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Decision 96-07-061 July 17, 1996
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIRS COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNfA

DIRIGIIAR,

application 91-10-013
(Filed October 10, 1991)

Application of Pacific Pipeline ]
System, Inc., for authorization to
issue 1,000 shares of $0.01 par
value capital stock, to incur in-
debtedness and for approval of
rates and conditions of sexrvice.

St S St P Suygst Vet

ORDBR DENYING REHEARING AND MODIFYING DECISION (D;) 96-04-056

On April 22, 1996 the City of Los Angeleés (City) and
Southern California Edison Company (Edison) filed applications
for rehearing of Decision (D.} 96-04-056. D.96-04-056 approves
the financing application of Pacific Pipeline Systems, Inc.
{PPSI} for the purpose of constructing the Pacific Pipeline, an
oil pipeline which would run from Texaco'’s Emidio Pump Station in
Kern County to oil refinery destinations in the Los Angeles
Basin. As part of the approval process, D.96-04-056 certifies
the Final Environmental Impact Statement/ Subsequent
Env1ronmenta1 Impact Report (Final EIS/SEIR} on the project.

HWe have carefully considered all the arguments
presented by the City, and are of the op1n10n that good cause for
rehearing has not been demonstrated. However, we will mod1fy the
decision to clarify a misunderstanding regarding the role of the
Pinal EIS/SEIR in local agency decisions. '

In addition, after having reviewed the status of Edison
in the instant proceeding we have determined that Edison is not a
party. We are thérefore dismissing Edison's application for
rehearing. Furthermore, its pleading does not qualify as a
petition for modification. Despite this fact, we have -considered
Edison’s arguments, since those arguments overlap the'afguments
presented by the City. Edison’s arguments do not demonstrate
legal error.
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I. EDISON’S STANDING

On February 27, 1996, Edison’s Motion to Intervene as
an Interested Party was denied. Edison argues that it should be
considered a party despite this denial because it was permitted
to "participate to the same’ extent as the present parties... by
filing comments on the proposed decision.* We disagree.

Since Edison‘s motion was denied it was never granted
party status. The ALJ Ruling denying Edison’s Motion indicates
that Edison may participate for the limited purpose of filing
comments on the proposed decision, which it did.

Edison also relies on the ALJ Ruling’s reference to
Commission Rule 54. Edison argueées that Rule 54 allows a persoﬁ
or entity to become a party after entering an appearance. That
portion of Rule 54 is not applicable to the instant situation,
however. Rule 54 provides that an entity may become a party-
after entering an appearance at a hearing without filing a
pleading. Here Edison did not appear at a hearing. Therefore
Rule 5S4 does not grant Edison party status.

Moreover, Edison’'s application does not fulfill the
requirements for a petition to modify. Commission Rule 47 (a)
explains, "{a) petition for modification asks the Commission to
make changes to the text of an issued decision.® 1In addition, a
"petition for modification must ... propose specific wording to
carry out all requésted modifications to the decision.” (Rule 47
(b).) No part of Edison’s applioation suggests language changes

to the decision. Edison is primarily requesting that the

environmental process be reopened which ‘the beyond the scope of
a petition to modify.

II. MASTER EIR

Both the City and Bdison take issue with the statement .
in D.96-04-056 that, ®"the certified Final RIS/SEIR is required as

" the master document for conducting subseguent local environmental

- reviews.® (D.96-04-056, at p. 54.) The City argues that the
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Final BRIS/SEIR cannot be a Master EIR, which has a technical
meaning under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
(Pub.Resources Code § 21000 et seq;) _Thé city further maintains
that. the Final RIS/SEIR is not adequate for use by all
responsible agencies as it isAfequired to be pursuant to CEQA.

. Our use of the word "master"™ in D.96-04-056 is an
unfortunate word choice. The Final EIS/SEIR is not a Master EIR.
Rather it is a normal project EIR and it is certified to be
complete for use for all responsible agency decisions, as the
City correctly claims it needs to be. The language is D.,96-04-
056 was simply attempting to communicate that further local
permit reviews would be required after the Commission’s approval,
Therefore, we will order the language in the decision modified to -
clarify this intent, and eliminate confusion about whether this
is a more limited type of EIR.

The City’s argumwent that the Final EIS/SEIR is
inadequate for use by responsible agencies lacks merit. Although
the City identifies a number of items it would have wanted
evaluated differently or in more detail in the Pinal RIS/SEIR, it
does not provide support or authority for its contention that the
analyses it requests are réquired by CEQA. The Pinal ERIS/SEIR is
a comprehensive and thorough document which encompasses over 2500
pages. As will be discussed, this is far more comprehensive than
CEQA contemplates. ILos Angeles fails to identify any manner in
which it is inadequate for use by local agencies.

IIXI. THE CAJON ALTERNATIVE . ) ’ ot

“The City and Edison present two groups of arguments
concerning the Cajon Pipeline Alternative, which was analyzed in
the Pinal RIS/SEIR. First, they contend that the analysis of the
revised Cajon Alternative is erroneous in a number of respects.
Second, they argue that the Final RIS/SEIR should have been
‘recirculated for additional public comment. Neither of these
claims are convincing.
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As_e preliminary matter, both Edison and the City
maintain the Commission's failure to address Edison’s comments on

the AlJ'’s proposed decision specifically in D.96-04-0%56 isa legal.

error. Edison’s comments outline numerous alleged errors in the
Cajon analysis. D.96-04-056 responds generally to these
allegations by stating that all the issues have been examined and
there is no basis for disturbing the Final EIS/SEIR, which is-
accurate.

We disagree that with the contention that we are.
required by CEQA, or any other authority to respond specifically
to comments on a proposed decision, or Pinal EIR. We note that
the CEQA provisions cited by Edison are inapposite. However,
since all of Edison’s comménts were reviewed and considered, we
are attaching responses to Edison’s criticisms as an appendix.
(Appendix A.) There is no reason for us not to provide this
information if any parties are interested in the comments.

Beyond references to Bdison's earlier comments, the
City’s application does not specifically describe how the Cajen
analysis is inaccurate. Nor do the applications provide legal
support for their general contentions that the analysis does not
satiéfy CEQA. Therefore, with reference to Appendix A, we
reiterate our conclusion that the Pinal EIS/SEIR is accurate and
legally adequate with respeéct to the Cajon analysis.

Furthermore, recirculation of the Final EIS/SEIR for
comment on the new Cajon alternative was not required. A Final
EIR neéd only be recirculated when "significant new information
is added to the EIR after®” thé Draft has been circulated but
before cértification. (CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.) According'to
the Guidelines, one example of what’ constitutes *aignificant new
information" is,
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A feasible project alternative or mitigation
measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the
significant environmental impacts of the
project, by the project'’s proponents decline
to adopt it. .

(CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5 (a) {1).) .

In Laurel Heights the California Supreme Court declined
to adopt more expansive standards for when recirculation is
required. Thé Court emphasized that "(r)ecirculation was
intended to be the excéption, rather than the general rule."”
{Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of
California (Laurel Heights II) (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1132.)

The Commission was not required to récirculate the
Final EIS/SEIR because the modified Cajon alternative would not

‘*"clearly lessen" the environmental impacts of the Pacific

Pipeline. In fact, the FPinal RIS/SERIR concludes that the Pacific
Pipeline is environméntally superior. As addressed in Appendix -
A, the anélysis which leads to the conclusion that the Cajon _
alternative is not environmentally superior is accurate. Thus,
the new Cajon altérnative does not qualify as "significant new
information" accéding to the guidelineés and Laurel Heights II
definition.

In addition, analytically the Final EIS/SEIR was not
required to review the new Cajon alternative at all. .CEQA
requires that a reasonable range of alternatives be analyzed.
(CEQA Guidelines § 15126.) The Cajon Pipeline was chosén as one
concrete example of an alternative route. Simply because the
proponents of the Cajon Pipeline changed their project does not
mean that the old route is any less of an alternative to be
analyzed for Pacific Pipeline. Similarly, Cajon’s striking an
agreement with Edison for use of the Edison Pipeline and Terminal
Company (EPTC) pipeline does not make the new Cajon route a
compelling alternative for PPSI. The new Cajon route was ‘
reviewed in the Final BIS/SEIR out of an. abundance of caution,
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“and to satisfy public interest in the comparison of the two
pipelines. These concerns do not warrant recirculation.

Furthermore, we note that the only information which
changed in the instant case, is that a competitor changed its
project at the end of the environmental review process. Delaying
a competing development project in this manner is not an
acceptable use of the CEQA process. As the courts have
recognized, "rules regulating the protection of the environment
must not be subverted into an instrument for the oppression and
delay of social, economic, or recreational development or

advancement.® (Laurel Heights II, at p. '1132.)

IV. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

The City argues that the analysis in the Pinal BIS/SEIR
is deficient in a number of respects. For a broad perspective on
the Final EIS/SERIR it should be noted that the Guidelines ‘suggest
that an EIR ®"should normally be less than 150 pages and for
proposals of unusual scope and complexity should normally be less
than 300 pages.” (Guidelines § 15141.) As mentioned the our
Final BIS/SBRIR exceeds 2500 pages, most of which is responsive to
public concerns. Almost all of the City’s arguments call for
additional detail and additional analysis. Clearly the degree of
analysis the City demands is not contemplated by CEQA.-

A. Beneficial Impacts

The City maintains that the Final EIS/SEIR is mistaken
in its conclusions about the environmental benefits of the
project. The City argues that the assumption that the pipeline
will be used as an alternative to existing modes of oil
transportation, such as tankers and trains, is unsupported.

