodic inspection of mainline

3 valves and safety devices, monitoring of cathodic protection systems and other safety

.- requirements. Under the Caiifornia Pipeline Safety Act (CPSA) of 1981, the California State Fire
Marshall oversees and enforces these regulations in California. The CSFM condudts audits of
pipefine system manuals, procedures, records and facilities on a regular basis in order to insure
’ compliance with Department of Transportation and CPSA regulations. Mobil also has a Pipeline
Response Plan for the M-70 pipsline which outlines procedures for pipeline emergency

situations.

3.3 Other Environmental lssue Areas

Table 2 provides an evaluation of the potential impacts of the proposed project to earth, water,
plant life, animal life, noise, light and glare, land use and recreation, natural resources, popuiation

E and socioeconomics, housing, transportation, public services, energy, ulilities, human health,
visual, cuitural, and paleontologic resources. In addition, potential cumulative impacts are

I evaluated. Based on this evaluation, the proposed project will not result in new or substantially
increased significant environmental impacts to any of these environmental issue areas,

l . 4700-66-000 Fabruary 2000
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Table 2

Environmental Evaluation

Discipline

New or Substantially
Increzsed
Signlficant
Environmental
Impacts

Explanation

Earth®

No

Because there will be no physical changes to the system, ths
increase In crude oil throughput will hava no effect on
topographic, seismic, fault, slope stabllity, subsidence, or
unique geologic features, mineral or petroleum resources, or
soil and erosion processes.

Water!

No

Because there will be no physical change to the system, the
project will not result in impacts to sturface or groundwater
resources different from that evaluated in the EIR/S,

Plant Life

No

Because there will be no physical change to the system, thz
project will not result in impacts to plant life.

Animal Life

No

Because there will be no physical change to the system, no
impacts to animal life will occur as a result of the project.

Noise

No

Because the pumps will not be run at new levels, the project
will not result in noise impacts different from that evaluated in

the EIR/S.

Light and Glare ~

No

Becausg the project doss not involve activiies that would
create fight or glare impacts, there will be no impacts to light
and glare,

Land Use and
Recreation

No

Because the project does not involve physical changes to the
system, the project will not impact land or recreation uses.

3 Topography, seismicity and faulting, sicpa siabllity, subsidence, unigue geologic features, mineral and petroleum

resources, solls and erosion,
* surfacs water and ground water

)
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TABLE 2 (Cont'd)
Environmental Evaluation

New or Substantially

Increased Signlficant |

Explanation

Biscipline Environmental
Impacts

Natural No The project will not require additional natura gas, watsr, or

Resources electricily beyond that evaluated in the EIR/S,

Population and No Becausa the project will not require additional staff, no

Socioeconomics impacts to empioyment or population will oceur,

Housing No Because the project wiff not require additional staff, no
impacts to housing will occur,

_Transportation No The project will not result In an Increase in transportation
' aclivities.  Therefore, no impacts to transportation ara
expected,

Public Services No The project will not require the use of police, fire, health care
resources, or school and recreational faciiities. Therefore,
ho impacts to public services are expected,

Energy No The project will not require additional energy resources to
transport the crude oll at the higher fiow rate, Therefora, the
project will not result in an impact to energy.

Utilities® No The project does not require the use of new electrical,
natural gas, telephone, waier, or sewer services. Therefore,
the project will not result in new impacts to utiiities,

Human Heaith No As discussed in the "Air Quality* section above, the projact
will not resut in the increasa of toxic air emissions.
Therefore, no new impacts to human health are expecied,

Visual No Because there will be no physical change to the system, no

Resources impacts to visual resources are expected,

Cultural No Because there will be no physical change to the system, the

Resources project will not Impact cuttural resources.

’eiemﬂcﬂy. natural gas, water, and sanlary sewer

4700-168-000
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TABLE 2 (Cont'd)

Environmental Evaluation

New or Substantlally
Increased Significant

Discipling Environmental Explanation
Impacts
Palepntologic No Because there will be no physical change to tha system, the
Resources project will not impact paleontologic resources,
Curmnulative No The project will not result in cumulative ih'lpacts.
4700-166-000 February 2001
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A. Mobil Oil Corporation letter to the City of Los Angeles, Depariment of Transportation, and the
U.S. Forest Service regarding the M-70 Throughput Increase, 95 TBD to 115 TBD, dated July

19, 2000.

B. Table 4.2.2-6 of the 1991 Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement for the Proposed M-
70 Pipeline Replacement and System Optimization Project.

C. South Coast Air Quality Manage District Letlers to the Los Angsles Depariment of
Transportation, dated April 8, 1999 and July 22, 1999,

D. Table 4.2.10-2 of the 1991 Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement for the Proposed
M-70 Pipeline Replacement and System Optimization Project.

Oil and Gas Joumal and Los Angeles Times articles conceming the M-70 pipeline, dated
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1.S. Forest Service Determination




Mobil Oil Corporation 7o WES'T 10 STREET
TORRANCE, CALIFORNTA $0508-2929

VIA UPS DELIVERY

July 19, 2000

Mr. Robert E. Camou, P. E. \
Sr. Transportation Engineer

City of Los Angeles — Department of Transportation

221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 400

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Mr. Mike Wickman

District Ranger -~ Angeles National Forest
U.S. Forest Service

30800 Bougquet Canyon Road

Saugus, CA 81350 .

RE: M-70 Throughput Increase
85 TBD to 115 TBD

Dear Mr. Wickman and Mr. Camou:

Please find attachad a report that presents the methodology and results of a test Mobil
Oil Corporation (Mobil) conducled of our Emergency Shutdown System for the M-70
pipeline system. We conducted this test in response {o our mesting on February 23,
2000 with the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) staff during which we
discussed our raquest to increase the throughput of the M-70 from 85,000 barrels per
day (5 TBD) to 115 TBD. Our request was explained in detall in a letter from Mobil to
the LADOT and US Forsst Service (USFS) dated December 16, 1989,

Based on the results of this test we have demonstrated that under our normal operating
conditions we can shut down the pipeline system and close the required valves within 3
minutes for the Southern portion (South of Newhall) of the systam and 6 minutes for the
Northern portion (North of Newhall) of the system. In addition, under a reasonable worst
case scenario we can shut doewn the pipeline system and close required valves in less
than 8 to 12 minutes for tha Southern and Northern portions of the system, respectively.

The M-70 Pipeline Replacement Project Environmental Impact ReporV/Statement
(EIR/S) evaluated, among other issues, the potential volume of a catastrophic spill. The
EIR/S based a shut down time of 18 to 23 minutes for the Southem and Northern
sections respectively, and a flow rate of roughly 66 barrels per minute (bpm), (which
squates o 85TBD). The EIR/S estimated spill volumes at 1188 barrels for the
Southern section and 1517 barrels for the Northern section.
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Based on the newly derived shut down times and an increased flow rate to roughly BC

bpm, (equates to 115 TBD), spill volumes were estimated, under normal conditions,
at approximately 240 barrels for the Southern section and 479 barrels for the
Northern section. In a reasonable worst case scenarfo under the same flow rate (80
bpm), the spill volumes were estimated at approximately 719 barrels for the
Southern section and 858 barrels for the Northern Section, refer to attached Table

1. Thus, the EIR/S evaluated potential maximum spill voiume far excesding what *

should be the aclual maximum spilt volume even if the pipeline were to be operated at a
higher fiow rate.

Based on this evaluation, the impacts from the maximum spill potential for the system
have been fully evaluated in the 1891 EIR/S and our request to increase the throughput
of M-70 to 115 TBD would lead to no new or greater environmental impacts. in fact,
since Mobil included more motor operated valves and other safety features, the actual

spill volumes are much less than considered in the EIR/S.

In closing, wa trust that upon your review of the report submitted herewith, you will
agree with our supported conclusion that an increase of throughput of 20 TBD to the M-
70 pipeline system will not cause additional environmental effects.  Therefore the
proposed throughput increase is nat subject to reanalysis under CEQA/NEPA.

Should you agree with our findings, please sign your approved acknowledgment in the
space provided below and return one signed copy to my attention.

We appreciate your favorable consideration of this request. However, if you should
have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (310) 212-1781.

Very truly yours,

RECEIVED MCMWAM-;AMML%

Ruth Cronin-Fruitt, Manager
AUG 1 0 2000 West Coast Rights of Way

RIGHT-OF-WAY DEPT.

ACKNOWLEDGED AND APPROVED

By:, 4;71/1/'5 /,//Aﬁj_éé_f‘ ‘
T Jipy Doy Faad) Loy
77"
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Table 4.2.2-6
of the 1991 EIR/S




, TABLE 42.2:6
ADDITIONAL AIR QUALITY MITIGATION MEASURES (AR-1)! -
Impast Mitigaiion Measures Residual Impact
Construction Activity » Water site and equipment morning and Not Significant

Emissions

Construction
Equipment Emissions

Construction related
Traffic Congestion

Project Operationsl
Emissions

Secondary Emissions

evening

« Spread soil binders on all exposed soil
areas in construction zone

e Operate street sweepers on adjacent

paved roadways
Wash trucks leaving the construction site Not Sig-n.iﬁcant
» Provide rideshare incentives to ~ Not Significant

construction personnel

* Provide transit incentives to
construction personne!

