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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 1881 EIR/S, each environmental Issue 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, thesa two issues areas are presenied as separats
sections below. The remaining environmental Issue areas are presented In Section 3.3. Bas=d
on the results of analysis presenied 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 pipeline, Mobil proposes fo use tha syslem's
current excess capacity and to pump a less viscous composie crude. No system modifications or
new system components (Le., 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.

"""“——-‘""-‘l-—-hl—-ll—u-—uq—g

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

' states:

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 listed 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).

f Table 4.2.2-6 aléo includes the following footnote:

Y

2 5 copy of Table 4.2.2-6 Is provided as Attachment B,
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These measures will be implemented as considered appropriate by the South )
Coast Alr Quallty Management District. These measures are In addition to the

measures slated in Section 4.2.2.4.1. (emphasis added).

The 1991 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.”

In June 1999, the City of Torance granted Mobil's request for a throughput increase at the
refinery. With this increased capacity at the refinery, Mobil reviewed the restrictions on the M-70
throughput, particularly with respect to AR-1. To satisfy the limitations of AR-1, Mobil
demonsirated to 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 to the LADOT supporting 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 [ine of eithar 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 theose times represent an
unrealistic "worst-case” spill scenario, 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 potential impacts from spills {o the maximum extent feasible.

Since the publication of the EIR/S, Mobil has determined that under normal operating conditions it
can shut down the pipeline within six minutes for the northem portion of the system and within
three minutes for the southern porion of the sysiem. In addition, Mobil datermined that even
under a rzasonable worst case scenario they can shut down the pipeiine system and ciese
required valves in less than nine to 12 minutes for the southern and northern portions of the
system, respectively. The study report documenting these resulls 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 fine drain down volume, The EIR/S divided the 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

N
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the length (and hence, drain down volumes) of each segment. These calculated volumes were
presented in Table 4.2.10-2 of the final EIR/S, which Is provided herein as Attachment D. Mobil's
proposed throughput increase would change only the rate at which oil would be pumped through
the pipeline; neither the shut down times nor the fine volumes would be affected by the prgposed

throughput increase.

To determine a more reasonabls worst-case system shut down time for the current M-70 pipeline,
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 fallure, the
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 MOV, 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
worst-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 Cenler and other more local
systems. Based on even a series of system failures, Mobil determined that the system could bs
shut down in less than nina or 12 minutes for the southem and northemn 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 95 TBD. By using the new calculated 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 Tabla 1,

Based on the capabilities 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 1991 EIR/S. Importantly, Mobil
implemented these mitigation measures based on the larger spill volumes evaluated in the EIR/S.
Thus, the proposed throughput increase will not lead to risk of upset conditions that would present

new or more significant environmental impacts.

February 2001
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_ Table 1 ' _
Maximum Spill Volumes (bbls)
Pumped Volumes
o mpcnain_| (o | Ot
volume EIR/S*
Normal** | Upset**
Segment A (length 30,566 feet)
85 TBD 7601 1519 - —_ 8120 -
115 TBD 7601 - 479 — 8080 1040
(normal)
115 TBD ‘7601 — - 958 8559 559
(upset) '
Segment G (length 21,120 feet)
95 TBD 5252 1188 — — 6440 -
115TBD 5252 o 240 — 5492 948
(normal)
115 TBD 5252 — -— 719 5971 469
{ups=t)
*Volume presenied in EIR/S based on a 23 minute (Segment A) or 18 minule (Segment G) shut-down fime.
~ Assumes normal operations with a 8 minute (Segrent A) or 3 minute (Segment G) system shut-down time,
~+ Agsumes upsel conditions with a 12 minule (Segment A) or 8 minute (Segment G) system shut-down time.

As another consideration, it is worth noting that Mobil included improved safety features in the
naw pipeline. 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 tachnologically advanced anticorrosion sealants which are molecularly bondad to
the pipa;

: —_
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» The ability to use an.intemal Inspection tool ("Smart Pig") to detect and repair
weaknesses in the uniform 16-inch diameter before failure ¢an 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 dfrrabimy
both during routine operation and during potential upset conditions. Pursuant to the terms and
conditions of the March 28, 1891, Report of the Department 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 pipeline has not experienced l2aks

or breaks.

In 1994, the M-70 pipeline withstood the 6.8 magnitude Northridge earthquake. The M-70
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. Attachment 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 pipeline upset. The M-70 pipeline Is maintained and operated
in accordance with Code of Federal Regulation Tille 49, Part 195 -~ Transportation of Hazardous
Liquids by Pipelines. These pipelines regulations require the periodic inspection of mainiine
valves and safely devices, monitoring of cathodic protection systems and other safety
requirements. Under the California Pipeline Safety Act (CPSA) of 1981, the California State Fire
Marshall oversees and enforces these regulations in California. The CSFM conducts audits of
pipeline system manuals, procedures, records and facilities on a regular basis in order to insure
compliance with Depariment 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 iife, animal life, noise, light and glare, land use and recreation, natural resources, population
and socioeconomics, housing, transportation, public services, energy, ulilities, human health,
visual, cultural, and paleontologic resources. In addition, potential cumulativa impacts are
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. Y
U/]/
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Table 2

Environmental Evaluation

Discipline

New or Substantlally
Increased
Signliflcant
Environmental
impacts

Explanation

Earth®

No

Because there will be no physical changes to the system, the
increase in crude oil throughput will have no effect on
topographic, selsmic, fault, slope stabliity, subsidence, or
unique geologic features, mineral or petroleum resources, or
soil and eroslon processes.

Water*

No

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

Plant Life

No

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

Animal Life

No

Because there will be no physical change to the sysiem, no
impacts to animal life will occur as a resutt 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

Because the project does not invoive activities 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,

2 Topography, seismicity and fautting, slopa stabllity, subsidence, unique geclogic features, mineral and petroleum

resources, solls and erosion.
* surface water and ground water

7
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TABLE 2 (Cont'd)
Environmental Evaluation

New or Substantially

Increased Signlificant |
Disclpline Environmental Explanation
Impacts

Natural No ’ The project will not require additional natural gas, water, or

Resources electriclly beyond that evaluated in the EIR/S.

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

Sociveconomics Impacts to employment or population will occur.

Housing No Because the project will not requie 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 are
expected,

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

Energy Na The project will not require additional energy resources {o
transport the crude oll at the higher fiow rate. Therefore, 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, water, or sewer services. Therefore,
the project will not result in new impacts to utilities.

Human Health No As discussed in the "Air Quality" section above, the project
will not result in the increase of foxic alr emissions.
Therefore, no new impacts to human health are expecled.

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

Resources impacts o visual resources are expected.

Cultural No Because there will be no physical changa to the sysiem, the

Resources project will not Impact cultural resources.

S electricity, natural gas, water, and sanltary sewer

(¥
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TABLE 2 (Cont'd)

Environmental Evaluation

Discliplina

New or Substantlally
Increased Signlficant
Environmental
Impacts

Explanation

Paleontologic
Resources

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

project will not impact paleontologic resources.,

Cumulative

The project will not result in cumulative impacts,

4700-166-000
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4.0 ATTACHMENTS

A. Mobil Oil Corporation letter to the City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, and the
U.S. Forest Service regarding the M-70 Throughptt 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 Angeles Depariment of
Transportation, dated April 8, 1899 and July 22, 1989,

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.