The City refers to the fact that some shippers appear
to have plans to continue to use their current facilities and
would not be legally fequlred to use Pacific Pipeline. According

to the City, this indicates that Pacific Pipeline might not
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displace existing transportation, despite alleged shipper
commitments to use the pipeline.

The Final EIS/SEIR assumes that shippers would be
expected to use Pacific Pipeline because it {s more economical.
{(Pinal EIS/SEIR § B.2.1.2.) It does not rely solely on the
shipper's commitments, nor does it rely on any legal commitment.
This is a reasonable assumption. An RIR needs to project impacts
which are reasonably foreseeable. (CEQA Guidelines § 15144.)
Absolute certainty is not required.

Furthermoré, the City's complaint that the Commission
failed to adopt mitigation which would forbid pipeline shippers

from using tankers and trucks (Mitigation Measure $S-23) lacks
merit. This mitigation measure was properly deleted from the
Final RIS/SEIR, since the Commission does not have jurisdiction
over shippers and their contracts with trucks, trains and
tankers.

B. Population Density and Risk Exposure in the
Alternatives Analysis

The City maintains that population density issues were
not sufficiently considered in comparing project alternatives.
The City also argues that a number of alternatives which
transverse less densely populated areas were not considered.

Population density issues were considered in the
analysis in the Final EIS/SEIR , and in responsé to comments on
the Draft. (Final RIS/SEIR § C.16.) The City does not identify
any legal inadequacy in this analysis. Furthermore, the
alternatives méntioned by the City were screened out and the
rationale for not considering them is fully discussed in the
Final BIS/SEIR. (FRIS/SEIR at p. B.74-79.) The City does not
counter this analysis. :




A.91-10-013 L/dad

C. Discovery and Clean-Up of Contamination

The City alleges that the Final BIS/SEIR fails to
adequately consider the impacts from discovery and clean-up of
contamination. These issues are adequately congidered in section
C.5 of the Final EIS/SEIR. That section concludes that these are
Class II impacts- potentially significant but capable of being
mitigated. Specific mitigation measures are suggested in that
section and were adopted. (FRIS/SEIR at pp. C-5-15, 16.) This
is an issué where although the City would want more detail in the -
document, it has failed to demonstraté that the Pinal BIS/SEIR
discussion is legally inadequate.

D. Potential for Risk and System Safety

The City claims that the Risk and System Safety
discussion is inadequate in threée réspects. These aret 1) the
analysis falls to consider collocation risks in its analysis of
alternatives; 2) the Final BIS/SEIR allows a less than state-of-
the-art leak detection system; and 3) the discussion does not
consider the impact of spills on the transportation
- infrastructure. None of these allegations are convincing.

Pirst, colocation risks are adequately considered in
the Pinal EBIS/SRIR. (See FEIS/SEIR at p. I-12; §§ C-11i, C-13.)
The analysis states that the advantages of collocation more than
offset the potential risks. Again, there is no inadequacy in the
Final EBIS/SRIR analysis. Rather, the City simply would have
liked the collocation risk to be weighted differently.

Second, the City is mistaken in its assertion that the
leak detection system is less than state-of-the-art. Its main
contention is the response to comments that "most” (rather than
“all) advancéd leak detection is contained in the Pacific system,
demonstrates that mofe advanced leak detection is possible.
Actually, the addition of more techniques would not necéssarily
make the system more advanced or effective. In fact, the one




A.91-10-013 L/dd

technique not adopted is not that effective and still developing.
(see Final EIS/SEIR, at p. 13-21.) Leak detection is adequately
reviewed on pages C.13-20,21,23.

Finally, the discussion of the impact of a spill on
transportation is adequate. The City takes issue with the Final
BIS/SEIR’s emphasis on traffic impacts rather than transportation
infrastructure. Impacts on transportation infrastructure are
clearly addressed, however. The Final EIS/SEIR refers to
transportation "facilities* and “systems®*., (FRIR/SEIR, at §
14.2.2.) '

B. Socioeconomic Impacts and Envirénmental
Justice

The City contends that the Pinal EIS/SEIR fails to
adequately analyze the social and economic impacts of the Pacific
Pipeline. 1In addition, the City argues that the project’s impact
on low-income populations and communities of coior_is not
reviewed sufficiently. Actually, the Final EIS/SRIR went beyond

what was required in both of these areas.

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency may

include economic or social information in an EIR, _However,
" [e)conomic or social effects of a project shall not be treated
as significant effects on the environmeént." (Guidelines § 15131
(a).) Although social and e¢onomic impacts may be tangentially
- considered, the "focus of the analysis shall be on the physical
changes.™ (Ibid.) _ .

Undér the CEQA standard, there is no legal basis for
complaint about the sufficiency of thé analysis of social and
economic impacts unless that analysis results in an error in a
physical impact analysis. Although not required by CEQA, the
Final RIS/SEIR presents an extended and lengthy analysis of
social and economic impacts. (Final EIS/SEIR §§ C.12, C.16.)
The City's allégations about inadequacy under CEQA lack merit.

Furthermore, there is no basis to the City’'s argument
that the Final EIS/SEIR fails to sufficiently consider the




A.91-10-013 ‘L/dd

project’s impact on low-income communities and people of color.
There {s no requirement in CEQA that these issues of
environmental justice be specifically considered. However, there
is a federal requirement that the issues be reviewed by federal
agencies {(Clinton’'s Executive Order 12898). Therefore, the
City's arguments would be more appropriately directed to the
federal authorities where certain requirements to consider social
and economic impacts exist.

since the Final EIS/SEIR is a joint document with the .
federal government, there is a section which discusses impacts on
minorities and low-income communitigs. (FEIR/SEIR § C.16.} The
Commission has made efforts to mitigate the effect of these
impacts. -(D.96-04-056, at p. 52.}) 1In this way, the Commission
and the PFinal ERIS/SEIR go well beyond the mandates of CEQA.

F. Cumulative Impacts

The City also argues that the Pinal BIS/SEIR fails to
address the cumulative impacts of hazardous infrastructure.

These impacts are in fact addréssed in section C.13.2.3 on System
Safety and Risk Upset, and C.5.2.3, on Environmental
Contamination. Mitigation measures have been developed. It
appears that the City is asking for an analysis of unprecedented
scope. CEQA requires only what is feasible. "The discussion
should be guided by the standards of practicality and
reasonableness.® (CEQA Guidelines § 15130 (b).) Por this
-reason, the City fails to demonstrate legal error.:

No further discussion is required of the City's
allegations of error. Accordingly, upon reviewing each and every
allegation of error we conclude that sufficient grounds for
rehearing of D.96-04-056 have not been shown.

Therefore, IT IS ORDERED that:

1. D.96-04-056 is modified to replace the sentence
starting with "For”" on line 11 of page 54, with the following
sentence: ' :
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For this reason the certified PEIS/SEiR is .
required to be a comgreheneive document for
use in conducting subsedquent local reviews.

2. Rehearing of D.96-04-056, as modified herein, is hereby

denied. .
3. The Application for Rehearing of D.96-04-056 filed by

Southern California Edison Company is dismissed.
This order is effective today.
Dated July 17, 1996, at San Francisco, California.

DANIEL WM. FESSLER
JESSIE J. KNIGHT, JR.
HENRY M. DUQUR
JOSIAH L. NEEPER
Commissioners

- Président P. Gregoxy Conlon,
being necessarily absent, did
not participate.
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NPENDIX A
Response to Commaeals: Southtea Catiforals Edisen Company

Allegations from Table 1 In Edison's Commuents (4/1/96)

Pacific Pipeline FEIS/SEIR

EIS/SEIR assumed that
every bbl moved through
AAPL would result in new
impacts from Pentland (o
12-Gauge Lake and that
every bbl going to Cajon
wou'ld result in new
electrical & heating
requirements for AAPL

Actual Cajon Alternative Impacts

EIS/SEIR provides no information lo

support claim that AAPL will see
increased usage as a result of Cajon
Pipeline Alternative, AAPL currently
moves 125,000 bpd from Pentland to
12-Gauge, including 75,000 bpd of
OCS crude which would move inlo
the Cajon pipeline. Therefore
increased usage of AAPL is
oveistaled.

e 0C42.