* Provide a flagperson at construction
sites

» Install Best Available Control ' Not Significant
Technology on any cquipment cxpected
to increase emissions

« Provide emissions offsets where reguired
by Regulation XIII

» Limit M-70 pipeline throughput to Not Significant
95,000 BPD (and reduce allowable
throughput to 63,500 BPD if the
Torrance Refinery capacity limit is
expanded above 13,000 BPD unless the
SCAQMD determines that this
expansion will not adversely affect air

quality).

! These measures will be mplemented as considered appropriate by the South Coast Air
Quality Management District. These measures are in addition to the measures stated in

Section 4,.2.2.4.1,

00951-449A/T422-6

42-21A FEIR/S Revision’
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- South Coast ‘
Air Quality Management District

m 21865 £, Copley Drlve, Diamond Bar, CA 91785-41 a2

1 (909) 396-2000 http:/ /vaww.aqmd.gov

April 8, 1999

Mr. Robert Camou, Supervisor

Los Angeles Department of Transportation
221 N. Figucroa, Suite 400

Los Angeleg, CA 90012

Mobil M-70 Pipeline EIR Mitipation Measure

Dcar Mr. Camou,

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) has been contacted by
representatives of Mobil Oil Corporation reparding 2 mitigation meusure included in the Final
Environmental Impact Report previously prepared for the Mobil M-70 pipeline replacement
project, The Les Angeles Deparament of Transportation (LADOT) was the Lead Agency forthe

project pursuant 10 the California Envircnmental Quality Act {CEQA).

The mitigation measure in guesticn {i.2., Mitigation Mezsure AR-1) wauld require reducing
allowabls pipeline throughput if the overall capacity limit et the Mobil Torrance Refinery is
raised above 130,000 berrels per doy (bpd).

Mitigation measure AR-1 states:
e [n zddition to the environmenta] proteclion measurss proposed by Mobil, additional

mitipation measures should be implemented es considered appropriate by the South
Copst Air Quality Managemeant District. These meesures are listad in Table 4.2.2-6.

The pertinent mitgation mezsure in Teble 4.2.2-6 states:

s Limit M-70 pipetine throughput (o 95,000 bpd (and reduce allowable throughput to
63,500 bpd if the Torrance Refinery capacity limit is expanded sbove 130,000 bpd
unless the SCAQMD determines that 1his expansion will not edversely affsct 2ir

qualify).
Teble 4.2.2+6 also includss the following footnote:

e Theseneasures will be implemented as considered appropriate by the Seuth Coast
Alr Quality Management District, These measures are in addition to the measures

stated in Section 4.2.2.4.1.




{ - Mr, Robert Camoy ' 22 { April 8, 1999

[ The AQMD has reviewed the information available regarding the M-70 Pipeline, other
relevant CEQA docurnents prepared for the Mobil Torrance Refinery, Mobil's Permitsto
Operate (issucd by the AQMD), and emission celculations comparing the refinery's 1691
and 1998 potential to emit (submitted by Mobil). Review of these meterials indicate that
no additional emission contral action is necessary based upon the Mobil refinery’s
capacity. The following paragrephs briefly explain the besis for this conclusion.

l From an &ir quality perspective, the pipeline replacement project is considered beneficial
" because thers arz lower emissions from this method of crude oil transport compared to

] other convevences such 2s oil tanker truck, marine vessels, or rail. Since pipelines do not
typically generate emissions, the AQMD does not require & permit for their operaton,

For this reason, the proposed mitigation mezsure limiting pipeline throughput would net
affect emissions snd would not provide eny additional mitigation. Further, the AQMD
permit conditions for the Mobil Torrance Refinery are not based upon cruds throughput.
Permit conditions with capacity and emission limitetions are placed on the refinery’s
stationary cmission sources as well as emission control equipment pursuan to all

epplicable AQMD rules, 7egulations, end policies.

[ VoA

] The Mobil Torrance Refinery must comply with all applicgble AQMD rules, including
those that limit emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOX), oxides of sulfur (SOx), volatile
orgenic compounds (VOC), and particulate matter (PM10). While no AQMD ruie

I requires a reduction in pipeline throughput based upon the refinery’s capacity, it is
important 10 note that the refinery’s emissions bave deciined since the upgrade of the M-
70 pipeline s & direct result of either complying with applicable AQMD rules or

}' voluntary reductions. Emissicn controls install=d sincs the pipeline began operation

) . include vapor recovery equipment to reduce flere emissions and selective catalytic
reduction to reduce NOx emissions.

Tn addition 10 installation of the above-mentioned air pollution control equipment, a
1 60,000 bpd capacity limut was recently cvalueted by the AQMD (es Lead Ageney) in the
EIR for the Mobil Torrance Refinery Reformulated Fuels Project (SCH No. 93011009).
The Mobil reformulated gasoline project included modifications 1o existing equipment
and 2ddition of new equipment, Any modifications of existing equipment or installation
of new equipment is subject to either AQMD Regulation XIII ~ New Source Review, or
Rule 2005- New Source Review for RECLAIM, both of which requirs installation of best
available control technology (BACT) end cmissions offsets for emissions increases as

_ specified in tha regulation or rule. Consequently, besed on the fact that the AQMD
analyzed the refinery-wide reformulated gasoline project assuming a total throughput
cepacity of 160,000 bpd and that emissions reductions have occurrsd at the refinery sines
1991, the AQMD would not sequire additional mitigation measures as a result of

implementing the chengss proposed by Mobil.

To summarize, no further requircments or conditions on Mobil's refining operations or .
M-T70 pipeline are deemed necessary besed on the refinery running at or below a capacity
of 160,000 BPD for the following reasons,




Mr. Robert Camou a3 B Al 8, 1999

1. The pipeline does not result in an adversa air quality impact and in facy, provides air
quality benefits.

. There ere no specific AQMD rules regulating crude throughput.

The AQMD doss not generally invoke permit conditions based on crude throughput -

equipment capacity and emission limitations are more appropriate,

4, Asarcsultof imp!:mcming the reformulated gnsoline project, which involved
modifying existing equipment and installing new equipment, the Mobi! Torrance
Refinery was required to install BACT and provide emissions oﬁ'scrs pursuant to
AQMD Regulation XIII -~ New Source Review,

5. The AQMD prcpared and centified an EIR for the current couf‘ iguration ofthe
refinery assurning a 160,000 bpd capacity.,

6. Emissions at the Mobi] Torrance Refinery have been declining such that even witha

refinery throughput of 160,000 BPD, r:ﬁncry-w)de emissions would still be Jess than

those in 1951,

L N

Pleese contact Dr, Steve Smith at (909) 396-3054 if you have any questions regarding
Mobil's reformulaied gusoline project EIR or Ms. Linda Basilio at (909) 396-3156 if you
have zny questions regarding any permits issued 10 Mobil by the AQMD.

ccr:l} ;
ogo

Planmng Manager
Planning, Rule Development and Arza
Sources

copy: Roben Distase, Mobil
Linda Besilio, AQMD

SS5:IDN

(jdn/erimabil/m20}
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South Coast
Air Quality Management District

ond Bar, CA 91765-4182
(909) 396-2000 * http://www.agmd.gov

July 22, 1599
. RECEIVED
AUG1 Y 1998
\r. Robert Camou, Supervisor RIGHT.OF WAY DEPT.

Los Angeles Deparmment of Transportation
221 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 400
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Mobil M-70 Pipeline EIR Mitieation Measure

Dear Mr. Camou,

The South Coast Air Quality Management Distict (AQMD) sent a letter to you regarding
the matter referenced above on April 8, 1999. That lenier prasented AQMD’'s
determination that increased crude throughput via the M-70 pipeline would not create 2
significant adverse air quality impact requiring further conditions on Mobil's refining or

pipeline operations.

Subsequently, Mobil Oil Corporation received a lenier from Emmanuel . Fabiyi,

Transportation Engineer Associate 111, LADOT, requesting that AQMD “submits to
LADOT data with a letter which determinss the expansion will not adversely affect air

quality, certified to by SCAQMD's principals or representative counsel and affiirming
responsibility for said detarmination.” S

the information requested by LADOT was included in AQMD's April 8

Plezse note that
Hogo, Manager, Planning, Rule Development, and

letter, which was signed by Heary
Area Sources. Mr. Hogoisa managerment represent
facilitate a resolution to this issue, I have included the pentinent information from the

April 8 ener under my signanurs.

ative of the AQMD, Nevertheless, 1o

33




Mr. Roben Camou 2 {7 - Iuly22,1999

Tha South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) has besn contacted by
representatives of Mohil Oil Corporation regarding 2 mitigation measure included in the
Final Environmental Impact Report previously prepared for the Mobil M-70 pipeline
replacement project. The Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) was the
Lead Agency for the project pursuant 1o the California Environmemal Quality Act

(CEQA).