E. Oil and Gas Joumnal and Los Angeles Times articles conceming the M-70 pipeline, dated
October 11, 1993 and March 24, 1994, respectively.

4-1
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U.S. Forest Service Determination




Mobil Oil Corporation

VIA UPS DELIVERY

July 19, 2000

Sr. Transportation Engineer

City of Los Angeles ~ Department of Transportation
221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 400

Los Angeles, CA 80012

] Mr. Robert E. Camou, P. E. \
!

Mr. Mike Wickman

District Ranger — Angeles National Forest
U.S. Forest Service

30800 Bouquet Canyon Road

Saugus, CA 91350 .

1

]

] ' RE: M-70 Throughput Increase
g5 TBD to 115 TBD

]

]

|

. Dear Mr. Wickman and Mr. Camou!

Please find attached a report that presents the methodology and results of a test Mobil
Oil Corporation (Mobil) conducied of our Emergency Shutdown System for the M-70
pipeline system. We conducted this test in response to our meeting on February 23,
2000 with the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) staff during which we
discussed our request to increase the throughput of the M-70 from 95,000 barrels per
day (€5 TBD) to 115 TBD. Our request was explained in detail in a letter from Mobil to
the LADOT and US Forest 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 Southemn 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 down the pipeline system and close required valves in less
than 9 to 12 minutes for the Southern and Northern portions of the system, respectively.

The M-70 Pipeline Replacement Project Environmental Impact Report/Statement
(EIR/S) evaluated, among other issues, the potential volume of a catastrophic spill. The
E|R/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
equales to ©5TBD). The EIR/S estimated spill volumes at 1188 barrels for the
Southern section and 1517 barrels for the Northern section.

@ (/470
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Based on the newly derived shut down times and an Increased flow rate to roughly 80

bpm, (equates to 115 TBD), splil 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 scenario 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 volume far exceeding what

should be the actual maximum spill volume even if the pipeline were to be operated at a

higher flow 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 lo Increass the throughput
of M-70 to 115 TBD would fead 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.

STl S Rewmt ey

In closing, we 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 not 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 fo 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) 21 2-1781.

Very truly yours, (-
3 . .
; RECEIVED MWMM’&;
Ruth Cronin-Fruitt, Manager
AUG 1 0 2000 West Coast Rights of Way

2 et

RIGHT-OF-WAY DEPT.

vt

ACKNOWLEDGED AND APPROVED

-
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ATTACHMENT B

of the 1991 EIR/S
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, TABLE 422:6
ADDITIONAL AIR QUALITY MITIGATION MEASURES (AR-1)! .

Imgacs Misigation Measures Residual Impact

Construction Activity + Water site and equipment morning and Not Significant
Emissions

evening
« Spread sofl binders cn all exposed soil

o Operate street sweepers on adjacent
paved roadways

Construction Wash trucks Jesving the construction site Not Sign.iﬁcant

Equipment Emissions

Construction related » Provide rideshare incentives to ~ Not Significant

Traffic Congestion construction personnel
e Provide transit incentives to
construction personnel
» Provide a Jagperson at construction

]
]
!
i
] | sroe s consiucion z0ns
1
]
]
]

sites
" Project Operationsl s Install Best Available Control ' Not Significant
i Emissions Technology on any equipment expected . T
. .
i

to increase emissions
« Provide emissions offsets where required ,
by Regulation XIII 4

Secondary Emissions » Limit M-70 pipeline throughput to Not Significarit
] 95,000 BPD (and reduce allowable
throughput to 63,500 BPD if the !
Torrance Refinery capacity mit is "
l expapded sbove 13,000 BPD unless the
SCAQMD determines that this
expansion will not adversely affect air

} quelity).

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

1 Section 4.2.2.4.1,

%7/ C
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SCAQMD Letters




- Py South Coast |
Air Quality Management District

m 21865 E. Copley Drlve, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-41 82
i 2 (909) 396-2000° hhp://WWW.aqmd.gov

April 8, 1999

Mr. Robert Camou, Supervisor

Los Angeles Depariment of Transportation

221 N, Figucroa, Suite 400
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Mobil M-70 Pipeline EIR Mitieation Measure

Dear Mr, Camou,

The South Coast Air Quality Mansgement District (AQMD) has been contacted by
! representatives of Mobil Oil Corporation regarding 2 mitigation measure included in the Finsl

Environmental Impact Report previously prepared for the Mobil M-70 pipeline rcplacement
project. Ths Los Angzles Department of Trensportation (LADOT) wes the Lead Agency forthe

project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The mitigation meesure in question (i.2., Mitigation Meesure AR-1) would rsquire reducing
allowabls pipeline throughput if the overall capacity limit et the Mobil Torrance Refinery is

raised above 130,000 berrcls per doy (bpd).
Mitigation measure AR-{ states:
v In zddition to the environental protsction measurss proposed by Mobil, additional

mitigation measures should be implemented as considered appropriate by the South
Coest Air Quality Management District. These measurss aré listad in Table 4.2.2-6,

' The pertinent mitigation mezsure {n Teble 4.2.2-6 states:

+ Limit M-70 pipeline throughput to 95,000 bpd (and reduce ellowable throughput to
63,500 bpd if the Torrancs Refinery capacity limit is expanded above 130,000 bpd

¢ unless the SCAQMD determines that this expansion will not adversely affect air
quality).

l Table 4.2.2-6 also includes he following footnote:

i s Thescneaswes will be implemented as considered appropriate by the South Coast
Alr Quality Menagement District. These measures are in addition to the measures

steted in Section 4.2.2.4.). @
| C/”?
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Mr, Robert Camoy 2~ : ( April 8, 1999

The AQMD hes reviewed the information available regarding the M-70 Pipeline, other
relevent CEQA documents prepared for the Mobil Torrance Refinery, Mobil's Permits to
Operate (issued by the AQMD), end emission celeulations comparing the refinery’s 1951
and 1998 potential to emit (submitted by Mobil). Review of these materials indicate that
no additional emjssion control action is necessary based upon the Mobil refinery’s
capecity. The following paragrephs briefly explain the besis for this conclusion.

From an gir quality parspective, the pipeline replacement project is considered benefi cial

" because there are lower cmissions from this method of crude oil transport compared to

other conveyances such as oil tanker truck, marine vessels, or rail. Since pipelines do not
typically generate emissiors, the AQMD does not require a permit for their operaton,
For this reason, the proposead mitigation measure limiting pipeline throughput wauld not
affect emissions and would not provide eny edditional mitigation. Further, the AQMD
permit conditions for the Mobil Torrance Refinery are not besed upon crude throughput.
Pemmit conditions with capacity and emission limitations are placed on the refinery’s
stationary cmission sources as wcll as emission control equipment pursuant to all

applicable AQMD rules, 1cgulations, 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
orgenic compounds (YOC), 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 cmissions have declined since the upgrade of the M-
70 pipeline &s a direct result of either complying with applicable AQMD rules or
voluntary reductions. Emissicn controls installsd since the pipeline began operation
include vapor recovery equipment to reducce flere emissions and selective catalytic
reduction to reduce NOx emissions.