Responses to Edison’s Allegations® _
¢ Except 38 noted, citations are Lo the Firal EIS/SEIR (Tanuary 1996)

- 1. Global Issuces A N B - e
The amount and type of crude oil used for analysis was nol changed between the Draft and Final
EIS/SEIR. Cajon Pipelineé Company's ¢omments on the Draft EIS/SEIR (se¢ comment set OC.)8)
addressed similar issues in comments OC.35-2 and OC.35-7 (p. H-236 and §H-237); r¢sponses begin on

Cajon Pipeline Company has no contracts to ship oil in its proposed pipeline. [n order to ¢ompare
alternatives on an equal basis, the EIS/SEIR assumes that the Cajon Pipeline would ship the same types
of crude oil as the Pacific Pipeline (i.e., 67% SIV crude, including both heavy and tight, and 33% OCS
crude) to the same destination refineries,

EPTC pipeline Is not
properly 2ddressed in the
baseline

EISISEIR uses 115.7 MM
Btu/hr heaters for Cajon
(Table C.240)

EPTC pipelint is currently full of oil
and currently transports oil for
electric and non-eleciric purposes.
EPTC moved an average of 55,800
bpd between 894 and 8/95

52.2 MM BTU/hr heaters will be
required (Cajon Pipeline Application)

{pg C.13-74 statés assumptions regarding existing use of EPTC system) In the EIS/SEIR, the baseline
period used was from January through July of 1995, because that time period represented shipments made

after initiation of the SCAQMD and CPUC's approval of the system being used for common carrier crude
shipment. Previous utilization of the EPTC system ts not relevant to currest operation. ‘

[Table C.13-19, pg. C.13-74] According to EPTC data, from Januvary to July of 1995, the EPTC pipeline
system was not operated at 55,800 bpd as claimed by Edison, but al between 45 and 8900 bpd, depending
on the segment analyzed. There is a significant difference between the récent wtitization of different
segments of the EPTC system, ranging from 8900 bpd along the Dominguez Hills segment 10 45 bpd along
the Alnos-Etiwanda segment which represents over 70% of the system that Cajon would use.
Note also that Cajon proposes to ship 150,000 bpd, a much grealec volume than 55,800 bpd that Edison
states they shipped in 1994-95, -

2. Air Quality » , . I ) . _
See comment OC.35-6 (Cajon Pipeline Company) and response to comments OC-35.6 and OC-35.2.
[Refer to Table C.2-40, pg. C.2-54 10 -55) The 52.2 MM BTU/Mr figure would provide heat for the
crude oil from 12-Gauge Lake 1o refineries only. In order 1o compare all alternatives on an equal basis,
the EIS/SEIR considess cach alternative to begin at AAPL’s Pentland Station. Therefore, the emissions
created from heating and transporting 150,000 BPD of crude oil along 120 miles of the AAPL (Pentland
to 12-Gauge Lake) were considered as part of the Cajon Pipeline Alternative.
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Response to Commenty: Southera Califorala Edison Compiray

Allegations from Table | In Edison’s Comments (4/1/96)

Responses to Edison’s Allegatlons®

Pacific Pipeline FEIS'SEIR Actuaf Cajon Alternative lmpacts * Excet 33 noled, citations ace t0 the Fina) EIS/SEIR (January 1996)
No baseline fugitive air [ The 1992/1993 fugitive YOC The EIS/SEIR focused only on the incrementat inceease in emisslons from the Dominguez Hills Storage
emissions for EPTC emisstons from the EPTC storage Tanks as a result of the implementation of the Cajon/Edison Pipeline System. Emisstons from storage tank

storage fanks (Section
c2131.2)

tanks was 46 Ibs/day (SCAQMD
Mitigated Negative Declarat
[MND), 1994)

~ |Cajon’s use of the EPTC system.

*bréathing® are not considered in the air quality analysis: only emlissions from storage tank “working® mlj
wified and listed in Table C.240, Maximum Daily Operational Emissions. Further, page C.2-56 0
Pacific Pipeline EIS/SEIR describes the alr quality impact analysis for the Cajon/Edison Pipeline

Project within the SCAB as follows: * the total Cajon/Edison operational emissions within the SCAB

would fall below the SCAQMD's thresholds of significance. Therelore, the daily operational emissions

in the SCAB would result in adverse, but not significant (Class HI) impact.®

The SCA%‘E:)D MND clearly did not anticipate the significant changes 10 1hé EPTC Pipeline System based
on of 150,000 BPD of crude oil as proposed for the CajorvEdison Pipeline System. [t Is conceivable for
future throughput al the Dominguez Hills Storage Facility to be above what EPTC considered or planned
for in their Edison Fuel Oil Pipeline and Storage System Expandéd Utitization project. Therefote, the 46
jbs/day of fugitive YOC emissions from the EPTC storage tanks would not accurately characierize the
emissions from the extensive and continuous high-volume transport of crude oil that would result from

E1S/SEIR did not discuss
existing air quality
mitigation for EPTC
fugitive ROC fank
emissions, asseiting Class
I impact as no mitigation

was proposed {pg. ES-57)

SCAQMD required EPTC 10 offset
fugitive tank emissions 3t maximum
theoughput; Edison offset lank
emissions at a ratioof 1.2 to 1.
Offsets provide net air quality benefit,
Incremental EPTC tank emissions are
insignificant adverse impacts (Class
. -

" [Thesefore, the emission offsets weré determined in the EIS/SEIR not to be fully adequate for the

The SCAQMD MND did not antiipate the significant changes (0 the EPTC Pipeline System based on the
150,000 BPD of crude oil that is proposed lo be shipped through the CajorvEdison Pipeline System.

incremental emissions at the Dominguez Hills Facility.

Note that the EIS/SEIR only considers the incremental emissions from the Dominguez Hills Storage tanks.
Emissions {rom storage tank “breathing™ are not ¢onsidered in the air quality analysis: only emissions
from storage tank *working™ are quantified and listed in Table C.2-40, Maximum Daily Opeiational
Emissions. Further, page C.2-56 of the Pacific Pipeline EIS/SEIR describes the air quality impact analysis
for the CajorvEdison Project within the SCAB as follows: “the total Cajon/Edison operational ¢missions
within the SCAB would fall below the SCAQMD's thresholds of significance. Therefore, the daily
operational emissions in the SCAB would result in adverse, but not significant (Class 1M} impace.”
Inclusion of the speculative offsets for the Cajon/Edison project would not change the outcome of thé air
quality impact analysis.

Regarding identification of a Class 1 impact on page ES-57, the text in the Air Quality section (pg. C.2-56,
para. 3) is correct in stating a Class 111 impact (or operational emissions in the SCAB. However, the
commenter is cotrecd that in the Executive Summary, item 9 under Air Quality in the Impact Summary
Tables should not have Included the SCAB, the impact applied to the S¢DAB only. However, the
Executive Summary is not used for analysis purposes;: the analysis in the Air Quality section (Section
C.2.3) is correct.
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Response lo Commeats: Sopihera Califorsls Fdisoa Company

Allegations from Table 1 in Edkson's Comments (4/1/96)

Pacific Pipeline FEIS/SEIR

Actual Cajon Alternative Impacts

“Responses to Edison’s Allegations®
¢ Except 3% noted, citations are 10 the Firal EIS/SEIR (Jarwary 1996)

No NOx emission ¢ontrols
would be required on the
beater for Cajon, resulting
in Class I Impact (pg. ES-
57)

Mojave Air District rules fequire
BACT on air fired heaters above 2
MM BTUMr (MDAPCD Rutes)

- 1Cajon/Edison Pipeline Project; the existing AAPL heaters at 12-Gauge Lake would be used and these

. Jiherefore, no guarantee that AAPL will reduce emlsslons through use of BACT.

Based on the information in the Cajon EIS/EIR (1993), the Cajon/Edison EIR Addendum (1995), and the
Cajon Draft Supplemental EIS (1995); no additlonal new heaters would be added to serviee the

heaters do nat incorporate BACT. Based on the this Information, there would not be legally binding
requirement 10 utilize BACT on the heaters at 12-Gauge Lake. According to Mr. Mike N nof the
All American Pipeline Company', the existing AAPL heaters at 12-Gavge Lake do not Incorpotate BACT
at this time. Funthermore, AAPL is only considering the option of retrofitting the existing heaters with
some type of control technology. There is no concrele plan 10 reteofit these heaters at this time, and

Final EIS/SEIR docs not
acknowledge the Cajon
alterpative benefits over
the Pacific Pipeline for
coastruction emissions (p.
D-10) :

Cajon Pipeline alternative construction
results in 32% fewer ROC emissions -
and 30% fewer NOx emissions in
tolal over Pacific and 87% fewer
ROC emissions and 85% fewer NOx
emissions within the SCAB.

The second bullet on p. D-10 states thal construction impacts would be less for the Cajon Alternativé.
While there is no bullet specifically addressing construction emission, their short-teim nature is considered
much less important than the ongoing operational emissions that would occur ovet the life of 1he project
(founh bullet, p. D-10).

Pacific Pipeline has “Clear
Advantage® over Cajon
Alternative

CajonVEPTC pipeline
alternative would result in
a change in direction of
flow for the EPTC pipeline
(page C.13-77)

Cajon Pipeling alternative should have
a *‘Minor Advantage® over Pacific
Pipeline. -

EPTC pipeline was designed and
operates as a bl-diréctional pipeline

. {(Edison Application to SCAQMD,

1993)

Executive Summary do¢s not affect the ¢onclusion.