The mitigation measure in question (i.c., Mitigation Measure AR-1) would require
reducing allowable pipeline throughput if the overall capacity limit at the Mobil Torrance
Refinery is raised above 130,000 barrels per day (bpd).

Mitigation measure AR-1 states:

« In addition 1o the environmental protection measures proposed by Mobil,
additional mitgation measures should be implemented as considered
appropriate by the South Coast Air Quality Management Distict. These
measures are listed in Table 4.2.2-6.

The pertinent mitigation measurs in Table 4.2.2-6 states:

« Limit M-70 pipeline throughput to 95,000 bpd (and reduce allowable
throughput to 63,500 bpd if the Torrance Refinery capaciry limit is expanded
abave 130,000 bpd unless the SCAQMD determines that this expansion will

not adversely affect air quality).
Table 4.2.2-6 also includes the following footnote:

o These measurss will be implemented as considered appropriaiz by the South
Coest Air Quality Management Distict. These measurss are in addition to the

measures siated in Section 4.2.2.4.1.

The AQMD has reviewed the information availahle regarding the M-70 Pipeline,
other relevant CEQA documents prepared for the Mobil Torrance Refinery,
Mobil's Permits to Operate (issued by the AQMD), and emission calculations
comparing the refisery’s 1991 and 1998 potential 10 emit (submined by Mobil).
Revizw of these materials indicate that no additional emission control action is
necessary based upon the Mobil refinery’s capacity. The following paragraphs
briefly explain the besis for this conclusion.

From an air quality perspective, the pipeline replacement project is considered
beneficial because there ars Jower emissions from this method of crude oil
transport compared to other conveyances such a5 oil tanker truck. marine vessels,
ically generate emissions, the AQMD does not

or rail. Sinee pipelines do not ypi
require a permit for their operation. For this reason, the proposed mitigation

measure limiting pipeline throughput would not affect emissions and would not
provide any additional mitigation. Further, the AQMD permit conditions for the




Mr. Robert Camou

Mobil Torrance Refinery are not based upon crude throughput. Permit conditions
with capacity and emission limitations are placed on the refinery’s stationary
emission sources as well as emission control equipment pursuant to all applicable

AQMD rules, regulations, and policies. -

The Mobil Torrance Refinery must comply with all applicable AQMD rules,
including those that limit emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx), oxides of sulfur
(SOx), volatile organic compounds (VOC), and particulate matter (PM10). While
no AQMD rule requires a reduction in pipeline throughput based upon the
refinery's capacity, it is important to note that the refinery’s emissions have
declined since the upgrade of the M-70 pipeline as a direct result of either,
complying with applicable AQMD rules or voluntary reductions. Emission
controls installed since the pipeline began operation include vapor recovery
equipment to reduce flare emissions and selective catalytic reduction to reduce
NOx emissions. : :

In addition to installation of the above-mentioned air poliution contro! equipment,
a 160,000 bpd capacity limit was recently evaluated by the AQMD (as Lead
Agency) in the EIR for the Mobil Torrance Refinery Reformulated Fuels Project
(SCH No. 93011009). The Mobil reformulated gasoline project included
modifications to existing equipment and addition of new equipment. Any
modifications of existing equipment or installation of new equipment is subject 1o
either AQMD Regulation XIII — New Source Review, or Rule 2005- New Sourc:
Revizw for RECLAIM, both of which require installation of best available control
technology (BACT) and emissions offsets for emissions increases as specified in
the regulation or rule, Consequently, based on the fact that the AQMD analyzed
the refinery-wide reformulated gasoline project assuming a total throughput
capacity of 160,000 bpd and that emissions reductions have occurred at the
refinery since 1991, the AQMD would not require additional mitigation measures
as a result of implementing the changes proposed by Mobil.

To summarize, no further requirements or conditions on Mobil’s refining
operations or M-70 pipeline are deemed necessary based on the refinery running
at or below a capacity of 160,000 BPD for the following reasons. .

1. The pipeline does not result in an advarse air quality impact and, in fact,
*  provides air quality benefits.

2. There are no specific AQMD rules regulating crude throughput.

3. The AQMD does not generally invoke permit conditions based on crude
" throughput - equipment capacity and emission limitations are more
appropriate.
4. Asaresult of implementing the reformulatad gasoline project, which involved
modifying existing equipment and instailing new equipment, the Mobil

(o : _ e o7 July 22,1999

&
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Mr, Robert Camou

stall BACT and provide emissions offsets
New Source Review:
R for the current configuration of the

Torrance Refinery was required to in
pursuant to AQMD Regulation XIII -

_ The AQMD prepared and centified an El
refinery assuming 2 160,000 bpd capacity.
il Torrance Refinery have been declining such that even

_ Emissions at the Mob
hput of 160,000 BPD, refinery-wide emissions would

with a refinery throug
still be less than those in 1961,

th at (909) 396-3054 if you have any questons
t EIR or Ms. Linda Basilio at

reoarding Mobil's reformulated gasoline projec
ding any permits issued to Mobil

(9-(-)9) 396-3156 if you have any questions regar
by the AQMD. .

Tack P. Broadbent

eputy Executive Officer
Planning, Rule Development and
Area Sources

|

|

|
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i ] Please contact Dr. Steve Smi
|
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|
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copy: Robert Distaso, Mobil
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Milepost

Segment® Reference

0-5.2
5.2-13.6
13.6-17.6
17.6-203
20.3-25.8
25.8-40.5

40.5-4B.5

T Q@ "m0 9 0 o o>

48.5-59.3

59.3-64.1

-t

64.1-67.3

—y

67.3-79.4

4]

TABLE 4.2.10-2
COMPARISON OF MAXIMUM POTENTIAL SPILL SIZE
EXISTING AND PROPOSED
Maximum Potentia) Spill Volume (bbls) :
Proposed
Exdsting Proposed with Mitipation®*
6470 9120 6110
6770 11500 6510
4600 6770 4670
2160 4540 2043
5440 4280
15120 10710
4860 6440 5650
8700 8410
3190 7490 4080 -
2660 5390 4210
7930 2070 4600
6270 11040 5780

L 79.4-90.5

*See Figure 4.2.10-1 for segment Jocations.

**Installation of additional remote MOVs and/for check valves are recommended along those
segments where maximum spill potential for the proposed pipeline is greater than spill potential
for the exdsting system. The volumes shown in this column reflect the anticipated effectiveness

of these additional valves. For valve locations, see Table 4.2.10-3.

00951-449A/T4210
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An Investment in Safety:
Mobil’s M-70 Pipeline

Five years ago. Mobil made an

imponant decision 1o repiace its exst
ing M-70 crude oif pipehne with a new
state-of-the-art pipeline system.
Sections of the existing prpehne had
ranged in age from 2 years to 55 years.
The need lor a safer, more envircnmen-
tally-sound pipeline was the major lac-
lor in our decision 1o invest S100 miliion
to replace the exisling pipeline system.
The January 17th Northndge earth.
guake confirms thal we were right,

Mobil's new M-70 pipeline came
through the devastating quake with no
pipeling fallures breaks or other opera
tional prob!ems

Completed last April, the new M-70
pipeline transports San Joaguin crude
oil from Lebec to Mobil's Torrance
Refinary. Once refined, this o1
accounts for 12 percent of the gasoline
vsed in Southemn California.

From the starl, the M-70 pipeline
was designed and constructed to with-
stand earthquakes. The high-strength
steel used o build the line is oneg of the

strongest and most fiexible materals

usad in pipelina censiruction. Within
earthquake faull zones, we pul In
added engineering, design and opera-
lional safeguards.

As a result, the ling reacted to the
6.8 magnitude earthquake exaclly as
it should have. The pipeline’s pump- j
ing stations were, automatically

will detect any earthquake ol 6 O or
greater. The sensors also Inggered an
atarmn the 24.hour control room
where Mobil personnel immediately
shut the pipeline down unlil it could be
inspected. '

Bhonly after the imitial eanthquake.,
the M¥0 pipeline was wisually inspect-
ed lor leaks or damage. |1 was then
pressure tested and returhed 19 fult
operation on January 18th, .

All of these saleguards combmed to
aflow the M-70 pipeine lo weather the
Northndge earthguake intacl. even n
areas thal suflered rremendous dam-
age Inlact, n Granada Hills the M-70
pipeline was approximalely 13 feet
beneath the suriace of the street and 7
fesl under a natural gas line that rup-
tured and burned during the quake.