In addition 10 installation of the above-mentioned air pollution control equipment, &
160,000 bpd capacity limit was recently svalueted by the AQMD (as Lead Agency) in the
EIR for the Mobil Torance Refinery Reformulated Fuels Project (SCH No. 93011009),
The Mobil reformulated gasoline project inclhuded modifications to cxisting cquipment
and addition of new equipment, Any modifications of cxisting equipment or installation
of new equipment is subject 1o either AQMD Regulation XTI - New Source Review, or
Ruls 2005- New Source Review for RECLAIM, both of which require installation of best
availzble control technology (BACT) and cmissions offsets for emissions increases as
specified in the regulation or rule. Consequently, based on the fact that the AQMD

' analyzeq the refinery-wide raformulated gesoline project assuming a tota! throughput

capacity of 160,000 bpd end that emissions reductions hove occurrzd at the refinery since
1991, the AQMD would not sequire additional mitigation measures 2s a result of
implementing the chenges proposed by Mobil.

To summerize, no further requircments 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.




SERPOEREVES S

Mr. Robert Camou April 8,1999 -

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

2. There ere 0o specific AQMD rules regulating crude ﬁtroughput.

3. The AQMD dozs not generally invoke permh conditions based on crude throughput »
equipment capacity and emission limitations ars more appropriate,

4. As aresult of implementing the reformulated gnsolme project, which involved
modifying existing equipment and installing new equipment, the Mobl! Torrance
Refinery was required to install BACT and provide emissions oﬁ'sets pursuent to
AQMD Regulation XIII ~ New Source Review,

5. The AQMD prcpaxed and centified an EIR for the current conf' iguration ofthe
refinery assurning & 160,000 bpd capacity,

6. Emissions at the Mobil Torrance Refinary have been declining such that even witha
refinery throughpuc of 160,000 BPD, rcﬁncry-wude emissions would still be Jess than
those in 1991,

Pleese contact Dr, Steve Smith at (309) 396-3054 if you have any questions regarding
Mobil’s reformulated gasoline project EIR or Ms. Linda Basilio at (909) 396-3156 if you
have 2ny questions regarding any permits issued to Mobil by the AQMD.

S: cerely, ;
ogo

Planmng Manager
Planning, Rule Development and Area
Sources

copy: Robernt Distaso, Mobil
Lioda Besilio, AQMD

SS:DN

(jan/e:madil/m10)
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a South Coast |
' Air Quality Management District

@ 21865 E, Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
bl 1600) 396-2000 * hetp://www.aqmd.gov

July 22, 1999
. RECEIVE D .
puGl % 1999
Mr. Robert Camou, Supervisor ]
Los Angeles Deparmment of Transportation RIGHT-OFWAY DEPT.
]? 221 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 400
Los Angeles, CA 90012

l Mobil M-70 Pipeline EIR Mitigation Measure

Dear Mr. Camou,

} ‘ The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) sent a letter to you regarding
the manter referenced above on April 8, 1999, That jener presented 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 letter from Emmanuel I. Fabiyi,
Transportation Engineer Associate 111, LADOT, requesting that AQMD “submits to
LADOT data with a letter which determines the expansion will not adversely affect air
qualiry, certified to by SCAQMD’s princigals or representative counsel and affirming
responsibility for said determination.” <.

Please note that the information req uested by LADOT was included in AQMD's April 8
Jeter, which was signed by Henry Hogo, Manager, Planning, Rule Development, and
Area Sources. Mr. Hogoisa management representative of the AQMD. Nevertheless, to
facilitate a resolution to this issue, I have included the pentinent information from the

April 8 1zmer under my signature.

| p
1 ' |
- 23




Mr. Rob:n Camou

The South Coast Alr Quality Management District (AQMD) has

representatives of Mobil Oil Corporation regarding 2 mitigation

Final Environmental Im
replacement project. The Los Angeles
Lead Agency
(CEQA) |
The mitigation measure in question (1.6 Mitigation Measure AR-1) would requirs
reducing allowable pipeline throughput if the ove
Refinery is raised above 130,000 barrels per day (bpd).

Mitigation measure AR-1 statest

« In addition to the cnvironmental protection measures proposed by Mohil,
additional mitigation measures should be implemented as considered
appropriate by the South Coast Air Quality Management District. These

measures are listed in Table 4.2.2-6.

The pertinent mitigation measurs in Table 4.2.2-6 sates:

L imit M-70 pipeline throughput to 95,000 bpd (and reduce allowable
throughput 1o 63,500 bpd if the Torrance Refinery capaciry limit is expanded
above 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 measures will be implemented as considered appropriazz by the South

Coast Air Qualiry Management Disuict. These measurss are in addition to the

measurss siated in Section 4.2.2.4.1.

The AQMD bas reviewed the information available regarding the M-70 Pipeline,

other relevant CEQA documents prepared for the Mobil Torrance Refinery,
Mobil’s Permits 10 Operate (issued by the AQMD), and emission calculations

comgaring the refigery's 1991 and 1998 potential 10 emit (submined by Mobil).
Revizw of these materials indicate

that no additional emission cootrol action is
necessary based upon the Mobil refinery’s capacity. The following paragraphs
briefly explain the basis for this conclusion.

From an air quality perspective, the pipeline replacement project is considered
beneficial because there 2re Jower emissions from this method of crude oil

ransport
or rail. Sinee pipelines
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

been contacted by
casure included in the
pact Report previously prepared for the Mobil M-70 pipeline

Department of Transportation (LADOT) was the
for the project pursuant o the California Environmemeal Quality Act

compared 10 other conveyances such as oil tanker truck. marine vessels,
do pot typically generate emisstons, the AQMD does not

( 2 ;  July 22,1999

rall capacity limit at the Mobil Torrance
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Mr. Robert Camon S Ce2e

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

i (SOx), volatile organic compounds (YOC), 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 operaton include vapor recovery

I equipment 1o reduce flare emissions and selective catalytic reduction to reduce

NOx emissions.

In addition to installation of the above-mentioned air pollution control 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

I 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 Source

] Revisw for RECLAIM, both of which require instalation 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 reformulaied 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
2s 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 adverse zir 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. . bp

4, Asarssult of implementing the reformulated gasoline project, which involved C/
modifying existing equipment and installing new equipment, the Mobil

@ - N
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Mr. Robert Camou

Torrance Refinery was required to install BACT and provide emissions offsets
pursuant to AQMD Regulation X111 - New Source Review.

. The AQMD prepared and certified an EIR for the current configuration of the
refinery assuming a 160,000 bpd capacity. '

. Emissions at the Mobil Torrance Refinery have been declining such that even
with a refinery throughput of 160,000 BPD, refinery-wide emissions would

still be less than those in 1951,

Please contact Dr. Steve Smith at (509) 396-3054 if you have any questons
iect EIR or Ms. Linda Basilio at

regarding Mobil's reformulated gasoline pro)
(909) 396-31 56 if you have any questions regarding any permits issued to Mobil

by the AQMD.

ey @ Rl

Tack P. Broadbent

eputy Executive Officer
Planning, Rule Development and
Area Sources

copy: Robert Distaso, Mobil

S$S:JDN
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Table 4.2.10-2
of the 1991 EIR/S
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TABLE 4.2.10-2
COMPARISON OF MAXIMUM POTENTIAL SPILL SIZRB ‘
EXISTING AND PROPOSED —
aximumn Potentia) Spill Volume (bbls
Milepost Proposed
Scement®, Reference Existing Proposed with Mitigation®?
A 0-5.2 6470 9120 6110
B 5.2-13.6 6770 11500 6510
C 13.6-17.6 4600 6770 4670
D 17.6-20.3 2160 4540 2043
E 20.3-25.8 5440 4280
F 25.8-40.5 15120 10710
G 40.5-48.5 4860 6440 5650
H 48.5-59.3 §700 8410
I 59.3-64.1 3190 7490 4080 \"
J 64.1-67.3 2660 5390 4210
X 67.3-79.4 , 7930 9070 ’ 4600