Based on the differences in the operational emissions over 50 years of the assumed Project life, the
FEIS/SEIR conclusion for this issue area is correct. The typographical error that occurred in the

A Sastom Safety .- : 5 . . .
The statement on page C.13-77 does not challenge the fact that the pipeling was designed (o be bi-
directional. It merely points out that historically the intendéd use of the pipeline has been to Lransport
fuel 6l from refineries to the power plants which is the oppasite direction that the Cajon ¢rude would
flow. More impottantly, during the baseline period (which for the ES/SEIR analysis was considered
1o be January to July of 1995), the majority of the use of the Alnor (0 Etiwanda pipeline segment was
to ship oil from the refineries fo the Etiwanda Generating Station. Therefore, use of that segment of
the pipeline by Cajon to transgort 150,000 barsels of 0il per day would result in a change in direction
of baselin¢ flow. Noie¢ also that the determination of significant impacts Mentified in the Pacific
Pipeline EIS/SEIR was not based on the direction of flow. The EIS/SEIR simply states that the -
pipelines were designed primarily to detiver fuel oil to SCE’s power plant, which is consistent with
EPTC’s statements in the Edison MND prepared for the SCAQMD. The use of this system at 150,000
BPD for regular delivery of crude oil in the opposite direction is a significant change in baseline
operating conditions. i »

' Personal communication with Tom Murphy of Aspen, February 8, 1996,
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Response lo Commenls: Sowthern Catiforala Edison Company

Allegatlions from Table 1 in Edison's Comments (4/1/96)

Facific Pipeline FEIS/SEIR

Actual Cajon Altermative Impacts

Responses to Edlson’s Allegations®
¥ Except 23 noed, ¢itations are 1o the Finat EIS/SEIR (Janvary 1996)

Operating temperature of
the EPTC pipeline is 80 to
125*F (page C.13-78179)

EPTC pipeline was designed for
operating temperature of 180°F and
moved over IMM bl at 180°F or
high¢r during the 12 month period

from August 1994 to August 1995

[Refer to Table C.13-19, p. C.13-74, Existing 1995 EPTC System Operating Conditions, text on pages
C.13-78 10 -79] The analysis in the EIS/SEIR does not question the design criteria the EPTC pipeline,
but is based on baseling use of the system. The | million barrels of oil shipped at over 180'F between
August 1994 and August 1995 were primarily shipped on segments of the EPTC system between Long’
Beach and Dominguez Hills. This short segment (about 8.5 miles) inctudes only about 4 miles that
would be¢ utilized t:.gcCajon. out of the total 66 miles of the entire EPTC system that Cajon would
utilize. Note that the least used portion of the EPTC pipeling system has been the Alnor 10 Etiwanda
segment -- this segment is nearly 49 miles, or nearly 75% of the 66-mile EPTC system that EPTC
stales would be used by Cajon. This segment shipped an average of only 45 BPD of fuel oil at an
average temperature of 80°F during the baseline period (first 7 months of 1995).

1t should be noted that the EIS/SEIR was developed 1o comply with both NEPA and CEQA: CEQA
does not allow for consideration of maximum past historical usage or the highest permitted capacities.
CEQA requires that the impacts associated with a proposed action bé measured against the 'pc;‘;kal
conditions which exist within the area to be affected by a proposed project..” (California Public
Resource Code §21060.5).

Mavimum allowable
operating pressure
(MAOP) of the EPTC
pipetine is 1,150 psig
(paze C.13-76/11)

MAOP of affected portions of EPTC
pipeline is 1,360 psig (EIR
Addendum, 1995)

[Refer to p. C.13-76, last paragraph) The Maximum Allowable Opérating Pressure (MAOP) of 1150
psig was stated by EPTC in a meeling on August 25, 1995 with the Pacific Pipeline lead agencies and
their consultants, Use of this figure in the Pacific Pipeline EIS/SEIR was specifically approved by
EPTC? prior (o publication of the Final EIS/SEIR.

New oil spill risk and
impacts would occur along
the EPTC pipeline as a
resls of this project (page
C.13-76)

EPTC pipeline system is currently
operating and moving oil. Pipeline is
full of oil al all times, therefore an
existing oil spill risk is present that
would pot increase due 10 the use of
the pipeline for moving oil form the
Cajon Pipeline

[Refer to Section C.13.3.2.2, p. C.13-72 10 -76) The EIS/SEIR does not state that Cajon would pose a
new oil spill risk along the EPTC pipeline; rather, throughout Section C.13.3.2.2, text explains that
shipping hot Cajon oil through the EPTC system at the level of 150,000 bpd would increase il spill
risk above that existing in the baseline. Potential failure rates are calculatéd based on data provided by
EPTC showing the baseline utilization of the EPTC system and using publicly-avaifable data from the
California State Fire Marshal demonstrating the effect of changed operational parameters (such as.
temperature) on oil spill frequency. The methodology is described in detail In Section C.13.3.2.2.
The significant effects of increased temperature on pipeline spill frequency are acknowledged in the
Edison MND prepared for the SCAQMD in 1994 (se¢ page 3-31 of the Edison MND). Itis clear that
the use of the EPTC system by Cajon, which would increase existing operating conditions in the
system from the existing (1995) baseline, would result in significantly increased oil spill risk. The
failure calculations in the Final EIS/SEIR properly bases the future failure rates on the replacement of
20 miles of pipeline.

0

2 fetter from John F. Daytoa, 151 to Dr. Hamid Rastegar, November 21, 1995, responding 1o November 14, 1995 letter from Aspen which, in item 3 of Attachment |,
requested specific permission 10 use the 1150 psig figure as MAOP in Pacific Pipeline E1S/SEIR analysis; copies of both lettess are in Attschment B). .
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Response o C :

Allegations from Table | In Edison's Coimments (4/1/96)

Pacific Piptline FEAS/SEIR

Actual Cajon Alternative Impacts

Responses to Edison’s Allegations®
¢ Except as poted, cilations are to the Final EIS/SEIR (Janvary 1996)

Worst-case spill volume
for EPTC would occur
betaeen Fletcher and
Hawthorne valve boxes,
matimum spill volume of
10,565 bbl, compared 1o
matimum spill volume for
proposed project of 3,300
Bl in LA County, 11,200
bdt in Kern County,
13,000 bbl for Cajon
pipetine north of Etiwanda

Maximum spitl volume for Pacific
Pipeline In LA County would be
11,509 between 25th St & Wilminglon
valves; Pacific Pipeline has larger
spill volumé than EPTC in LA
County. The 3,300 bbl volume on p.
C.11-76 is for spills a1 sensitive
receplors only,

The commenier Is correct. However, the impostant factor In comparing the alternatives in terms of
thelr potential safety impacts is the estimated relative fréquencies of spills. This approach was used in
the FEIS/SEIR and is reflected in Table D.S-1 (p. D-28 16 -29) which was used in selecting the
picleiicd options. As noled by Edison the manimum volume of spill for the Proposed Projéct and
g;cmaﬁ\-es aré very close. No change would occur in the outcome of comparison of alternatives (Pan

EIS/SEIR fails 1o idendify
beneficial impact to
pipeline failure of
replacement of 3 EPTC
segments

Replacement of 3 EPTC segments

reduces spill risk from the baseline
conditions, resulting in a beneficial
impact (Class 1Y), ;

E1S/SEIR fails to ¥e¢ntify
beneficial impact of
instalting a SCADA
system on the EPTC

pipeline.

EPTC will install a SCADA system to
detect leaks, reducing potential
maximum spill volume from 10,467
10 9,383 bbl, a beneficial impact.

The purpose of the EIS/SEIR is 16 compare the proposed Cajon/EPTC system with the proposed
Pacific Pipeline. The existence of spill risk from the eaisting EPTC sysiem is included in baseling risk
for both projects. This comparison would B¢ relevant only when comparing the proposed Cajon-EPTC
system to the No Project Alternative. However, in estimating the poténtial rate of EPTC system
faiture, the EIS/SEIR does consider the addition of EPTC’s rew pipelines and the existence of a
SCADA system (see Section C.13.3.2.2).

EIS/SEIR asserts
CIETEEIRY [¢3POnsS
capabilities for Cajon
pottion are less than that
expecied for Pacific

Assumes the presence of 3 other
crude oil lines near Pacific Pipeline
will increase spill response. No
evidence is provided to support that
assumplion.

_{ The Proposed Pacific Pipeline is parallel and in close proximity 16 three other ccude oil pipeling for the | -

first half of its length. These pipelines are very similar in terms of the shipped material, diameters,
and agencies responsible for their safely and reliability. These pipelines have developed separate
contingency plans and are requited to haveé adequate response resources available to them; the Pacific
Pipeline’s oil spill response would be expecied o be improved due to the increased frequency of visual
inspection in the vicinity and because the pipeline operators tend to utilize the same oil spill response
contraciors. No such redundancy in emergency response capability exists along the proposed Cajon
Pipeline route. )

“ H

_ yPENDIXA

-




M TENDIXA

Response {6 Commnts/:’ yatheﬂilifbta!n Edissa Compray

Allegations from Table { In Edison's Comments (4/1/96)

Paciflc Pipetine FEIS/SEIR

Actual Cajon Alternytlve Impacts’

Responses (o Edison's Allegations? o
* Excepl a3 poted, citations sre 1o the Finsl EIS/SEIR (January 1996)

EIS/SEIR improperly
calculates failures for
Cajon Pipeline Alternative
as 3 for Cajon portion and
38 for EPTC portion

Cotrectly using Fire Marshal's report,
Cajon Pipeliné would have { failure,
EPTC would have 17 failures
assuming modification as proposed
(baseling is incorrecily cagﬂalcd;
operating temperatures would not

- fincrease). Cajon Pipeline would

teduce EPTC faitures from 39 to 17,
a beneficial impact.