We at Mobil are proud of the oul-
stantding performance and durability the
Mobil M-70 pipeline system demon-
strated dunng the earnhquake and the
subsequent altershocks. The M-70.
pipeline has proven to be the safest and
most environmentally-sound pipeline
system n operalion in the Stata of
Califorma, and will allow Mobil to contin-
vz 1o provide quality energy products to
the Califomia markel. We would like to
thank, once again, the residents, busi-
nesses and municipalities along the
route of the M:70 pipelina for thalr

shut down during the quaka by M “wa know rap!aclng ‘biir. 470

bu:!t~m sensors. These sansors” A\mm pipeﬁna was the dghtﬂiugtﬂda

. ‘,-.‘.
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obil Qil Corp.’s West
Coast Pipe Lines has
been flowing hea
crude oil throogh its $90 mil-
lion M-70 replacement pipe-
line since last spring.
Mobil installed a single 16-
in. line specially coated for
heated crude oil in place of a

San Luis
Obispo Co.

Santa Barbara Co.

Venlura Co.

California replacement
employs special coating,
construction practices

Warren R. True Pipeline/Gas Processing Edilor

line parts of which were
more than half a century old
and which changed diame-
ter several times,

The line’s coaﬁn% required
almost 15 years of research

and development, the pipe-
line was laid in narrower
than usua} trenches under

Fig. 1

SAN JDAQUIN VALYEY CRUDEPIPRLINE - -
Beirldge Caflfornia

Kern Co.

and along busy streets of
several Southern California
urban areas, and the project
survived a determined legal
challenge.

1816 vintage

The so-called M.70 line, a
92-mile segment of the 170-
mile San Joaquin Valley
(SJV) pipeline system, runs
from Mobil's Lebec station
in Kern County, crosses the
Tejon Pass and Angeles Na-
tional Forest into the San
Fernando Valley, crosses the
Santa Monica Mountains,
and moves through West
Los Angeles to its terminus
at Mobil’s Torrance, Calif.,
refinery.

The line passes through
Los Anpeles County and tEe

cities of Los Angeles, Culvea
City, Inglewood, Haw
thorne, and Torrance (Fig
1).

Before replacement, th
M-70 line could camry a
;'nuch as 63,500 b/d annual
.

The project replaced all 9.
miles of a line that had origi
nally been constructed §
1936 and had been totall
replaced in small segments
The result by 1991 wasa mi
of diameters and coatings
The segments ranged in ag
from 2 to 55 years old.

So much short replace
ment of line pipe and coas
ing had taken piace over th
years that the 92-mile seg
ment changed diameters 4
times, varying between 1(

Tabla

EXISTING 870 PIPELINE VIX OF PIPE

18 in. 12 In. 18 In.  Tolal, mies
Labst 10 Newhall,
Saticoy miist "8 1987 1040 4162
Newhall 10 Sallcoy,
milas 1338 1,48 280 1704
Stausen Sslicoy it Slauson, ]
m 1228 a8 25 204
Blauson 1o Torrance,
w— SV cruce pipaling 8 ' milad 1,13 019 o.5 11.9%
== M-70 rapiacemsni projfact n Total, mies® [ 25 17 2
. o Pumpssicn Cor~|| Tk B39 8 NS w08
: ot 1o scale o *Totsls rounded 1 hearest whole murmber,

Reprinted from the October 11, 1993 edition of OIL & GAS JOURNAL
Copyright 1893 by PennWeil Publishing Company -
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12, and 16-in. pipe (Table 1.
Approximately 27% of the
line replaced was 12-in. X
0.250-in. W.T. APl 5L-X52
ERW line pipe coated with 2
high-temperature bitumastic
enzmel with fiber glass wrap
lzid in the late 1560s and
early 1570s.
Also replaced was the ap-
proximately 50% that had
consisted of 10+n. x 0.250-
in. W.T. APl 5L-X52 ERW
‘line pipe coated with mastic
and extruded polypropylene
laid in the mid-1970s.

Special coating

The i} that flows in the
line is heated to 160* F. and
moved by four pumping and
heating stations at Lebec,
Newhall, Saticoy, and Slau-
sON.

Each station hes two di-

rect-fired heaters. Addition-
ally, the Lebec station has
four 900-hp electrically driv-
en centrifugal rumping
units, the Newhall and Sati-
coy stations have two such
units, and the Slauson sta-
tion has two 450-hp units,

Individual heaters range
from 7.7 MMBTU/hr at Le-
bec and Slausen to 9.4
MMBTU/r at Newhall sta-
tion.

The new 1é-in. pipe
(mostly 0.344-in, W.T. APl
5L-X52 ERW) has DuVal
coating consisting of 22 mils
of fusion bonded epoxy
(FBE) with a 22-mil topcoat
of a chemically modified
Eo!ypropy]ene {CMPP; OG],

ec. 14, 1992, p. 42).

The coating, a response to
the high temperature of the
oil, is the product of almost

Much of Mobil Corp.’s M-70 replacement was installed along city streets in trenclies
narrower and deeper than conventionally used (Fig, 2).

15 years of research in a joinl
effort Mobil Fipe !Line
Co., Valspar Inc. (Canada),
and DuPon! Canada Inc.

The trick was to modify
the polypropylene so that it
would bond 1o the FEE.

The coating was applied
I;?' Energy Coaztings Co.,

ouston, at its Fontana,
Calif., plant. Richard Nots-
worthy and L.A. Nunn of
Motil Pipe Line Co., Dallas,
described the coating proc-
ess lo the 1952 AP1 Pipeline
Conference.

The procedure begins
with inspection of the stored

ipe for damage and con-
taminants—cil, grease, salt,
so forth.

Aftera Ereheat of 150-180°
F., dual blasting machines
blast the pipe to & "near
white” surface with 8 1-3 mil

anchor pattern.

The pipe is then inspected
for burrs and other damage.

A phosphoric acid-based
treatment (which shoul
gult in a pH of 1 for at
20 sec) and a cleanawd
rinse are used to remove
contaminants that may re-
main after blasting.

Noréworthy and Nunn
said this step is best accom-

lished between the two

last machines, if possible.

A thin layer of chromate is
then applied to protect the
pipe further and strengthen
the FBE bond to the steel.

After surface preparation,
‘the pipe is heated to a tem-

erature of 450-463° F. with

eat induction or gas-fired
ovens.

Once praoper temperature
has been established, the
Fine will travel through the

E spray booth.

Approximately 22 mils of
FBE are applied. Before the
extended-gel FBE is gelled
(within approximately 9-12
sec), the 22 miles of CMPP is
side extruded or [locked on
in powder form.

Norsworthy and Nu
said side extrusion is nb
method being used by
coating companies.

The bond between the
FBE and CMPP may be inad-
equate if applied outside
these limits, they said. The
thickness of each of the two
components can be varied to
suit expected operating tem-

rature.

The coating is then
quenched with water to re-
move 25 much heat as possi-
ble, yet allow proper cure of
the ceating. Additional in-
ternal quenching of the stzel
may be added to make the
CMPP become harder for
proper handling,

After quenching, the coat.
ing Is visually and elecirical-
ly inspected for holidays and
other damage, The holidays
found sre usually from burrs
on the pipe, mechanical
damage, or contamination in
the costing.

The coating thickness is
thecked and the pipe la-
beled with pertinent |
mation. Separation rop
placed on the pipe. The efits

are buffed back to the correct

ALy




s .

TECHNOLOGY

cutback for welding and
field-foint applications.
After bevel protectors are
installed, the pipe is stored
until transportation to the
job site. All coated pipe is
andled with padded equip-
ment or proper hooks or
slings to prevent damage.

Street work

Installation consisted of
two major spreads: one for
north Los Angeles County
and one for south Los Ange-
les County.

ARB Inc., Bakersfield,
Calif., was primary contrac-
tor in the north; Hood
Corp., Whittier, Calif., in
the south,

Both ran simultaneously, '

Approximately 56 miles of
the new line were laid inangd
following city streets in
trenches that were narrower
and deeper than convention-
al trenches (Fig. 2}. .

To avoid disruptions to
traffic and more than neces-
sary repair to city streets,
Mobil limited the width of

its trenches to 24-30 in. In
rural areas of the project,
trench width was up to 48
in,

To ensure line integrity
and safety, Mobil buried the
new line to 48 in.

More than 50 miles of the
line was routed onto new
right-of-way, much of it
within urban areas. Mobil
deviated in some instances
to reduce the impact of con-
struction on traffic, else-
where to avoid newly resur-
faced streets, and still else-
where to avoid such envi-
ronmentally sensitive areas
as parks and the Sepulveda
Dam recrestion areas,

In addition to the line pipe
installation, Mobil modified
the four pump stations con-
verting existing pumping
units from serjes to parallel
operation to increase pump-
ing capacity and efficiencies,

At Lebec station, an addi-
tionzl electrically driven
pumping unjt was added to
three existing units as well
as their being converted

_from series to parallel opera-

tions,

Capacity of the line fol-
lowing line pipe installation
and pumping station modifi-
cations {s now 95,000 b/d.