79.4-90.5 6270 11040 5780

*See Figure 4.2.10-1 for segment locations.
**Installation of additional remote MOVs and/or check valves are recommended along those

segments where maximum spill potential for the proposed pipeline is greater than spill potential
for the existing system. The volumes shown in this column reflect the anticipated effectiveness
of these additional valves. For valve locations, see Table 4.2.10-3.

dfaj
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[ M-70 Pipeline Articles
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An Investment in Safety:
‘Mobil’s M-70 Pipeline

Five years ago. Mobil made an
impornant decision 1o replace its exist-
ing M-70 crude ol pipeline with a new
state-of-the-art pipeline system.
Sections of the existing pipehne had
ranged in age from 2 years 1o 55 years.
The need lor a safer, more environmen-
tally-sound pipeline wds the major fac-
tor in our decision 1o invest S100 milion
to replace the existing pipeline system.
The January 17th Northndge earth.
quake conlimms thal we were right,

Mobil's new M-70 pipeiine came
through the devastating quake with no
pipeline fauures breaks or other opera
tional problems

Completed last April, the new M-70
pipeline transports San Joaquin crude
oil from Lebec to Mobil’'s Torrance
Refinery. Once refined. this ol
accounts for 12 percent of the gasoline
vsed in Southern California.

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

stronges! and most flexible materials:

used in pipeling construction. Within
earﬁwquake faull zones, we put In
added engineering, design and opera-
lional safeguards.

As a result, the line reacted to the
6.8 magnitude earthquake exactly as
it should have. The plpeline’s pump-
ing stations were, automatically
shut down during the quaks by

»'-H-' ,.‘ A

wnn detect any earthquake ol 6 O or
greater. The sensors also tnggered an
alarm in the 24.hour contro! room
where Mobil personnel immediately
shut the pipeling down untl o could be
inspected. '

Bhonly after the imtial eanhquake.
the MVO pipeline was visually inspect-
ed {or leaks or damage. It was then
pressure tested and returhed 10 full
operation on January 18th, -

All of these saleguards combmned 1o
aflow the M-70 pipeline 1o weather the
Nonthndge earthquake intacl, even in
areas that sutlered remendous dam-
age Inlact, in Granada Hills the M-70
prpeline was approximalely 13 feet
beneath the surlace of the street and 7
feel under a natural gas line that rup-
tured and burned during the quake.

we at Mobil are proud of the out.
standing perdormance and durability the
Mobil M-70 pipeline system demon-
straled dunng the eanthquake and the
subsequent aliershocks. The M-70.
pipeline has proven 1o be the satest and
most environmentally-sound pipeline
system in operalion in the State of
Catlorma, and will allow Mobil to contin-
ve 10 provide quality energy products to
the Califomia markel. We would like to
thank, once again, the residents, busl-
nesses and municipalities along the
route of the M:70 plpelina {ar thatr

- patience during its constmcﬁom-
"Wa know rep!aclng mjy M0

bum -in sensors. These sensors - Am p!perme was the dghtthhg&bda

Mh@ﬁ' h"“”i l' ‘
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obil Oil Corp."s West
Coast Pipe Lines has
been flowing hea
crude oil through its $90 mil-
lion M-70 replacement pipe-
line since last spring,.
Mobll installed a single 16-
in. line specially coated for
heated crude oil in place of a

San Luis
Obispo Co.

SANJDAQDIN VALLEV CRUDEPIPRINE
Belridge Caflfornlia’

Veniura Co.

California replacement
employs special coating,
construction practices

Warren R. True Pipeline/Gas Processing Editor

line parts of which were
more than half a century old
and which changed dizme-
ter several tirnes.

The line’s coating required
almost 15 years of research
and development, the pipe-
Iine was laid in narrower
than usual trenches under

Fip. 1

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

1916 vimtage

The so-called M-70 line, a
92-mile segment of the 170-
mile San Joaguin Valley
(S]V) pipeline system, runs
from Mobil's Lebec station
in Xern 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 jts lerminus
at Mobil's Torrance, Calif.,
refinery,

The line passes through
Los Angeles County and the

cities of Los Angeles, Culve
City, Inglewood, Haw
t})xome, and Torrance {Fig
I).

Before replacement, th
M-70 line could camy a
much as 63,500 b/d annual

ly.

The proLect replaced ai} 9.
miles of a line that had origi
nally been constructed
19316 and had been totall
replaced in small segments
The result by 1991 was a mi
of diamelers and coatings
The segments ranged in ag
from 2 to 55 years old.

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

Table

EXISTING K-7D PIPELINE VK DF PIPE

100, 12 18in.  Tolsl, mhes
Labec 10 Newha
Sulicoy misa % 10.78 19.87 1059 41,62
N"mn' o Saticoy, 1338 143 2. 174
a o .
Stauson Sy AWM ok am 28 20m
. Elauson 1o Torrance, ’
- sz m D’Dlun. a To".nc. . m". ".1’ °¢1’ 0-57 11-’5
‘ e M-70 repiscemani project n (J‘\J Total, miss® 80 25 17 92 b&p
o ctaton Percart 539 s ns mn&
: o aca oas *Totsls founded 16 nesrest whole hurnber,

7o
a5y .

Reprinted from the Octobsr 11, 1993 edition of OIL & GAS JOURNAL
Copyright 1963 by Penriwell 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 SL-X52
ERW line pipe coated with 3
high-temperature bitumastic
enzame] with fiber glass wrap
laid in the late 1960s and
early 1570s.
Also replaced was the ap-
proximately 50% that had
consisted of 10-in, x 0.250-
in. W.T. APl 5L-X52 ERW
‘line pipe coated with mastic
and extruded polypropylene
Jaid in the mid-1970s.

Special coating

The oil that flows in the
line is heated 1o 260° F. and
moved by four pumping and
heating stations at Lebec,
Newhall, Saticoy, and Slau-
son.

Each station has two di-

rect-fired heaters. Addition-
ally, the Lebec station has
four 900-hp electrically driv-
en centrrfugal Fumping
units, the Newhali and Sati-
coy stations have two such
units, and the Slavson sta-
tion has two 450-hp units.

Individual heaters range
from 7.7 MMBTU/r at Le-
bec and Slavson to 9.4
MMBTU/Mr at Newhall sta-
tion,

The new 16-in. pipe
(mostly 0.344-in. W.T. APi
51-X52 ERW) has DuVal
coating consisting of 22 mils
of fusion bonded epoxy
(FBE) with a 22-mil topcoat
of a chemically modified

olypropylene (CMPF; 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 trenches
narrower and deeper than conventionally used (Fig. 2

15 years of research in a Eﬁ:l
effort Mobil Pipe Line
Co., Valspar Inc. (Canada),
and DuPont Canada Inc.

The trick was to modify
the polipr?y!ene so that it
would bond 1o the FBE.