{Refer 10 Section C.13.3.2.2, Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures: EPTC System :
(Etiwanda to Refinerles) which deseribes development of failure rate figures in detail] The data used 1o
calculaté existing crude oil/product temperatures in the EPTC system (used as baseling for
determination of changes fesulting from addition of the Cajon Pipeline) was taken directly from EPTC
data provided by M, John Dayton, EPTC's Chief Operating Officer *, Temperatures for future
operation of Cajon were calculated from data included in the Cajon EIR/S,

Edison docs oot explain the methods by which failures were cakulated in this statement; the figures are
not consistent with those presented in the public eavironmental ddcuments on the Cajon Pipeling or the
Cajon-Edison proposal, .

EIS/SEIR claims that new
EPTC pipeline segments
will not be insulated (p.
C.13-12)

Edison will use 16-inch insulated pipe
10 replace existing 8-inch uninsulated
pipe.

As shown in Table B.4-6 (p. B-97), the EPTC system that would b¢ used by Cajon Includes over 30
miles of existing 16-inch pipe (between Santa Fe Springs and the Texaco Refinery, Texaco and Ei
Segundo, and Long Beach and Dominguez Hills), Tt is this existing pipe that is referced to on p. C.13-
72 a8 being uninsulated, not the new ségments of replacement pipe. .

EIS/SEIR fails to
acknowledge that Pacific
Pipeline will increass oil
spill risk in Los Angeles
basin while Cajon Pipeline
will reduce oil spill risk
{p. D-29)

If the Pacific Pipeline is built, EPTC

will stitl operate. Oil spill sisksinthe ]

LA Basin would include both EPTC
and Pacific Pipelines (39 failures for
EPTC + 6 failures fot Pxific = 45
faitures), If Cajon is built, pipeline
failures would be 1 for Cajon + 47

-{for EPTC = 18 failures, a Jower sisk.

We disagree with EPTC's estimation of oil spill risk and stand behind the methodology used in the
FEIS/SEIR. The EIS/SEIR (Section C.13.3.2.2) clearly shows that as a result of the changing

rating conditions from the existing baseline condition, the Cajon /EPTC system would eaperience a
higher inceemental failure rate than the Proposed Pacific Pipeline, :

EIS/SEIR states "Clear
Advaniage® over Cajon for
System Safety

Errot corréction esults in Cajon
Pipeline Alternative having “Clear
Advantage® over Pacific

EIS/SEIR conclusion is correct. The analysis of risk and oil spills allows use of a variety of
approaches; EPTC uses a different approach and a different baseline from that used in the EIS/SEIR,
thus reaching different conclusions.

3 Letter dated September 20, 1995 from John Dayton to Hamid Rastegar, Aspen.
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AYPENDIX A
Response to Commeals: Scuibera Califorala Edisea Company

Allegations from Table 1 in Edison's Comments (4/1/96)

Pacific Pipeline FEIS/SEIR 7

Constnixtion impacts 1o
contaminated sit¢s near
Grande Yista Landfill,
agricuttural areas, and
abandoned oil wells (page
C.5-24)

Significant (Class I)
construction impacs (o
riparian habitat in Tonners
Canyon

Actuz] CaJon Alternative Impacts

No construction activities are
proposed in these areas,

Pipeline feplacement in Tonner
Canyon will follow an existing
roadway along Tonnee Creck,
impacting fess than 125 sq. f1. of
riparian habitat. :

4. Environmeatal Contamination

Responses to Edison’s Allegations®
* Except 28 noted, citations are to e Final EIS/SEIR (January 1956)

\. :

[Refer 10 Section C.5.3,1.2 (p. C.5-22 and -23), which descrites the types of environmental
contamination that ate likely to be encountered along e constauction segments. The Grande Yista
Landfill is pof included as potentially impacting the EPTC System.] As stated In Section C.5.3.2.2,
“there Is potential for site contamination from leaked fuel oil from the enisting EPTC pipeting [in all
replacement segments), agricultural pesticides [in the Edison Avenue replacement segment which is
within the Dairy Preserve and adjacent to agricultural fands), and the possibility of encountering
abandon¢d oil and gas wells [in the Torner Canyon and Lambett to Santa Fe Springs replacement

segments which are adjacent 16 the Brea-Olinda and Santa Fe oil fields].” The same exact
mxthodology has been used in the document for the Proposed Project and other alternatives.

S, Biologicgl Ressurees . . . _ .
The determination of a Class | impact due to disturbance 6f riparian habitat is explained in the first
bullet under Section C.3.3.2.2 of the Pacific Pipetine EIS/SEIR. The Cajon/Edison EIR Addendum,
Table 3.2.1 (Stream Crossings Along Route of Edison Pipeline) shows that the pipeline in Tonnet
Canyon would cross Tonn¢r Canyon Creek nine times within 7.7 miles. Each of these crossings
occurs in densely vegetated areas whére the construction of the ¢rossing itself would have (o &ccur
outside of the actual readted. The CajonVEdison EIR Addendum acknowledges the exténsive riparian
habitat affected by the new EPTC route: “The new pipeline will cross riparian corridoss 1n fifieen
places® (page 3-33). Also, the CajorvEdison EIR Addendum’s determination that thé crossings would
disturb a total of only 150 square feel of riparian vegelation (page 3-34) o¢ less than 125 square feet
(page 3-50) appears to significantly underestimate potential impacts at each ccossing (and their tota)
impacts). Tonner Canyon Road is a single-lane ditt road; the width of the constnxction corridos for the
proposed EPTC pipeline replacement segment would likely exceed the width of the road.

Oil spill impacts 1o
biological resources are
significant (Class [) along
EPTC Pipeline due to lack
of comprehensive
miitigation

EPTC pipeline is basetine and 6il spill
impacts would not change. Entire
EPTC system has an approved Oil
Spill Contingency Plan to mitigate ¢il
spill impacts. No new impact would
oCcur.

[Refes to significance criteria on p. C.3-45] The existerce of Edison’s Oil Spill Contingency Plan does
not eliminate the possidility of damage to biological resources from an oil spill. The EIS/SEIR
determines that ol spill frequency would increase over current baseliné with the implementation of the
Cajon/EPTC pipeline. As with the Pacific Pipeline and Mojave Route Alternative, the increase in
potential damage to sensitive species or habitats is considered to be a significant impact.

EIS/SEIR docs not address
the beneficial impact from
retocating the pipeline out
of Tonner Creek into an
existing roadway

Pipeline replacement will eliminate
the usé of existing pipeline within
Tonnetr Creek. Placing the new
pipeline in an existing roadway will
reduce oil spill impacts in the creek.

While the realignment of the¢ pipeline from the creck bed (0 the road ¢ould reduce the risk of pipeling
rupture and resviting oil spill caused by stream scour, realignment does not eliminate the significant
remaining oi} spil} risk (the Class I impact identified for oil spills on blological resources) caused by
the increased frequéncy of spills over the existing baseline. In addition, due to the narréwness of
Tonner Canyon, an oil spil) occurring anywhere in the Canyon would still be very likely to
contaminate the creek itself.
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Responté to Commenls: Sowthera Califorais Editon Company

Allegations from Table 1 in Edison's Comments (4/1/96)

Paciflc Piptline FEIS/SEIR

Aclual Cafon Alternative Impacts

Responses to Edison's Allegations® .
¢ Excepl 83 noted, citations are 1o the Final EIS/SEIR (January 1996)

Potential for substantial
damage/removal of native
trees in Tonner Canyon

Significant Class 1
construction mpact to
unkpown cultural
resources in Tonner
Canyon due 10 1ack of
mitigation requising
archaeologist oa-site
dusing construction

Pipeline alignment in Toaner Canyon
avolds removal/damage of lirge cak
trees. No¢vidence supports
EIS/SEIR claim.

Mitigation méasures 3.8-1(b) and 3.8-
2(2) réquice an archasologist and,
after initial clearing, re-¢xamination
of ground surface prior to funher
construction activities, thus Class {i
impact (mitigated (o a fevel that is not
significant)

As explained in the third bullet under Section C.3.3.2.2, Toss of specimen trees Is one of four reasons

fivtn for the Class 1 impact on native plant communities. The primary reasoning for the stat¢d Class |
t Is the questionable effectivencss of the mitigation measures proposed in the CafONEdisoa EIR

Addendum, as assessed n comparison 10 criteria developed for the Pacific Pipeline EIS/SEIR. '

6. Cultural Resources , . . _ ,
{Refer (0 text on p. C.4-32 and -33] The referenced mitigation measuces are not considered adequate
to protect unknown cultural resources. CajorEdison EIR Addendum mitigation measure 3.8-1(b)
requires that an archacologist with historic expertise be called ®in the event that historic materials are -
discovered during excavation.” This measure relies on constnxtion peisonsnel t6 identify *historic
malerials.” Cajon/Edison mitigation measure 3.8-2(a) covers oaly the vicinity of Tres Hermanos
Ranch, and not the remainder of the pipeline construction area in Toaner Canyon.