Legal skirmishes

As with most pipeline
construction these days, the
M-70 replacement project
had its adversaries,

In May 1991, nfter the City
of Los Angeles had ap-
proved the project in Apri,
the project’s environmental
impact report was chal-
lenged in a suit against the

"B
ring the summer of
1991, the city issued the nec-

essary construction perrnits,

however,
So that In September,

- when a judge in the Superi-

or Court of California,
Counx of Los Angeles, de-
nied the basiy for the suit,
construction began in the
city and in north Los Ange-
les County,

In November, however,

the opfosing group filed an
appeal of that decision
which was denied in Decern-

ber 1992 the Court of
Appeal of the State of Calis
fornia.

In the reantime, the cities
of Fawthome (on Mar, 23,
1992), Torrance ' (on May 19},
Inglewood {on June 30), and
Culver City {on Oct. 26) all
spproved the project and {s-
sued pipeline franchise orci-
nances to Mobil Oil Corp.
allowing construction to pro-
ceed within their jurisdiz-
Hons,

By Mar, 1, 1993, approxi~
mately 90 miles of the 92.
mile project was installed.
The remaining 2 miles in
Culver City were finished by
lste March and the project
construction was compleled
in easly April.

The new line was hydro-
statically tested on Apr. 1,
tied into the Jonger 5]V sys-
tem on Apr, 5, and became
fully operational on Apr. 9.»
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
BOARD OF TRANSPORTATION COMMISSIONERS
Thursday, April 12, 2001
10:00 A.M.
Room 170, 201 North Figueroa Street
Los Angeles
AGENDA

‘RECEIVED
ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS 1. .
. Minutes APR L zuuy
2. g Communications ' RIGHT-0R
3.“ General Manager's Report OF-Hiy DEPT.
4. Transportation Committea Update
INFORMATIONAL ITEMS
5. Update on Special Event Service Délivery
6. tatus and Evaluation of the Transit Priority System Component of the Metro Rapid Bus Program
CONSENT CALENDAR (The follewing routine matters can be acted upon by ona motion to approve with the

majority consent of the Transportation Commission or ¢an ba removed by a Commissiorer

for a separata discuzsion.)
~ranchise/Permit

Application for Rezssignment of 20 Motorbus Permits for the Operation of the Cammunity DASH Packaga Cne
Services and 48 Non-Ambulatory Passenger Vehicle Permits for the Operation of the City's Cityride Dial-A-R 4o
Service Program in Area | and Area 2, from TCT Transit Services ta Connex TCT, LLC; Revocation of 20.Motorbus
Permits and 48 Non-Ambulatory Passenger Vehicle Permits Previously Granted to TCT Transit Services

Application of Ambuserve, Inc. for Five Unrestricted Private Ambulance Vehicle Permits
(Over)

oarr'.a.nd: will be posted on bulletin beard located on 2nd flosr of Clry Hall

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT QPPORTUNITY -AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER

" @ CityofLos Angeles ( ROW4711B

DEPaRTMENT OF TRANSPCRTATIZ)
O3t N Radutros £t
Los AmSmLe2, CA DCOY S
{212 3801177
a0 {310) 5802128

Faarra T, Basnure

East (Main Street Lobby) at least 72 hours prtm.' to a Board Meas
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CONSENT CALENDAR (Continued)

Application forReassignment of Two Unrestricted Non-Ambulatory Passenger Vehicle Permits frem Hakop At
dba Gentle Ride t& Gentle Ride, Inc. and Application of Gentle Ride, Inc., for One Additional Unrestrictedhve:
Ambulatory Passenger Vehicle Permit; Revocation of Two Unrestricted Non-Ambulatory Passenger Vehicle Permi

Previously Granted to Hakop Arabajyan dba Gentle Ride

9.

FRANCHISE/PERMIT ACTIONS RECOMMENDED

Recommend Approval of the Request frorm Mobil Qi Corporation to Increase the Throughput of its M-70 Pipelin

srem Anpfloved LADOT 412

' Application of Stocker Resources, inc., for a Pipeline Franchise to Operate Pipelines Within the City and Appreval t

10,

.
Replace Existing Pipelines

EXECUTIVE SESSION - Pursuant to Government Code §54956.7

12, Recommend Denial of the Appeal of Ms. San Juana Padilla of the March 5, 2001, Department Denial of He
Application for a New Motor Bus Driver Permit, due to Viclation of Board Order No. 547, Rule C2 - First Transit

PUBLIC FORUM *

| o
*The public will be given an opportunity to address non-agenda itemns within this Board's jurisdiction. A total of 10 minuzes
will be allotted, subject to time fimits on individual itermns as the President deems appropriate.- . .

As a covered entity under Title I of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basts of disability, and cpon
request, we will pravide reasonabie accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services, and activitles, To ensure svallability, you are advisec
to rmake your request at least 72 hours prior 10 a meeting you wish ta attend. For additional information, please contact: Commission Exacutive Assistan:.

Shefla Abramschn, at (213) 580-1186




BOARD REPORT ‘ROW 4711-B

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Date: April 12, 2001
To: Board of Trensportetion Commissioners

Subject: REQUEST FROM MOBIL OIL CORPORATION FOR BOARD APPROVAL TO
INCREASE THE THROUGHPUT OF ITS M-70 PIPELINE SYSTEM

RECOMMENDATION:

The Department recommends that the Board:

Certify that the attached “First Addendum to the Final Envirommental Impact

Report/Statement for the Mobil M-70 Replacement and Optimization Project” has been
prepared pursuant to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

.\

1.

Adopt the attached “Statement of Findings for the First Addendum to the FEIR/S for the

2
Mobil M-70 Replacement and Optimization Project ™ (Attachment 1}

3, Approve Mobit Oil Corporation's request fo increase the average anmual operating
throughput of its M-70 pipeline system from 95,000 barrsls per day to 115,000 barrels per
day.

INTTTATED BY:

On December 20, 1999, the Department received a letter from Mobil Oil Corporation (Mobil)
requesting Board approval for increasing the average annual operating throughput of its M-70
pipeline system from 95,000 barrels per day (bpd) to 115,000 bpd (Attachment 2), This approval
1s sought insofar as the Board previously restrictsd Mobil to a maximum average anmual throughput

of 95,000 bpd unless approval of the Board wes obtained to increass that flowrate.
DISCUSSION
Background

‘Mobil M-70 Pipeline system

Mobil’s M-70 pipsline system, which consists of the pipeline, block valves, pump Stations and
heaters, conveys crude oil from its Lebec Pump Station, located in Kem County, California, to its

@\
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Torrancs, California Refinery. The entire pipeline system is 92 miles long; of that, 26 miles are in
the City (Attachment 3). In the 1980', the M-70 pipeline system consisted of pipelines and
appurtenent facilities which varied in 2ge from two to over 50 years old. The pipeline system
experienced several lezks during the 1980', including two leaks in Encino within 17 days
approximately a mile apart from each other in 1988, :

In orderto help prevent future spills, Mobilreplaced the system which consisted of pipelines ranging
from 10 to 16 inch=s in diameter with a system consisting of pipelines with a uniform 16 inch
diameter. Mobil selected 16 inch pipelines for several reasons: first, 16 inch diameter pipelines
could be inspected internally with case using the latest corrosion dataction hardware, whersas
smaller diameter pipelines could not; second, the pipeline.system could be cperated at g lower
termperature and pressure, thereby reducing the adverse impact of an oil spill; third, the uniform
larger diameter would provide increasad capacity for the system, which would make the project

economically feasibls for Mobil.

Before the 1991 replacement project, the capacity of the system was 63,500 bpd. As aresult of the
project, the average annual throughput of the systzm was increased to 95,000 bpd, which is ths
average aunual throughput at which Mobil currently operates the system., The Board of
Transportation Commissioners granted pproval for the project on April 11, 1991 contingent upon
the throughput being limited to 95,000 bpd unless the Board approved an increased thronghput, per
Board Report B91-027. Mobil obtained approval from all other affectsd local jurisdictions by ths
end 0f 1992. Mobil complzted copstruction and placed the new M-70 pipelins system into operation

in April 1993.

At this time, Mobil plans to increase the throughput through two means, First, they plan to operate
the existing system at full capacity, which would increase the thronghput from 95,000 to 100,000
bpd. Second, they plan to transport 2 crude stream that is Jess viscous than the crude that they ars
currently transporting, which would increase the throughput by 2s much 2s 15,000 bpd. These two

ethods may be used simultaneously or in lizu of each other in order to achieve an average ammual
throughput of up to 115,000 bpd. By employing these means, Mobil will not need to add any new
eguipment, and it will continuz to operate the system below 1,000 psi, which was the maximum
pressure that was cvaluated in the 1991 FEIR (and spproved as the limiting operating pressure by

the Board at the April 11, 1991 Board mesting).