The coating was applied
1? Energy Coatings Co.,

ouston, at its Fontana,
Calif., plant. Richard Nors-
worthy and J.A. Nunn of
Motil Pipe Line Co., Dallas,
described the coating proc-
ess to the 1992 API Pipeline
Conference,

The procedure begins
with inspection of the stored

ipe for damage and cone
taminants=—oil, grease, salt,
so forth.

Aftera Ereheat of 150-180°
F., dual blasting machines
blast th:ﬂpipe to a "near
white” surface with 2 1-3 mil

anchor pattern.

The pipe s then inspected
for burrs and other damage.

A phosphoric acid-based
treatment (which shoul
sult in a pH of 1 for al
20 sec) and a clean-wal
rinse sre used to remove
contaminants that may re-
main siter blastihg.

Norsworthy 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 proper temperature
has been established, the
Flspe will travel through the

E spray booth.

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

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

The bond between the
FBE and CMPP may be inad-
equate if applied outside
these Hmits, 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 lo re-
move as much hazat as possi-
ble, yet allow proper cuse of
the coating. Additional in-
ternal quenching of the stzel
may be sdded 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 are usually from burrs
on the pipe, mechanical
damage, or contamination in
the costing.

The coating thickness is
checked and the pipe la-

beled with pertinent l’
mation. Sepantion
placed on the pipe. The efiTs

are buffed back to the correct

U)z\ | 4‘2—@\0
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cutback for welding and
field-joint 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 in and
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 cty streets,
Mobil limited the width of

fts 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 recreation areas.

In addition to the line pipe
installation, Mobil modified
the four pump stations cone
verﬁnfgm existing pumpinj
units from series to parall
operation to incease pump-
ing capacity and efficiencles,

At Lebec station, an addj-
tional electrically driven
pumping unit was added to
three existing units as well
as their being converted

- when a

_from series to parallel opera-

tions,

Capacity of the line fol-
lowing line pipe installation
and pumping station modifi-
cations is 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, after the City
of Los Angeles had ap-
proved the project in April,
the project’s environmental
jmpact report was chal-
lenged in a suit against the

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

essary construction permits, -

however,
So ihatd in Sep!esmber,
e in the Superi-
or Couj:t gof Call{ornia,
County of Los Angeles, de-
nied the basis for the suit,
construction began in the
dty and in north Los Ange-
les County.
In November, however,

the opposing group filed an

appeal of that decision

which was denled in Decemn-

ber 1992 the Court of

Appeal of the State of Cali-
iz

fornda.

In the meantime, the cities
of Hawthomne (on Mar, 23,
1992), Torrance '(on May 19),
Inglewood (on June 30), and
Culver City {(on Oct. 26) all
approved the project and {s-
sued pipeline g-mchlse ordi-
nances o Mobil Oil Corp.
allowing construction to pro-
ceed within theilr jurisdic-
Ny Mar, 1, 1993 x|

ar, 1, 1993, a J
mtt{ly 90 miles of S\I:m 92-
mile project was installed.
The remaining 2 miles in
Culver City were finished by
Iate March and the project
construction was compleled
in early April,

The new line was hydro-
statically tested on Apr. 1,
tied into the Jonger 5]V sys-
tem on Apr, 5, and beame
fully operational on Apr. 9.»
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DePanTMENT OF TRANSPOR TATI)
HOaRrD OF TaANIPORTATION CONMIZZIVERS
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CoMuIZIIoN EXECUTIVE ALsisTany .
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 I
I Minutes APR 1. 200
2. g 4 Communications ‘ RIGHT-OR.;
3.0 General Manager's Report OF-WAY DEPT'
4.

Transportation Committee Update

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS

5. Update on Special Event Service D;alivery

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 one motion to approve with the

majority consent of the Transportation Commission or can ba removed by a Commissioner
for a separata discussion.)

Application for Reassignment of 20 Motorbus Permits for the Operation of the Community DASH Package One
Services and 48 Non-Ambulatory Passenger Vehicle Permits for the Operation of the City's Chtyride Dial-A-R:de
Service Program in Area | and Area 2, from TCT Transit Services to Connex TCT » LLC; Revocation of 20 Motortus
Permits and 48 Non-Ambutatory Passenger Vehicle Permits Previously Granted to TCT Translt Services

Application of Ambuserve, Inc. for Five Unrestricted Private Ambulance Vehicle Permits 67
(Over) . [

oarr"-.nda will be posted on bulletin board located on 2nd floor of City Hall East (Main Street Lobby) at least 72 hours prfo;' to a Board Meating

o

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY -AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER ’ 4. 5
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CONSENT CALENDAR (Continued)

Application for Reassignment of Two Unrestricted Non-Ambulatory Passenger Vehicle Permits from Hakop Art s
dba Gentle Ride t& Gentle Ride, Inc. and Application of Gentle Ride, Inc., for One Additlonal Unrestricted*rvo:
Ambulatory Passenger Vehicle Permit; Revocation of Twe 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 Oil Corporation to Increase the Throughput of its M-70 Pipelin

Sem - Agpfloved LADOT 4121

' Application of Stocker Resources, inc., for a Pipeline Franchise to Operate Pipelines Within the City and Appreval

10,

M.
Replace Existing Pipelines

EXECUTIVE SESSION - Pursuant to Government Code §54956.7

Recommend Denial of the Appeal of Ms. San Juana Padilla of the March 5, 2001, Department Denial of Hei

12.
Application for a New Motor Bus Driver Permit, due to Violation of Board Order No, 547, Rule C2 - First Transit

PUBLIC FORUM *

. “
*The public will be given an opportunity to address non-agenda items within this Board's jurisdiction. A total of [0 minutes

will be allotted, subject to time limits on individual itermns as the President deems appropriate.-

As a covered entity under Title Il of the Americans with Disabllities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basls of disability, and vpon

request, we will previde reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services, and activitles. To ensure avallability, youare advisec
to rmake your request at least 72 hours prior 10 a meeting you wish to attend. For additional information, please contact: Commission Executive Assistant.

Shefla Abramsohn, at (213) 580-1184
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Date: April 12, 2001
To: Board of Trensportation Commissioners
Subject: REQUEST FROM MOBIL OLL CORPORATION FOR BOARD APPROVAL TO

INCREASE THE THROUGHPUT OF ITS M-70 PIPELINE SYSTEM

RECOMMENDATION: ' .
The Departrent recommends that the Board:

1. Certlfy that tho sttached “First Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact

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

2. Adopt the attached “Staternent of Findings for the First Addendum to the FEIR/S for the
Mobil M-70 Replacement and Optimization Project.™ (Attachment 1)

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

INTTIATED 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 basrels per day (bpd) to 115,000 bpd (Attachment 2). This approval
16 sought insofar as the Board previously restricted Mobil to a maximum average annual throughput
of 95,000 bpd unless approval of the Board wes obtained to increase that flowrate.

DISCUSSION
Background ' @/v

' Mobil M-70 Pipeline system (/

Mobil’s M-70 pipeline system, which consists of the pipeline, block valves, pump stations and
heaters, conveys crude oil from its Lebec Pump Station, located in Kern County, Califomia, to its \

..
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Torrance, California Refinery. The entire pipeline system is 92 miles Jong; of that, 26 miles ar¢ in
the City (Attachment 3). In the 1980', the M-70 pipelins system consisted of pipelines and
gppurtenant facilities which varied in age from two to over 50 years old. The pipeline system
experienced several Jeaks during the 1980's, including two leaks in Encino within 17 days
spproximately a mile apart from each other in 1988. .