Significant Class [ il spill
impact to cultural
resoutces as no mitigation
measures were proposed (6
require an archacologist
during cleanup

Mitigation measure $.12.1-1(SXD).
requires culiural sites 1o be protected
during oil spil} cleanup, thus a Class
11 impact,

The commenter is corréct that the Cajon EIR/ELS mitigation measure referenced in the comment
5.12.1-1(8XD)] requires that areas of archacological or paleontological significance be notéd In the Oil
Spill Contingency Plan. The measure states that special clean-up techniques, such as not operating -
bulldozers, in these ar¢as may be required 1o reduce impacts on these resources and must be described
in the Oil Spill Contingency Plan.

However, the provisions of the Pacific Pipeline EIS/SEIR mitigation measures go beyond those in the
Cajon EIR/EIS. The root of the difference is that the Cajon EIR/S siresses intent, while the Pacific
Pipeline E{S/SEIR emphasizes enforceadility, with the assumplion that if a requirement isnot =
specifically stated it may not be implemented. Mitigation Measure C-10 requires archaeological and
Native American involvement in developing the Oil Spill Contingency Plan (similar (o the Cajon
measure above). In addition, Mitigation Measure §5-13 (pages C.13-58 to -59 of the EIS/SEIR)
requires the presence of an archacologist and Native American observer during cleanup efforis and
provide for emergency site excavation if necessary.

Furthermore, the mitigaiion measure for the Cajon (northern) postion of the Cajon/Edison system
would not apply to the EPTC portion from Etiwanda to Dominguez Rills because the Draft
Supplemental EfS does not cover the EPTC portion of the project (a continuous consistency problem as
a result of having several different documents cover different segments of the same proposed project).
Therefore the potential oil spill impact for this portion of the Cajot/EPTC pipeline is not mitigated and
remains Class 1. ‘
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JQENDIX A
Respoase to Comments: Southera California Edivos Compiny )

Allegations from Table 1 In Edlson's Comments (4/1/96)

Facific Pipeline FEIS/SEIR

Actual Cajon Alternative Impacts

Responses fo Edison’s Allegations® .
* Exéept a3 noled, ciations are (0 the Final EIS/SEIR (January 1996) :

CA-SBR-7090H is a site
not listed in the Cajon
EIR/EIS

CA-SBR-7090H has teen determined
10 be ineligible as a historic site
(SHPO Letter to BLM, August 1993)

Reference 10 the site CA-SBR-7090H is taken dirécily from the Cajon/Edison EIR Addendum (page 3-
106) which focuséd on the EPTC segment of the proposed Cajon pipeline. The EIR Addendum makés
0 relerence to the commentes’s stated determination of ineligibility. However, the Supplemental
Cajon EIS makes a reference to ineligidility, Note thal impacts of pipeline realignment (the section
within which this reference Is made) are determined in the Pacific Pipeline EIS/SEIR to be not
significant (Class 111). ’

Significant (Class 1)
impacts to Native
American values, as Cajon
Pipeline proposed no
mitigation

BLM consulted with Native
Americans for Cajon pipeline
construction. Final EIS/SEIR did not
consider a BLM Draft Construction,
Operation, and Maintenance Plan
which fully mitigales impacls to
Native American valoes, thus Class 1l
impacl.

[Refer 10 Sections C.4.3.2.1 and C.4.3.2.2] The Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Pian
referenced by Edison was not included or referenced in the public environmental documents evaluating
the CajorvEdison project, and therefore were not reviewed for the EIS/SEIR. The first paragraph of =~
*Environmenta) Impacts and Mitigation Measures™ (Section C.4.3.2), describe the reasons that impact
classification in the Pacific Pipetine EIS/SEIR differs from that concludéd in the Cajon or Edison
EIR/EIS documents. In particular, the approach taken in the Cajon EIR/S (6 mitigation indicates that
the project would tesult in insignificant impacts to Native American values through ¢onsultation, while
the approach in the Pacific Pipeline E1S/SELR is that significant loss of resources ¢ould stith occur
through careless construction practices even afies consultation. Impacts to Native American Values for
the Pacific Pipeline are determined to be potentially significant (Class 11) but mitigated by the inclusion
of Mitigation Measures C-11, C-12, C-13, and C-14. Because comparable specific measures were not
required in the Cajon or Cajo/ EPTC documents, the poiéntially significant impacts are assumed (0
remain unmitigated (i.e., Class 1),

Mojave Alternative is
*Preferred” over Cajon
Pipeline Allernative

New pumps al each pump
station on EPTC system.
Significant (Class I) impaclt
&2 to opetation of Ewlid
ge2mp station, causing
ooise levels of 50-55 dBA
1t sensilive receplors
within 500 feet {p. C.9-31)

Afier errors are correctéd, Cajon
Pipeline is "Preferced” over Pacific
and Mojave

.
s -

No new mps proposed at El Real

slation. Existing pumps operated over
5,000 hours during past year, This
baseline noise was not considered.
New pumps at Euclid Station have
éxpected noise levels of 91 dBA a1)
feel; noise would be 35 dBA at 500
feet (not 50-55 dBA). Noise increase
of Jess than 10 dBA is insignificant
adverse impact (Class I11).

EIS/SEIR conclusions are still considered to be accurate.

- 7. Noise - ,. } . _ o

[Refer o p. C.9-31 for discussion of Operational Noise impacts] No significant noise impact was
identified at the El Real pump station. Baseline noise impacis along the EPTC system were
determined using data provided to Pacific Pipeline EIS/SEIR Lead Agencies by EPTC that described
the 1995 utilization of the EPTC system (pariicularly between Alnor and Etiwanda) as very minot'.
Based on the small number and volume o!P:hipmenls in that pipeline segment, it was clear that pump
usage and other operational noise during that baseline period was minimal and that night operations
Were unnecessary.

The Edison conclusion that noise would be 35 dBA and not the 50-55 dBA as stated in the EIS/SEIR is
not explainéd or supported by data. The 50-55 dBA conclusion was teached based on a noise model
that was also used foi evaluation of the Pacific Pipeline and Mojave Alternative.

! Confidential data attached 10 ketter from John F. Dajyton, 11T to Martha Sullivan, CPUC, September 20, 1995, Table eatitked "EPTC System - Current Usage (12-Month
History), Alnor to Etiwanda Pipetine.




HPENDIX A

Response to Comments: Southera Califorals Fdison Company

Allegations from Table t In Edison’s Comments (4/1/96)

Paific Pipeline FEIS/SEIR

Actual Cafon Alternatlve Impacts

Responses (0 Edison's Allegations*
* Excepd a3 noted, ciations are 10 the Finat EIS/SEIR (anusiy 1996)

Reduciion in noise impacts
from the significanily
shoster construction period
for the Cajon Pipeline
aliernative was not
discussed

Pacific Pipeline requires 1,191
construction days; Cajon Pipeline
would require 393 days.

[Refer to Table D.5-1, page D-25]) The comnwenter’s statement thal the Pacific Pipeline Project would
require more construction days than the Cajon/EPTC Project is correct; however, a comparison of
affected sensitive receplors shows more potentially affected sensitive receptors along the Cajo/EPTC
toute. The number of construction days is not the most imporlant factor in evaluating nolse fmpact;
rather, it is the noise volume and Jength at an identified sensitive teceplor.

The Pacific Pipeline EIS/SEIR considers construction nolse associated with the Pacific Pipeline to be
potentially significant (Class 11) but mitigated dve to the imposition of specific mitigation measures (N-
1 through N-4) that would reduce noise impacts on sensitive receptors. As explained in Section
C.9.3.2.2, the construction of the EPTC replacement segments would result in noise level increases in
excess of 15 dBA al several sensitive receptors (se¢ third significance criterion on page C.9-14), and
mitigation measures would not substantially reduce that noise impact.

Construction noise impacts
are a significant (Class )
impact because no
effective mitigation was
proposed

Cajon EIR/EIS and Addendum
provide similar mitigation measures to
those suggested for Pacific Pipeline.
Mitigation measures restrict
construction hours and require pre-
construciion notice; thus impact
should be Class {i. ’ '

[Refer to p. C.9-29, under Construction Impacts] The construction noise impacis for the CajonVEPTC
system remained significant (Class §) because of the limited mitigation measures proposed in Edison's
EIR Addendum: the posting of signs along the ROW [measures 5.5.1-2(b) or 3-5-2] is in no way
coinparable to the Pacific Pipeline EIS/SEIR measures N-1 through N-4, which include personatized
advanced noticing, avoldance of schedule conflicts, a toli-free hotline, and (ips on reducing fmpacts.
The difference lies not in a different treatment within the Pacific Pipeline EIS/SEIR, but in the
difference between the approach and level of specificity in the EIS/SEIR and the Cajo/EPTC
documents: for the Tatier theré is no significant impact determined if ordinances are adhered (o (the
analysis is entirely non-site-specific), while the EIS/SEIR analysis is entirely site-specific. The key
factor is that this rigorous, site specific, detailed approach is equally applied to all alternatives analyzed
in the E1S/SEIR.