CEQA Documentation

When the Department first considered the M-70 pipeline syster replacement and optimization
project, it initially filed a Negative Declaration; however, after initial public comments, tha
Department decidzd that an EIR was more appropriats, The Department and the U.S, Forest Sarvice
agreed that a joint EIR/S would be the best way to approach the project, and beceme joint lead
agencies for this environmental work. The final EIR/S (1991 FEIR) wes certified by the Board ot
its February 28, 1991 Board meeting per Board Report B91-015, and, 25 noted, Mobil*s raquest to
carry out the project was approved by the Board at the April 11, 1991 Board meeting. .
\O

49




(‘_ ~

ROW 4711.B

Board of Transportation Commissiopers +3. April 12, 2001
Mobil’s current request to increase the average annual throughput from 95,000 bpd to 115,000 bpd
constitutes a minor change from the project parameters that were considered in the 1991 FEIR. The
U.S. Porest Service (USFS), which acted as ths lead Federal agency under the National
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) for the 1991 FEIR, hes concluded that no further
environmental documentation was reqirired under NEPA. Notwithstanding the USFS’s decision,
based on discussions with the City Attorney's Office and the Burean of Enginecring, the Department
has determined that CEQA requirss additionel environmental documentation to be prepared,

Upon preliminary review of Mobil's request, the Department concluded that en addendum to the

1991 FEIR would be the most appropriate means to satisfy CEQA requircments. The Department
based this decision on the epplicable provisions contzined in the Califoria Code of Regulations
Title 14, Chapter 3 (known as the State CEQA Guidelines), Sections 15162 and 15164, Section
15164 states that an eddendum to a previously certified EIR shali be prepared if some changes or
additions arc necessary but nong of the following conditions (28 stated in Section 15162) have

occurred:

® New significant environmental effects or a substantial increzse in the severity of previousty
identified significant effects. .

. Substantial changes in circumstances due to new information of significant environmentsl
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified sipnificant effects.

. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and eould not have been
known &t the time the previous EIR was certifiad as complete, shows any of the following:

- Ons or more significant sffects not discussed previously in the EIR;

- Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severs than shown

in the previous EIR; _

Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be fezsible would in fact

be feasible and substantially reduce one or mare 8§ gnificant effects of the projest, but

the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

- Mitigation meesures or elternativey which are considerably diffcront from thoss
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or mers significant
effects on the eavironment, but the project proponents declins to adoptthe mitigation

Tneasurs or altsrative,

Based on the Department's conclusion of the need for an addendum, ENSR International, 2n
environmental consulting firm, prepared the attached "First Addendum to tha Final Environmenta}
Impact Report / Statement for ths Mobil M-70 Replacement and Optimization Project" (2001
Addendum) to evaluate the environmental consequences of Mobil's request (Attachment 4),

A

\@@



rﬂ JEEE

Boerd of Trensportation Commissioners -4 April 12, 2001

Environmental Impact Assessment |

Most of the environmental impact enalysis that was performed in the 1991 FEIR dealt withthe actual
pipeline route, s well as the impact the construction phase of the project would have on the
environment. Since tha replaced pipeline systemis in operation, only the environmental impact due
to the operation of the pipeline system needs to be reevaluated for Mobil's current request. Tha two
environmental factors which require the most consideration are air quality and risk of upset, and
these are discussed below. Other environmental factors (such 2s the impact on noise, transportation,
and public services) ars considered less relevant, and thergfore are not discussed in this Board

Report; however, they are addressed in the sttached 2001 addendum.

\

Alr Quality

One environmental issue which was considered as part of the original pipeline system replacement
project in 1991 was the potential increase in secondary emissions from the Mobil refinery in
Torrance. Opponents of the projectrationalized thet an increased throughput in the M-70 lins would
lead to an increased capacity at the Torrance refinery, which would in turn lead to an increase in
environmentally harmful secondary emissions from the refinery. Inrespouse to such concerns, the
1991 FEIR allowed for restrictions to be placed on the throughput of the M-70 line if the South
Coast Air Quality Manegement District (SCAQMD) determined such restrictions were necessary.
The SCAQMD weas to base its cetermination on whether or not an increase in the capacity of the
Torrance refinery would adversely affect air quality. By allowing for such restrictions by the
SCAQMD, the FEIR was abla to address the opponents’ concerns without limiting Mobil's

operation of its Torrance refinery.

The extent of emissions from Mobil’s Torrance refinery was also addressed in the Mobil Torrance
Refinery Reformulated Fuels Project EIR (SCH No, 93011009) for which the SCAQMD acted as
the Lcad Agency. That EIR evaluated a refincry capacity that was grester than what was considered
in the M-70 1991 FEIR. Ths SCAQMD determined that even with the increased refinery capacity,
the cmissions from the refinery would still be 1zs2 than those in 1991 (when the 1991 FEIR was

being prepared) due to Mobil’s complianee with applicable SCAQMD rules and its voluntary vss
of cxnission reduction eguipment. Therefors, the SCAQMD concluded that no further resoictions

were necessary for the throughput of the Mobil M-70 pipeline system, as it relates to emissions fom
the Mobil Tomrance refinery, A letter from the SCAQMD to the Department cutlining the

SCAQMD’s position is attached {(Attachment 5).

Since Mobil's current request does not require any new equipment (such as pi:mPs or heaters) and
will not have an adverse effect on emissions from the Mobil Torrance refinery, there zre no new or
additional significant impacts on air quality beyond what wes already considered in the 1991 FEIR.

Risk of Upset
Pipelines sre cfien regarded 23 the safest and most reliabls method for transporting crude oil,
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However, even with the best-available technology, any transpartation of crude oil poses a potentially
significant environmental impact when upset conditions such 23 & pipeline Jeak ocewr, Therefore
the focus of the mitigation measures in the 1991 FEIR was to minimize the potentiel impact. In
doing so, the project's benefits were considered to outweigh the potential significant irnpacts, which

made the project feasible,
The 1991 FEIR cvaluated the potential impact of 2 spill based on Mobil’s estimatad system shut off

time 0f 23 minutes for the system north of Newhall, and 18 minutss for the system south of Newhall,
Since the new M-70 pipeline system was placed into servica in 1993, Mobil hes re-evaluated the

time necessary to shut down the pipeline system, Mobil conducted a full evaluation of the tims |

necessary to shut down the entire pipeline system in July 2000 and determined that under normal
operating conditions the pipeline system could be shut down in 3 minutes south of Newhall and 6
minutes porth of Newhall. In addition, Mobil determined that even under 2 reesonabla worst case
scenario (whers a pump station fails to shut down on command, requiring the activation of a back-up
system), the system could still be shut down in nine to 12 minutes. Mobil’s letter from July 2000,
which discusses its test in great detail, is attached (Attechment 6). ENSR International has statad
that they have reviewed the data prasented by Mobil, and believe that the data presented in the July
2000 letter support the response times determined by Mobil., .

Thefollowing table presents a comparison between the maximum estimated spill volumes presented
in the 1991 FEIR and the spill volumes based on the updated system shutdown times.

Table 1: Maximum Estimated Spill Volumes

Pipeline Spill Yolume Estimate (iv Barrels)’
Segment 1991 FEIR? | Nosmal Operating Scenario® | Reasonable Woret Case?
(Relxsive to Nt“‘hﬂ” {95,000 bpd)
Pump Station) ) (95,000 bpd} | (115,000 bpd) | (95,000bpd) | (115,000 bpd)
North 1,519 3965 479 792 958
South 1,118 198 240 594 719

I Spill volume due to pumping only; The segment drain down volume Wes notincluded, since the segment drain down
volume is unaffected by the recvaluation of pipsline system shurdown tirnes)s
For oulculations, £5,000 bpd was cunvened 1o 66 bamrelshninute and 115,000 bpd 10 80 barrsls/minure;

?  Assuming a shutdown time of: 23 minutes north, and 18 minutes south, of Newhall;

3 Assurning a shutdown time of: 6 minutes north, and 3 minutes south, of Newhal}:

¢ Assuming a shutdown time oft 12 minutes norh, and § minutes south, of Newhall;

As Table I shows, even with an increased throughput of 1 15,000 bpd the potential maximum spill
volumes are still less than what was originally considered and approved in the 1991 FEIR, In fact,
es long as the shutdown time is less than 14 minutes for sections south of Newhall, the spill valumes
would still be Jess than what was considered in the 1991 FEIR even with & throughput of 115,000
bpd (80 barrels/minuts). This means that even if Mobil’s tests performed in 2000 had a margin of
error of 5 minutes (55% margin of errar), the potential maximum spill volumes ars less than or equa}
to the spill volumes in the 1991 FEIR. Therefors, Mobil’s current request does notinvolve any new
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N

or additional significant impacts related to the risk of upset beyond what was already considersd in

the 1591 FEIR.

Operational Record

As mentioned, the Mobil M-70 pipcline system has been in operation since April 1993, Mobil hes

submitted annual compliance reports to the Department pursuant to the contingency for projsc

approval included in Board Report B91-027, In the eight years that the pipeline systern has basn in .
cperation, the pipeline system has not presented any operational problems. A copy of Mobil’s most

recent complience report for the year 2000 is attached (Attachment 7).