In orderto help prevent future spills, Mobil replaced 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 casc using the latest corrosion’ dstection hardware, whersas
smaller diameter pipelines could not; second, the pipsline. system could be operated at a lower
temperature and pressure, thereby reducing the adverss impact of an oil spill; third, ths uniform
larger diameter would provide increassd capacity for the system, which would mako the project

economically feasible for Mobil.

Before the 1991 replacement project, the capacity of the system was 63,500 bpd, As a result of the
project, the average annual throughput of the system was increased to 95,000 bpd, which is ths
average annual throughput at which Mobil currently operates the system, The Board of
Transportation Comrnissioners granted zpproval for the project on April 11, 1991 contingent upon
the throughput being limited to 95,000 bpd tnless the Board approved an increased throughput, per
Board Report B91-027. Mobil obtained approval from all otber affectsd local jurisdictions by ths
end of 1992. Mobil complsted construction and placed the new M-70 pipslins system into operation

in April 1993.

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

sthods may be used simultaneously or in licu 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 1o add any new
equipment, and it will continue to operate the system below 1,000 psi, which was the maximum
pressurc that was cvaluated in the 1991 FEIR (and epproved as the limiting operating pressurc by

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

CEQA Documentation
When the Department first considered the M-76 pipeline system replacement and optimization

project, it initially filed a Negative Declaration; however, after initial public comments, ths
Department decided that an EIR wasmore appropriate, The Department and the U.S, Forest Service
agreed that a joint EIR/S would be the best way to approach the project, and became joint lead
ggencies for this environmental work. The final EIR/S (1991 FEIR) wes certified by the Board ot
its February 28, 1991 Board rzeting per Board Report B91-013, and, as noted, Mobil*s requast to
carry out the projec.t was approved by the Board at the April 11, 1991 Board meeting,

=
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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 wers considered in the 1991 FEIR. Ths
U.S. Forest Service (USFS), which acted as ths lead Federal agency under the National
Environmentel Protection Act (NEPA) for the 1991 FEIR, has concluded that no fimther
environmental documentation was reqirired under NEPA, Notwithstanding the USFS’s decision,
based on discussions with the City Attorney's Office and the Bureau of Enginecring, the Department
has determined that CEQA requires additional environmental documentation to be prepared,

Upon preliminary review of Mobil's request, the Departmenit concluded that en addendum to the
1991 FEIR would be the most appropriate means to satisfy CEQA requirements. The Department
based this decision on the applicable provisions contained in the California Cods 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 shall be prepared if some thanges or
additions arc necessary but pang of the following conditions (as stated in Section 15162) have

occurred:

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

. Substantial changes in circumstances due to new information of significant environmental
effects or a substantial incrsase in the scverity of previously identifizd significant effects,

® New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been
known at the time the previous EIR was certifiad as complete, shows any of the following:

- Ons or more significani effects 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 feasible would in fact

be feasible and substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but

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

- Mitigation mcesures or altcmnetives which are considerably differont from those
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce ons or more significant
effects on the eavironment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation

measurs or altsrnative,

Besed on the Department's conclusion of the need for an addendum, ENSR Internations], an
environmental consulting firm, prepared the atiached "First Addendum to ths Final Environmental
Irapact Report / Statement for the Mobil M-70 Replacement and Optimization Project” (2001
Addendum) to evaluate the environmental consequences of Mobil's request (Attachment 4),

A
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Environmental Iropact Assessment |

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

Report; however, they are addressed in the attached 2001 addendumn.

\

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 project rationalized that an increased throughput in the M-70 line would
lead to an increesed capacity at the Torrance refinery, which would in turn lead to an increase in
environmentally harmful secondary emissions from the refinery. In response to such concems, the
1991 FEIR allowed for restrictions to be placed on the throughput of the M-70 lins if the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) determined such restrictions were necessary.
The SCAQMD was to base its determination 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 abls 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 Lead Agency. That EIR evaluatzd a refinery capacity that was greater than what was considered
in the M-70 1991 FEIR. Ths SCAQMD determined that even with the increased refinery capacity,
the crissions from the refinery would still be lzss than thoss in 1991 (whea the 1991 FEIR was

being prepared) due to Mobil’s compliance with applicable SCAQMD rules and its voluntary uss
of creission reduction equipment. Therefors, the SCAQMD concluded that no further resoictions

were necessary for the throughput ofthe Mobil M-70 pipeline system, as it relates to emissions fom
the Mobil Torrance refinery. A letter fom 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 pumps or heaters) and
will not have an adverse effect on emissions from the Mobil Torrance refinery, there are no new or
additional significant impacts ob air quality beyond what wes already considered in the 1991 FEIR.

Risk of Upser
Pipelincs are often regarded as the cafest and most rcliable method for transporting crude ell,

- 80..
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However, even with the best-available technology, any transportation of crude oil posesa potentially
significant environmental impact when upset conditions such as & pipelins Jeak occur. Therefors
the focus of the mitigation meesures in the 1991 FEIR was to minimize the potentiel impact. In
doing so, the project's benefits were considered to outweigh the potential significant irmpacts, which

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

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

time necessary to shut down ths pipeline system, Mobil conductzd a full evaluation of the time .

necessary to shut down the entire pipeline system in July 2000 and determined that under normal
opsrating conditions the pipeline system could be shut down in 3 minutes south of Newhall and 6
minutes north of Newhazll. In addition, Mobil determined that even under a reasonsbla worst case
scenario (Where 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 (Attachment 6). ENSR International has stated
that they have reviewed the data presented by Mobil, and believe that the data presented in the July
2000 letter support the response times determined by Mobil. .

The following table presents a comparison between the maximum estimated spill yolumes presented
in the 1991 FEIR and ths spill volumes based on the updated system shutdown times,

Table 1: Maximum Estimated Spill Volumes
Pipeline Spill Volume Estimate (in Barrels)!
Scgment 1991 FEIR? | Normal Opcrating Scenario® | Reasonable Worst Gased

Relati Newhal}

e o™ | (95,000 bpe) (95,000 bpé) | (115000 5pd) | (95,0005p9) | (115,0005p8)
North 1,519 396 479 792 958
South 1,118 198 240 594 719

! Spill volume due to pumping only; The segment drain down volumme was notinziuded, since the segment drain down
velurnc is unaffested by the rezvalustion of pipsline system shutdown lrmnes);

For culovlations, £5,000 bpd was cunvered to 66 barrels/mioute apd 115,000 bpd 10 80 barresls/minute;

2 Assurning a shutdown rime of: 23 minutes north, and 18 minutes south, of Newhall;

7 Assuming a shutdown time of: 6 minutes north, and 3 mimutes south, of Newhall:

¢ Assurming a shutdown timae of: 12 minutes north, and 9 minutes south, of Newhall;

As Table 1 shows, even with ap increased throughput of 115,000 bpd the potential maximum spill
volumes are still less than what was originally considered and approved in the 1991 FEIR, In fact,
as Jong as the shutdown time is less than 14 minutes for sections south of Newhall, the spill volumes
would still be Jess than what was considered in the 1991 FEIR even with 2 throughput of 115,000
bpd (30 barrels/minute). This means that even if Mobil's tests performed in 2000 had a margin of
error of 5 minutes (55% margin of error), the potential maximum spill volumes ars less then or equal
to the spill volumes in the 1991 FEIR. Therefore, Mobil’s current request does notizvolve any new
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or edditional significant impacts related to the risk of upset beyond what wes already considered in
the 1991 FEIR. ‘ '
Operational Record

As mentioned, the Mobil M-70 pipcline system has been in operation since April 1993, Mobil has
submitted annual compliance reports to the Department pursuant to the contingency for project
approval included in Board Report B91-027. In the eight years that the pipsline system has been in
operation, 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).

s
In 1994, the M-70 pipeline system’s reliability wes reaffirmed when it withstood the 6,8 magnitude
Northridge earthquake. .The M-70 pipcline system did not have any failures, breaks, or other
opcrational problems during the carthqueke and the subsequent afiershocks. In addition, the
earthquake demonstrated the cffectiveness of the M-70 pipeline system’s safsty control measures.
During the carthquake, the M-70 pumping stations were antomatically shut down by the built-in
seismic sensors and alarms were triggered at Mobil's central contro! center in Dallas, Texas.