Pacific Pipeline is
*Preferred® over Mojave
and Cajon

Overestimates gas
consumption for AAPL
beaters. Assumed a heat
requirement of 115.7 MM
BTU/hr

When errors are cosrected, Cajon is.
*Preferced” over Pacific and Mojave

“152.2 MM BTUMr will be required;
gas consumption is overstaled by a
factor of 2.2

8. Pﬁh]icjl‘lilili:‘;'ﬂ and Fnergy

Ohverstates the average
electrical power .
requirements for the Cajon
Pipeline alternative
(22,828 kW)

Average eleclrical usage would be
approximalely 16,530 (Cajon
EIS/EIR, Marmac Hydraulic Analysis
provided to Aspen) -

Conclusion of the EIS/SEIR is still considered to be accurate

The criteria used to estimate energy wtilization for the Cajon/EPTC pipeline are the same as those used
for the Pacific Pipeline, and are explained in footnotes to Table C.11-3 on page C.11-9. As stated in
Section C.11.3.2.2, the Cajon/EPTC would require approximately 2.7 times more encrgy for
combustion (for heaters) and 2.4 times as much electrical encrgy (for pumps) as would be required by
the Pacific Pipeline system when computed for the same crude originated from a common point of
crude oil availability (the AAPL Pentland Station) and destined for the same end users. This major
difference in energy use is significant because of the assumed 50-year project life of these pipelines,
over which period the Cajor/EPTC pipeline would use huge amounts of energy above that required for
the Pacific Pipeline for the same level of crude delivery.
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Respeonse to Commmls- Southern Califorala Edisen Compau

Allegations from Table

{ In Edison's Commenls (4/1/96)

[Pacific Pipetine FEIS'SEIR

Actual Csjon AMernative Impacts

Responsés to Edison’s Allegations®
¥ Except a8 noted, citations are (o the Final EIS/SEIR (January 1996)

Significant (Class 1) impact
to other utilities at fault
crossings dusing an
carthquake affecting the
EPTC pipeline

Significant (Class 1) impact
10 hydrology due 10
contamination of ground
and surface water from a
Cajon Pipeline rupture.
EPTC pipeline would have
a higher spill potential than
Pacific.

Existing EPTC pipeline is bascline,
Pottnual impacts to wtilities during an
uake are the same today as they
be if EPTC was connecied to
Cajon. No cotlocated utilities are in
the EPTC corridor where pipeline
crosses active faolts. EPTC witl not
cause mew impact,

Sl e —————

EPTC pipeline is baselme Polenml
impacts (o hydrology duting an oil
dpl“ would not change. Two mew
rainages are pofentially impactéd
from new Cajon pipeline compared to
30 for Pacific Pipeline and 16 for
Mojave (Table D.5-1, p. D-23)

{Refer 10 Seciion C.6.3.2.1 under Seismie Hazants) Seé previous discussions about EIS/SEIR
determination of baseline: ol spill risk was determined to be inéreased over baseline with Cajon's
utitization of EPTC system, EPTC pipeline crosses active faults (Whittier and Newport-
Inglewood) in highly urbanlzed areas where numerous smaller utilities (including natural gas lines) ar¢
located, so the possibility of cotlocation impacts exists.

79 Tiydrotegy

[Refer to Table D.S-1, p. D- 23] See previous d:sc-.ssions aboul EISISEIR delermmauon of basclmc
oil spill risk was delermined to be increased over baseline with Cajon s utilization of EPTC system.
According 1o Table D.S-1, the ¢orrect figure for Cajon's crossmgs of dramages where a spill could
affect water supply resources is 7 (not 2)

Significant {Class §) impact
1o hydrology due 10 risk of
100-year flood on
individual stceam crossings
for Cajon Pipeline

EPTC pipeline is baseline. Potennal
impacts (o hydrology with a lCO—)ear
food at individual stream crossings
wotld ot chanas Mumbese of stream
¢rossings with risk of flooding is 13
(Cajon), 77 (Mo;a\e). and 97
(Pacific).

[Refer to Table D.5-1, p. D-23) See previous discussions aboul EIS/SEIR determination of baseling:
oil spnll risk was determined fo be increased over baseline with Cajon’s utilization of EPTC system.
Edison's quoted stream crossing figures are ¢onsistent with the EIS/SEIR (see Table D.5-1).

Significant (Class ) impact
to hydrology due to
unmitigated construction
impacis in Tonner Canyon

Mitigation measure 3.2-1 in Cajon
Addendum mitigates severe erosion or
sedimentation construction impacts to
insignificant levels (Class II)

{Refer 1o p. C.7-61) The Class 1 impacts identified in the EIS/SEIR from construction impacts are
related only 10 lack of prohibitlon of construction during rainy season. General construction impacts
are stated as Class 11 (fline 2, p. C.7-61) based on Cajo/Edison mitigation measures 3.2-1 and others
listed in Table C.7-10. lmpacl Summary Tables (p. ES-61, item 9 under Hydrology, and p. ES-18,
item 11) correctly state the distinction between Class I and Class I impacts.

Significant (Class I) impact
due to flooding at Tonner
Canyon pump station

Tonner Canyon is an existing pump
station. Poteatial flooding impact is
within the baseline and not a new

impact.

[Refer to p. C.7-62, first paragraph] The Toan¢s Pump Station is within the flood zone, The Class |
impacts result from lhc increased oil spill risk over the baseline, resulting from the new conditions that
would result from transporiing of 150,000 BPD of different slate of crudes.
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Response (o Commeats: Seuthera Califorals Edison Compaay

Atlegations from Table 1 In Edison's Comments (4/1/96)

Facific Pipeline FEIS/SEIR

Actual Cajon Alternative Impacts

Responses to Edison’s Allegations® .
¢ Except as noted, citations are to the Finst EIS/SEIR (January 1996)

Mojave Pipeline alterative
*Clear Advantage® over
Cajon Pipeline

Significant (Class 1)
so¢ loeconomic impact
associated with an oil spill
from the EPTC pipeline as
no mitigation is provided

Cajon Pipeline Alternative has *Clear

-[Advantage® over both Pacific and

Mojave when ercors are corrected

EPTC pipeline is baseline. Potentia)
impacts feom an oil spill would not
change. Oil Spill Contingency Plan is
approved, mitigating existing impacts
form an oil spill. Mitigation measures
in EIS/SEIR for Cajon Pipeline were
stmilarly included in EPTC EIR -
Addendum.

Both the Cajon Pipeline Alternative and the Mojave Route Alternative were determingd In the Pacific
Pipelire EIS/SEIR to be *Preferted over Propdsed Project™ for the Hydrology Issue area (see Tables
D.1-2 and D.5-), and text in Sections C.7.3.2 and C.7.4.2).

10. Socioccononiic :

[Refer to Section C.12.2.2.3] The CajorvEdison EIR Addendum peepared for the Cajon/EPTC
pipeline presented nd analysis of sociodconomic impacts at all, simply stating that there are no
significant sociodconomie impacts associated with the project. Therefore, the Pacific Pipeline
EIS/SEIR wutilized information and rationale consistent with the analysis of the Pacific Pipeline to
evaluate potential soctodconomic impacts, including those resuliing from Incremental inéeeases in
pipeline spills. This potéatially significant impaci is identified for the Pacific Pipeline, and mitigation
measures ar¢ presented to reduce the magnitude of these impacts. For the Pacific Pipeline, this
mitigation ¢2n reduce the impacts to a non-significant (Class I1) level. Had similar measures been
presented in the Cajon/Edison EIR Addendum and applied 10 the Cajor/EPTC pipeling, that impact
would have been Class 11 as well, but without those measures, the impact remaing unmitigated and
Class I. '

Cajor/EPTC pipeline
would impact agricultural
tands during constrnuction
{page C.8-25121) :

There would be no construction on
agricultural lands for Cajon/EPTC
pipeline

[Refet to Section C.8.3.1.2] Land uses that would be traversed by thé Cajon Pipeline and the thsee
replacement segments of the EPTC system include a considerable amount of agricultural land. From
the Mira Loma Launcher to the Evclid Pump Station, the EPTC pipeling passes along the shoulder of
Milliken and Edison Avenues through an agricultural area primarily ¢onsisting of dairy farms and
designated as a County dairy preseive, within San Bernardino County and the City of Chino,
Specifically, a pertion of this EPTC replacement segment immediately west of Milliken Avénue is
located along a private road that passes through the active Dykstra Brothers Dairy farm and ranch.

EPTC Pipeling is
disadvantaged by not being
subject 10 "Oil Pipeline
Environmental
Responsibility Act®

EPTC pipeline is subject 10 "Lempert-
Keene-Seastrand Oil Spill Prevention
and Response Act® (OSPR), which
has financial responsibility
requirements simitar (0 OPERA.
Although OSPR refers 10 marine
waters, EPTC is covered and the
certificate of financial responsibility
shows thal Edison has the abitity to
pay any needed oil spill costs.