AN
In 1994, the M-70 pipeline system’s reliability was reaffirmed when it withstood the 6.8 magnitude
Northridge earthquake. The M-70 pipeline system did not have any failures, breaks, or other
operational problems during the earthqueke and the subsequent afiershocks. In addition, the
earthquake demonstrated the effectiveness of the M-70 pipeline system’s safefy control measures.
During the carthquake, the M-70 pumping stations were antomatically shut down by the built-in
seismic sepsors and alarms were triggered at Mobil’s central control center in Dalles, Texas.

Mobil has consistently complied with the conditions of its pipeline franchise with the City. It has
submitted its annual franchise fess in a timely manner; it has maintained a current insurance policy

and faithful performance bond; end it has courteously provided all information that the Department .
has requested. Given the positive operational record of the M-70 pipeline system, along with -
Mobil’s positive record 25 a franchisee, Mobil has demonstrated jtself to be a responsible pipeline

operator.

Since Mobil's request to increase the throughput of their M-70 pipeline system does not present any
new or additional significant environmental impacts beyond what was considered in the 1991 FEIR,
and since Mobil has consistently been & responsible pipeline operator, the Department recommends
that the Board approve Mobil's request {o increase the throughput of its M-70 pipeline system from
95,000 bpd to 115,000 bpd without placing any new or additi onalrestrictions on the operation of the

M-70 pipeline system.

Submitted by: Approved by:

ROBERT E. CAMOU g~ FRANCES T. BANERJEE
Senior Transportation Engineer General Manager

BO1-027
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FRANCES T, BANERIEE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF
CTNERAL MANAGEN TRANSPORTATION

22} N. FICUERDA STALET, UITE 300
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
(213} 8801177
FAX: 1213) 8B0C-1 188

June 28, 2001 RICHARgA.:bEIORDAN E1g
RECEIVED
CERTIFIED MAIL JUL 03 2001
RIGHT-DF-WAY DEPT,
State Clsaringhouse
Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street

Sacramento. CA

FIRST ADDENDUM TO THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT
FOR THE MOBIL M-70 REPLACEMENT AND OPTIMIZATION PROJECT (STATE
CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER. 890101 77)

lead agency for the project identified above. The Final Environmenta] Impact Report/Statement for
. the Mobil M-70 Replacement and Optimization Project was certified in February 1991 and the
0 Notice of Determination was filed with the State Clearinghouse during the same period of time,

Subsequently, a First Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement for the Mobil
M-70 Pipeiine Replacemsant and Optimization Project was completed in February 2001, A
photocopy of the First Addendum js provided for the State Clearinghouse’s records.

If you have any questions, pleass contact me at (213) 580-1268 (e-mail: syoshik@dot.!acity.org).

Sincerely, ‘

SHOZO YOSHIXAWA

Transportatien Enginesring Associate :

LROf-1453y

Attachment ]
‘ ce: Ruth Cronin-Fruitt, ExxonMobi) Pipeline Company (without attachment) ,~ ,\g}/\‘
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12851 East 166th Strest

" Cerrlios, Californla 80703-2103

' Ex¢onMobil L
Pipeline
May 23, 2003

Mr, Mark Ambrozich ot 8
City Treasurer = =
City of Culver City s3 = s
9770 Culver Bivd. - ok N O
Culver City, CA 80232 = v
=
RE: Ordinance No, 82-14 o = I

'(5:-, D

Dear Mr. Ambrozich:
pportunity fo meet with you and Mr. Joe Pannone on April 17

Johann Song and | appreciated the o :
to discuss the terms and conditions of Culver City's (City) Ordinance No. 82-14, specifically Mitigations—

Measure CC-23.
As you are aware, the above referenced Ordinance provides. ExxonMabil Oil Corporation
(ExxonMobil) the right to operate and maintain approximately 2.7 miles of our active 16-inch (M-70)
crude oil pipeline within the City's jurisdiction. The base annual franchise payment to the City for this
right is calculated at a rate of $4.47 per linear foot, plus an annual CPI adjustment, Estimated
payment for 2003 is $78,000, which equates to an overall fes of $5.47 per linear foot. This amount is
by far the highest franchise fee in California. As a means of comparison, 1 hava compiled a
spreadsheet (refer to Attachment 1) that provides you a list of cities, for which ExxonMobil holds
In addition, also included in

pipeline franchise agreements, and their respective franchise fees,
Attachment 1 is the fee structure for a 16-inch diameter common carmrier pipeline under the CA, Public

Litilitias Code.
g options that will provide the most economic means of

As we discussed, ExxonMobil is reviewin |
operation for our M-70 pipeline system. Among the options we are considering are: (1) a reduction of
the M-70 throughput rate, not to exceed an annual averaga of 95,000 bamel per day and (2)
conversion of tha M-70 pipeline to a common carler status, regulated by the CA. Public Utilities

Cormmission (CPUC).
o
0

An ExxonMobl) Subsidiary oL




Mr. Mark Amborzich 2 : _ May 23, 2003

Wa believe it would be in the best interest of the City and ExxonMobil to reach an amicabla resolution
to the fee structures currently in place under Ordinance No. 82-14, It is our recommendation that the
City modify Mitigation Measure CC-23 as follows: “If in any calendar year, the average annual
throughput of cruds oil exceeds 95,000 barrels per day, ExxonMobil shall pay the City a penaity in the
amount of ona cent ($0.01) for each barrel the cumulative amount of crude oll fransported
through Culver City that year exceeded the annual average of 85,000 barrels per day times the
number of days in the year. Such payment shall ba made within 30 days after the 4" quarter
records provided for in Mitigation Measure CC-22 have been provided to tha City,

With respect to the above, based on a projected M-70 pipeline annual averaga of 110,000 barrels per
day, this proposed fee modification would provide the City an additional $54,750.00 per year. This
"penalty” fee coupled with the annual franchise fee would provide the City an estimated $133,000.00
(based on 2003 estimated franchise fee payment), which equates to over $9.00 per linear foot. This
proposed fee modification still provides the City an overall annual payment that greatly exceeds the
franchise fees received by other cities/counties within California.  Whereas, the CPUC regulated rate
for a 16-inch pipeline is $0.35 per linear foot the annual payment to the City would provida revenue of
approximately $5,000 per year. Further, any "penalty” fee associated with throughput restriction
would be addressed as a regulatory matter by the CPUC.

We request your consideration of this proposal and look forward to meeting with you and Mr, Pannone
to discuss the City's response to our proposal. If you have any questions or require additional
information, please contact me at (310) 212-1761. '

Very truly yours, .

Ruth Cronin-Fruttt, Regional Mgr.
West Coast Right of Way Dept.

Rcf0523
Enclostires

ce: Mr. Joe Pannone
Mr. Johann Song



ATTACHMENT1

CiTY - FRANCHISE FEE
Culver City $4.47 per liner ft.
2002 throughput fee (3/bbl)
CPUC* $0.352 per linear foot
Cityof LA $1.40 per cubic ft,, equates to
$2.20 per linear foot
Carson $1.68 per cubic ft,, equates to
$2.65 per linear foot
Inglewood $3.75 per lineér foot
Torrance $3.75 per linear foot

“

DIFFERENTIAL

*ANNUAL FEE TO CULVER CITY

$ 63724
$ 949,001

$ 5018 $ 1,007,797
§ 31,364 $ 981,451
s 37,778 $ 975,027
$ 53460 $ 959,355
$ 53450 $ 959,355

*Annual fee based on 2.7 miles of p;pelme (14,256 linear feet), does not reflect annual CPlor

- PPl adjustments,. - -— . S

**Per Section 6231.5 of the CA. Public Utilities Code

.;u. + — k

****In 2003, an additional $949,091 was paid for M-70 throughput fee in excess of 85 thousand-

barrels-per-day.




MARK A, AMBROZICH

e City Treasurer

CITY OF CULVER CITY

9770 CULVER BOULEVARD, CULVER CITY, CALIFORNIA $0232-0507
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Ruth Cronin-Fruit 5
Regional Manager ’

West Coast Right of Way Department
ExxonMobil Pipeline Company
12851 East 166" Street

Cerritos, CA 90703-2103

Re:  Amendment to Penalty Provision

of the Culver City/ExxonMobil Pipeline Franchise (“Franchise”)

Dear Ms. Cronin-Fruitt:

We, too, appreciate the time you and Johann Song spent with the City representatives. We also
are grateful of the time and effort you and your team spent to put together the proposal for
modifying the penalty provision of the Franchise,

As we agreed in that meeting, it seems most productive for ExxonMobil and the City to mutuaily
agree to modify the provision of the Franchise, which establishes penalties when ExxonMobi}
permits more than an average of 95,000 barrels per day throughput in the M-70 pipeline, We
recognize ExxonMobil has at least two options available to it if the City Council decided not to
modify that provision. One option, 2s also outlined in your May 23, 2003, letter, is for
ExxonMobil to convert the M-70 pipeline into a common carrier. If that was done, then any
franchise fees the City could require are those limited to the minimal amounts set by state law.