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

and faithful performance bond; and it has courteously pravided all information that the Department .
has requestod.  Given the positive operational record of the M-70 pipeline system, along with -
Mobil’s positive record a5 a franchisse, Mobil has demonstrated itself 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 environmenta] impacts beyond what was considered in the 1991 FEIR,
and since Mobil has consistently bezn a responsible pipeline operator, the Department recommends
that the Board approve Mobil’s request to increase the throughput of its M-70 pipeline system from
95,000 bpd to 115,000 bpd without placing any new or additi onal restrictions on the operation of the

M-70 pipeline system. )

Submitted by: . Approved by;

ROBERTE. CAMOU ,f.v FRANCES T. BANERJEE

Senior Transportation Engineer General Manager . /\

B01-027 v
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Tune 28, 2001 RICHARBA.:.O RIORDAN Els
RECEIVED
CERTIFIED MAIL JUL 03 2001
RIGHT-OF-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 89010] 77)

lead agency for the project identified above., The Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement for
a 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 Pipeline Replacement 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.lacity,org),

Sincerely,

SHOZO YOSHIKAWA
Transportalion Enginesring Associate

LRO!.145 | %
Attach;:cnt . (‘/\,0

. ce:  Ruth Cronin-Fruitt, ExxonMobil Pipeline Company (withaut attachment) ,~ \()
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_ 12851 East 166th Street Too el
Cerrlios, Callfornla 20703-2103
' Ex¢onMobil -
Pipeline
May 23, 2003
Mr. Mark Ambrozich o= oy
City Treasurer : i = o
City of Culver City . _?'5" =< i
9770 Culver Blvd. - o No
Culver City, CA 90232 . SL’ rm
2 E <
RE:  Ordinance No. 92-14 ok = m
49z o O
-<§, 2

Dear Mr. Ambrozich:

Johann Song and | appreciated the opportunity to meet with you and Mr. Joe Pannone on April 17"'_'
to discuss the terms and conditions of Culver City’s {City) Ordinance No. 92-14, specifically Mitigation—

Measure CC-23,

As you are aware, the above referenced Ordinance provides. ExxonMobil O 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 fee of $5.47 per linear foot. This amount is
by far the highest franchise fee in Californla. As a means of comparison, | have compiled 2

spreadsheet (refer to Attachment 1) that provides you a list of cities, for which ExxonMobil holds
and their respective franchise fees. In addition, also included in

pipeline franchise agreements,
Attachment 1 is the fee structure for a 16-inch diameter common carrler pipaline under the CA. Public

Utilitizs Code.

As we discussed, ExxonMobil is reviewing opticns that will provide the most economic means of
operation for our M-70 pipeline system. Among the options we are considering are; (1) a reduction of
per day and (2)

the M-70 throughput rate, not to exceed an annual average of 95,000 barel
conversion of the M-70 pipeline to a common carler status, regulated by the CA. Public Utilities

Commission (CPUC).

An ExxonMobll Subsidiary L.




Mr. Mark Amborzich 2 : ' May 23, 2003'

Wa believe It would be in the best interest of the City and ExxonMobil to reach an amlcable resolution
to the fee structures currently In place under Ordinance No, 82-14. It is our recommendation that the
Clty modify Mitigation Measure CC-23 as follows: “If In any calendar year, the average annual
throughput of crude oll exceeds 85,000 barrels per day, ExxonMobil shall pay the City a penalty in the
amount of one cent (50.01) for each barrel the cumulative amount of crude oll transported
through Culver Clty that year exceeded the annual average of 85,000 barrels per day tlmes the
number of days in the year. Such payment shall ba made w1thin 30 days aﬂer the 4™ quarter
records provided for in Mitigation Measure CC-22 have been provided to the City.

With respect to the above, based on a projected M-70 pipeline annual average of 110,000 barrals 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 ths
franchise fees received by other cities/countles 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 provide ravenue 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 {o 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,

MWWMAWM‘HJ

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

Rcf0523
Enclosures

cc: Mr. Joe Pannong
Mr. Johann Song



ATTACHMENT 1

«
DIFFERENTIAL

Ci " FRANCHISE FEE *"ANNUAL FEE TO CULVER CITY
Culver City $4.47 per liner &, . § 83724

2002 throughput fee (3/bbl) $ 949 091"
cPUC* $0.352 per linear foot $ 5018 $ 1,007,797
Cityof LA $1.40 per cubic ft., equates to .

$2.20 per linear foot $ 31,384 $ 981,451
Carson $1.68 per cubic ft, equates to '

$2.85 per linear foot . $ 37,778 $ 975,027
Inglewood $3.75 per linear foot $ 53,460 §$ 959,355
Torrance $3.75 per linear foot $ 53,480 $ 959,355

*Annual fee based on 2.7 miles of pipelme (14,256 hnear feet), does not reflect annual CPlor
- PPl adjustments, . -— - ‘e ¢ - ce e U

-*=pPar Section 6231.5 of the CA. Public Utilities Code

==**In 2003, an additional $948,091 was paid for M-70 throughput fee in excess of 95 thousand-
barrels-per-day.
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Culver Clty Employses lake prids in affsclively providing the
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Ruth Cronin-Fruit
Regional Manager
West Coast Right of Way Department
ExxonMobil Pipeline Company
12851 East 166" Street

Cerritos, CA 90703-2103

J
n0 MY BINAPED

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 mutually
agree to modify the provision of the Franchise, which establishes penalties when ExxonMobil
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, as 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 result 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 to
modify the penalty provision of the Franchise and provide some benefit to the City for that
modification.

N

highest lavels of service to enrich the quality of its for the comnmunlly by bullding on our
by our present commitment, and by our dedization to meet the chslanpes of the fiture,
PRICTED O MICYOLEN SNrRN

CITY OF CULVER CITY (310) 253-5865

L ]
FAX (310) 253-5880

(;\/l/




Ruth Cronin-Fruitt
ExxonMobil Pipeline Company
June 17, 2003

Page2

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-tierzd” 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 know and I will have an agenda 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.