The other option you discussed when we met was the possibility of using a common carrier's

eminent domain power to purchase the Franchise outright,

We all recognized those alternatives would rasult in significant expenditures of effort, time and
money on both sides and likely cause unneeded friction which could be detrimental to the
on-going relationship between the City and ExxonMobil. In light of that, we suggested you
provide the City with a proposal for the parties to review which would meet your desire o
modify the penalty provision of the Franchiss and provide some benefit to the City for that
modification.

W
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Ruth Cronin-Fruitt
ExxonMobil Pipeline Company
June 17, 2003
Pags2

We have reviewed that proposal and would be comfortable recommending the City Council
modify the penalty provision from the existing “two-tiered” structure to a “one-tiered” structure.
With that new structure only one penalty amount would be established and that amount would
continue to apply when an annual average of 95,000 barrels is exceeded. We also would be
comfortable in recommending the City Council reduce the penalty from the “two-tiered” system

of $0.10 and $0.15 to a single $0.05.

-

That reduction would significantly reduce ExxonMobil’s current and previously agreed to
obligation under the Franchise. It would also continue to provide to the City some of the benefit
of the original bargain, while recognizing the advances in the safety of the use and operation of
the M-70 pipeline and the City of Los Angeles’ recent environmental documentation which

acknowledges those advancements.

. With deference to achieving a timely resolution of ExxonMobil’s modification request, we
thought a written response to your proposal would be quicker than scheduling a convenient time
for your and our teams to again meet in person. If the above approach for modifying the
Franchise is acceptable to ExxonMobil, please let us Inow and I will have an 2genda item placed
before the City Council with a recommendation for approval of that change.

Please call the undersigned at 310.253.5865 if you have any questions or comments.

" eéA—rAanb LT ey g
TAMmbrozel, vt

City Treasurer

Copy: Mike Thompson, Chief Administrative Officer
. Carol A. Schwab, City Attorney

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER




peline Company

12851 East 1661h Street
Certltos, California 90703-2103

RECEIVED
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June 20, 2003

Mr. Mark A. Ambrozich

City Treasurer

City of Culver City

9770 Culver Blvd.

Culver City, CA 90232-0507

RE: Amendment to Ordinance No. 92-14

Dear Mr, Ambrozich:

Thank you for your letter of June 17, 2003, in which a proposal and recommendation to
modify Mitigation Measure CC-23 of City Ordinance No. 92.14 was outlined.  In this
regard, please be advised that we support your proposal and request that you proceed
with preparing an agenda item for consideration by the Culver City Council at your

earliest opportunity.

We appreciate your recommendation for approval of the modification of Mitigation
Measure CC-23 before the City Council. If we can provide any additional information
in order for you to complete your staff report, please contact me. We look forward to
attending the City Council meeting to address any questions and/or concerns that the
Council may have. Please advise us of the scheduled City Council meeting date for this
item as soon as it becomes available. I can be reached at (310) 212-1761.

Very truly yours,

Ruth Cronin-Fruitt, Regional Mgr.
West Coast Right of Way Dept.

cc:  Johann Song - ExxonMobil
Mr, Joel Larkin - ExxonMobil
Ms. Carol A. Schwab, City Attorncyi/

An ExxonMobil Subsidiary o




Calendar Year | Avg. Daily Volume Audit? | Avg. Daily If Overage
Volume Volume Penalty Due —
(as reported) (per audit) Amt. Paid/Date
Paid
1992 No
1963 88,383 No Nowne due?
1994 No
1995 94,573 No Nowne due?
1996 No
1997 90,433 No None due?
1998 No
1999 85,984 (per Yes 88,597 None Due
self-report) or
88,503 (per
audit report)
2000 94,682 Yes 94,691 None Due
2001 03,813 Yes 94310 None Due
2002 108,401 $549,091.25/Mar.
2003
2003 104,969 $181.934.25/Mar.
2004
2004 95,192 Yes 94,909 $3,504/Mar. 2005
2005 06,457 Yes 96,458 $26,590.25/Jan.
2006
2006 81,916 Yes 81,877 None Due
2007 74,622 Not yet None due?
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Mobil Oil Corporation
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A2 OLI AANCH PARIWAY

SUITE 280
CEEALBEACH CALITORMIA-S0TL6-2751

City of culver City
Mr. J. Davis

City Engineer

4095 Overland Avenue
Culver City, CA 80232

Dear Mr. Davis:

ENGINEERS DIVISIO
CITY OF CULVER o7y
Januéry

Pursuant to City Ordinance No. 92-014, specifically Exhibit "grn,

Mitigation Measure CC

—22, attached you will find the throughput for

the "Calendar Year, 199%3." This report reflects 60 degree, net
barrels delivered to Torrance Refinery.

If you should have any questions, please call me at {310-493-7222).

cc: R.L.Cronin-Fruitt,wepL

Sincere

L. u.ﬁlﬂ, |

W. H. Dart, Jr.
Measurement Advisor
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,;r/EFi CITY / QUARTERLY THROUGHPUT REPORT (NET)

i TOTAL NET BARREL S RECEVED TBD,
oCT 1835554 62,437
| 4TH | nov 2083380 gr79e
92 loec 2352998 75903
6305532 68.703
JAN 1361745 453915
FEB 2059245 73544.5
MAR 2583168 83489.29
IR TOTAL 6003159 67518.64 Annual Average
APAIL 2533384 84446.13
2ND |may 2839335 91591.48
93 |{.une 29680605 99353.5
s TOTAL 14362484 7979156 Annwal Average
JUuLY 2727386 §7980.19
3RD | ave 3206119 103423.2
93 SEP 3001630 100054.3
o TOTAL 23297614 85869.07 Anniail Averge
3178367 102528
2767111 92237.03
3016878 97318.65
32259975 88383 .49 Annuai Avergs

TO: City of Culver Gity

Al J. Davis, Gity Eng.
40895 Overland Avenue
Cutlver City, CA 90232

cc: R.L Cronin—Frufit — USS&L

FROM:

Janasy 17, 199.4

RMOBIL Ol CORPORATION
MOBIL WEST COAST SUPPLY & LOGISTICS

3020 OLD RANCH PARKWAY
SUITE 200

SEAL. BEACH, CA. 86740—2751
Prepaired By Willlam H. Dart &
Phone 310—49a 7202
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City of Culwer City
Mr. J.Davis

City Engineer

4085 Overland Avenue
Culver City, Ca 90232

Dear Mr. Davis,

SE

SR

Janugg§f§ﬁléé:

RE: Annual Average Throughput Report

Pursuant to City Ordinance No. 92-014, specificalliy Exhibit "C",
Mitigation Measure CC-22, attached you will find the throughput
report for the "Calendar Year, 1995." This report reflects 60

degree, net barrels delivered to Mobil's Torrance Refinery.

If you should have any questions, please call me at 310-212-1762.

Sincerely, N
(it N J:éff,@

William H. Dart, Jr.
Measurement Advisor

cc: R.L.Cronin-Fruitt, USM&R-USS:l/Torrance
J.D.Deupree, USM&R-USS&L/Torrance
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T M=70 Quarterly Throughput Report

I

2845037 97904 42
2473917 88354 18
2874841 92736.81
819779 S81086.61 Year To Date Average
2947874 98262 47
3120012 1006455
2936582 97886.07
17202253 95040.13 Year To Dale Average
3026377 97625.06
3005818 86955 42
95 5P 2886452 96215.07
SRR TOTAL 26120710 35680.%6 Year To Date Average
ocT 3040826 98091.16 '
ATH | nov 2538673 84622.43
95 DEC 2818978 8093477
NAEEEEEEE TOTAL 34519187 84573.12 Amqual Average

oo R.LGronin—~Fruitt/ US S&L
cc: LD Devpreafls S&L

FROM:

MOBIL Ol CORPORATION

US ME&R/ US S8l

3700 WEST 19oth STREET
TPT—3—1

TORRANCE, CA. 50609
Prepared By Wiltam H. Dart Jr.
Phona 310-212-1762
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J700 WEST 180TH STREET

Mobil Oil Corporatidi! VED
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February 2, 1998

Cily of Culver City

City Engineer

9770 Cuiver Blvd, .
Culver City, CA 90232-0507

RE: ANNUAL THROUGHPUT REFORT

Pursuant to City Ordinance NO. 82-014, specifically Exhibit “C", Mitigation Measure *CC-227,
put report for the operating year 1997. This report

attached you will find the annualized through
reflects 60° F. net barrels delivered to Mobii Oif's Torrance CA. Refinery.

Should you have any questions, piease call me 310-21-1762.

Sincerely,

Wl Bty

William H. Dart, Jr.
Measurement Advisor, West Coast S&L

o R.L.Cronin-Fruiit
J.D.Deupree -

COPY TG
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