12 la 2 1 TSN W as)
AT K AT IINDTOZICI,, T Tivl T

City Treasurer

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

PRNTED ON RECYCLED PAPER




12851 East 166th Street

peline Company

Carrltos, California 80703-2103
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cify o COL'vER e eHT- Ex¢onMobil
| Pipeline
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, Ambrozch:

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 concemns 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 Attomey/

An ExxonMobl) Subsidiary :




City of Culver City, California
City Council Agenda ltem Report

Meeting Date: 02/04/2008 item Number: A1

AGENDA ITEM: (1) Adoption of a Resolution Granting a Five Year Extension of
an Existing Oil Pipeline Franchise Agreement with ExxonMobil and (2) Adoption
of a Resolution Declaring City Council’s Intent to Consider Granting an Oil
Pipeline Franchise to ExxonMobil and Setting the Time and Place for the Related
Public Hearing.

Contact Person/Dept.: Nick Kimball, Phone Number: (310) 253-6013
Budget & Finance

Fiscal Impact: Yes [X] No [] General Fund: Yes @ No []
Public Hearing: [] Action Item: [X] Attachments: [X]

Public Notification:
Master Notification List (01/30/08); ExxonMobil (01/24/08)

Department Approval: City Attorney Approval:

Martin R. Cole (01/23/2008) Carol Schwab (by R. Miranda) (01/23/08)

Fiscal Impact Review: City Manager Approval: ,

Jeff Muir (by M. Noller) (01/23/08) Jerry B. Fulwood (01/23/2008)
RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the City Council adopt a resolution granting ExxonMobil's third
five-year extension and adopt a resolution declaring its intent to grant an oil pipeline
franchise to ExxonMobil and setting the time and place for holding the related public
hearing.

BACKGROUND:

ExxonMobil operates a 16” oil pipeline which carries San Joaquin Valley crude oil
from the Grapevine area to ExxonMobil's Torrance refinery. A portion of this
pipeline runs underneath Culver City, for approximately 2.7 miles. Culver City
originally authorized this pipeline when it granted a franchise to Mobil Oil in 1992.
Mobil Oil subsequently became ExxonMobil, which currently operates this pipeline.

The initial term of the franchise was five years, from 1992 to 1997. The franchise
gave the pipeline owner the option to renew the franchise for three additional five-
year terms. The pipeline operator exercised its first option to renew the franchise in
1997, extending the franchise from 1997 to 2002. The pipeline operator exercised
its second option to renew the franchise in 2002, extending the franchise from 2002
through November 25, 2007.

ExxonMobil has notified the City that it wishes to exercise its third option, which
would extend ExxonMobil's franchise from November 2007 to November 2012. In
addition, ExxonMobil has proposed that the City consider granting ExxonMobil the




City of Culver City, California
City Council Agenda Item Report

right to exercise two additional five-year options after expiration of the third option.
Granting ExxonMobil the right to exercise two additional five-year options would
extend the franchise agreement to 2022.

In November 2007, the City Council authorized extending the current agreement
through January 31, 2007 to give staff an opportunity to negotiate with ExxonMobil
regarding their request for the two additional five-year options. Pursuant to that
authority, the City Attorney’s Office executed a Letter Agreement with ExxonMobil to
extend the current franchise agreement until January 31, 2008.

DISCUSSION:

In December 2007, staff met with ExxonMobil's representatives to discuss their
request to exercise the third option of their current agreement, as well as their
proposal to be granted the right to exercise two more five-year options after
expiration of the third option. As a result of those discussions, staff and
ExxonMobil's representatives have tentatively agreed that the City will grant
ExxonMobil's third option and that ExxonMobil will pay the City a $10,000
administrative fee to cover the costs associated with ExxonMobil's exercising of its
third option.

Regarding ExxonMobil's request that it be granted the right to exercise two
additional five-year options after expiration of their third option, staff and
ExxonMobil's representatives have tentatively agreed on the terms and conditions
relating to the granting of such options. However, the City granting ExxonMobil the
right to exercise two additional five-year options would constitute the granting of a
franchise. Prior to the granting of any franchise, the City Charter requires the
adoption of a resolution declaring the City Council’s intent to grant the franchise and
the setting of a public hearing to consider such a matter. Therefore, staff has also
prepared and attached such a resolution for the City Council's consideration.
Should the City Council adopt this resolution, staff will return with an ordinance
amending the franchise agreement to reflect the granting of the fourth and fifth five-
year options and outlining the terms and conditions relating thereto.

FISCAL ANALYSIS:

Under the current franchise agreement, ExxonMobil pays the City a flat fee annually
as compensation for use of the City's right-of-way. The flat fee was set at
$64,139.85 when the franchise agreement was first executed in 1992 and is subject
to an annual increase based on the Producer Price Index for All Commodities.
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Additionally, ExxonMobil pays a throughput penalty, based on the average daily flow
of crude oil through the Culver City pipeline. If in any calendar year, the throughput
of crude oil averages more than 95,000 barrels per day, then ExxonMobil must pay
the City a throughput penalty in the amount of five cents ($0.05) per barrel in excess
of 95,000 times the number of days in that year. The following table summarizes the
City's flat fee and throughput penalty receipts since 2004-05:

2004-05 2005-06 2006-07

Flat Fee $80,420 $88,151 $90,057
Throughput Penalty 3,504 26,950 0
Total Receipts $83,924  $115,101 $90,057

Assuming a 3.5% annual increase in the Producer Price Index for All Commodities,
the receipts for the next five years of the current franchise agreement are as follows:

2007-08 2008-09  2009-10  2010-11  2011-12

Flat Fee $93,210 $96,470 $99,850 $103,345 $106,960
Throughput Penalty TBD 8D TBD TBD TBD
Total Receipts $93,210 $96,470 $99,850 $103,345 $106,960

Administrative Fee

Based on the estimated staff time to review, research and process ExxonMobil's
third option, an administrative fee of $10,000 has been tentatively agreed upon.
Staffing cost estimates include direct salary and benefits costs for each staff
member involved in the process as well as indirect overhead costs (such as payroll,
IT services, workers’ comp and liability insurance costs, management oversight,
etc.).

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Resolution Extending the Franchise of ExxonMobil Oil Corporation to
Operate and Maintain a Certain Pipeline and Appurtenances for the
Transportation of Hydrocarbon Substances in the City of Culver City of
Culver City

2. Resolution Declaring Intent to Grant a Franchise to Operate and Maintain
a Certain Pipeline and Appurtenances for the Transportation of
Hydrocarbon Substances and Setting the Time and Place for the Related
Public Hearing

MOTION:
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1. Adopt a resolution granting a five-year extension of the existing oil pipeline
franchise with ExxonMobil: and

2. Adopt a resolution declaring the City Council’s intent to consider granting an

oil pipeline franchise to ExxonMobil and setting the time and place for the
related public hearing.




MEETING DATE: February 4, 2008

AGENDA ITEM : Adoption of a Resolution Granting a Five Year Extension of
an Existing Qil Pipeline Franchise Agreement with
ExxonMobil and Adoption of a Resolution Declaring City
Council's Intent to Grant an Oil Pipeline Franchise to
ExxonMobil and Setting the Time and Place for the Related
Public Hearing.

ATTACHMENTS
Pages
1. Resolution Extending the Franchise of ExxonMobil Oil 1-3
Corporation to Operate and Maintain a Certain
Pipeline and Appurtenances for the Transportation of
Hydrocarbon Substances in the City of Culver City of
Culver City
2. Resolution Declaring Intent to Grant a Franchise to 4-6

Operate and Maintain a Certain Pipeline and
Appurtenances for the Transportation of Hydrocarbon
Substances and Setting the Time and Place for the
Related Public Hearing