As stated in Section C.13.3.2.3 (p. C.13-8), the Oil Pipeline Environmental Responsibility Act
(OPERA) is not applicable (o the existing EPTC system. Most pipeline proponents (including Pacific
Pipeline and its partial owners Chevron, Texaco, and Unocal) claim, as EPTC has, that they have
enough financial resources to cover oil spill damages. However, OPERA was creatéd 1o verify those
asseqtions, assigning the Fire Marshal to insure that these resources eaist and to provide for insurance

and bond requirements.
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Respoase o Commé;ls: Southera Csliforals Fdison Comparny

Alegations from Table | {n Edi;orn's Commuents (4/1/96)

Facific Pipeline FEIS/SEIR

Actval Cajon Abternative Impacts

Responses to Edison’s Allegations? ,
* Except as notéd, citations are 1o the Finst EIS/SEIR {inuary 1996)

No discussion of the
renelicial impacts (o
sxcioeconomics associatéd
nith use of the EPTC
system

12.5% of gross revenues geneqated by
EPTC would reduce Edison electric
utility rates, a beneficlal impact

* | no analysis of socioeconomie impacts at all, simply stating that these are no significant socloeconomic

(Refet to r C.8-27] Neith¢r the Diaft Supplemental Cajon EIS not the Cajon/Edison EIR Addendum
prepared for (e Cajorn/EPTC plpeling mentioned this alleged beneficlal impact, and in facl presented

impacts associated with the project.

Pacific Pipeline has a
*Minor Advanlage® over
Cajon aKernative

EPTC pipeline leads lo
increased prodabdility of oil
wnills impacting sensitive
fand uses

\When etrors are corrested, Cajon
Pip¢tine has a *Clear Advaniage®
over other aliernatives.

4

EPTC pipeliné is baseline. EPTC
pipeling potential ol spill risk is
reduced with the proposed
maodifications.  Actual impacts to fand
use and recreation from an oif spill .
would not change. No new impacl.

- 11, Land Use and Recreation : .

“According 16 EISISEIR analysts (explatned above under #3, System Safety) oil spill frequency will

No errors are confirmed; EIS/SEIR conclusions are correct.

increase over baseline due 1o the change in éxisting operating parameters undér the Cajon Project.
Increased frequency of oil spills results in increased impact on sensitive land uses.

EIS/SEIR identifics a
significant (Class §) Impact
associated with conflicts
with adjacent land uses and
recreational resources for
EPTC pipetine (Table D.§5-
1,p. D-24)

- §No evidence in land use section

supports this Class | impact. Only
claimed Class I impact for Cajon is
due 1o oil spill (p. C.8-21 10 28). As
EPTC pipeline is baseline, no new
conflict with adjacent land uses and
recreational resources arises. Tables
C.8-1 and C.84 show Pacific
Pipeline has much greater conflicts
than Cajon portion of the Cajon
Pipeline alternative.

The Class 1 impact shown in Table D.35-1 is explained in Section C.8.3.2 (p. C.8-27 and -28), where a
Class 1 impact is Identified as fesulting from an oil spitl *which could cause adverse, significant
impacts on nearby sensitive fand uses.™ This impact results from the fact that the oil spill frequency of
the ;:PTQC system would increase over the current baseline, as stated by the EIS/SEIR (Section
C.13.3.2). : _

Note that a Class | impact is also identified for the Pacific Pipeline and the Mojave Route Alternative
for oil spills potential impact on land uses.

Pacific has *Minor
Advantage® over Cajon

When eirors are cofrécted, Cajon
Pipeline has "Minor Advantage® over
other alternatives

No errors are confirmed; EIS/SEIR conclusions are correcl.
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Response to Comments: Southera Califorals Fdisoa Company
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Allegatlons from Table

1 In Edison's Commenls (4/1/96)

Pacific Pipeline FEIS/SEIR

EIS/SEIR found significant
(Class J) impacis (0
trerspotiation due (0 an oil
spill from Cajon Pipeline
arsd that EPTC pipeline
would have a higher oil
spill potential.

Actual Cajon Alternative Impacts

EPTC pipeline spill risk is reduced
with prog modifications. EPTC
pipeline is baseline, Potential impacts
to transportation from an oil spitl
would not change. Cajon Pipeline
would be expected to have new oil
spill impacts t0 63.7 miles of road and
0.4 miles of railcoad ROW, vs. 75
miles of road and 33 miles of railroad
ROW for Pacific Pipeline, Potential
impacts (0 fransporfation até geeater
for the Pacific and Mojave Pipelines.
Cajon should be Class |1

Responses (o Edison's Allegatlons®
* Excepd 28 noted, citations aré (o the Final EIS/SEIR (January 1996)

[Refec to p. C.14-25 and -26: determination of Class 1 Impacts Is described in sections on Operation |

Irtpaéts] The apptoach to determination of the appropriate baseline for the EPTC system in the
Pacific Pipetine EIS/SEIR is addressed above. As discussed above in #3, System Safely, a greater
nomber of leaks and ruptures would likely occur during the ngon projéct lifetime due 0 the changes
in conditions resulting from shipment of heated crude oil at 150,000 BPD and from the inclusion of the
older pipeline segments in the EPTC system. By the significance criteria of this Pacific Pipeline
EIS/SEIR, this results in a Class 1 impact (note that Pacific and Mojave alternatives are also Class |
for this impact). '

Significant but mitigable
{Class II) impacis

assoc iated with roadway
blockage and increased
traffie congestion during
cogstruction for Cajon.
Table D.5-1 (p. D-30)
sboas EPTC would affect
16.9 miles of roadway
(11.4 arterial and 5.5
focal)

Of the 16.9 miles of roadway
construction, 6.4 aré in arterial
roadway. Remainder occurs on
private road in Tonner Canyon. Cajon
portion impacts 15.4 miles of
roadway. Pacific and Mojave
alternatives impact 33.5 miles of
roadway dué to constnXtion. Cajon
Pipeline results in fewer construction
impacts to roadways.

[Refer 10 Section C.14.3.2.2) This impact was based primarily on poténtially severe ¢onsfruction
impacts on the heavily-traveled urban roadway segment between the Lambert Launcher and the Santa

. |Fe Springs Pump Station. The categorization of this roadway segment (Lambert, Leffingwell, and -

Telegraph Roads) as “aclive™ cannot be questioned. A key factor in the asséssment of construction
impact kevel was EPTC's proposal (o trénch through (rathér than bdore under) intersections which
results in major traffic impacts, especially in urban areas such as those covered by this EPTC
construction segmerd,

While the road in Tonner Canyon is lightly traveled, construction along this road will prectude its use
for any other purpose, pitentially affecting both the Boy Scouts and the heavy equipment training
center. The pipeline is in the shoulder of Edison Avenue along the Mira Loma Launcher to Euclid
Pump Station segment, but it is anticipated that shoulder construction would close at least one fane on
this two-lane street. . .

Pxific Pipeline has
*Minor Advantage® over
Cijoa ;

When errors are corrected, Cajon
Pipeline has "Minor Advantage® over
Pacific and Mojave

No errors confirmed; EIS/SEIR conclusions are correct.
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Allegations from Table 1 In Edison's Comments (4/1/96)

Pacific Pipeline FEIS/SEIR

EIS/SEIR states that Cajon
Pipeline would offer
*slightly less severe®
impacts 1o geology because
fewer faulis would be
crossed and fewer steep
slopes encountered

Actual Cajon AMernative Impacts

Pacific aligamént ¢iosses the San

Andreas fault at an acute angle several
times within approximately 2.5 miles.
Fault crossing design would require
minimum setback of several hundred
feet from each fault crossing for
anchor points. Pipeline cannot b¢
designed to withstand anticipated
offsets al San Andreas fault crossing
without significant realignment. No
realignment is proposed. Stability of
San Andreas fault crossings are a
serious issue (Class ).

JiRefer to Section €.6.2.2.3 under Fault Rupfure] The EIS/SEIR states that because the wi
{

Responises to Edison's Allegatlonst .
* Excepd a3 noled, citations afe lheFmal EIS/SEIR (Ianusry 1996) -

1V Guology ) A

pipeling design at active fauli crossings has not been tested by nature, it may not be possible (o prevent
pipeling fupture if a major fault moves by more than several feet. For that reason, all active fault
¢rossings of the Pacific Pipeline and alternatives ar¢ considered to have potentially sigaificant (Class I)
impacts. Mitigation intluded by PPSI's pipeline design includés placement of renolely-operated
valves on either side of active fault ¢rossings in ordec that the pipeline can be quickly shul down fn the
event of an carthquake resulting in pipe rupture. Al of the pipeline alternatives (Pacifi¢, Mojave, and
C:ﬁa) would ¢ross the San Andreas fault, and in all cases the proponent has propaséd block valves on
¢ither side of the fauh. The fa¢t that the Pacific Pipeline would cross the fauﬁ at an acute angle and
€ross it several fimes does not negate the value of the bleck valves outside of the fault zone, Whether
the pipeliné ruptures in one place or in several placés within the fault zone, the block valves would still
activate to stop oil flow and the spill volume would be approximately the same,

There is no fand route by which oil could be brought from the southern San Joaquin Valley Into the
Los Angeles basin without crossing the San Andreas fault. - :

Significant Class 1 impact [s
associaled with steep slopes and
1andslide hazards for Pacific Pipeline.
Crossing of 2 active landslides is
Class I impact. Landslidé hazards
associated with Cajon Pipeline
alternative are Class 1. Cajon offers a
significant advantage over Pacific
Pipeline Project, -

Edison"s statement is correct; Table D.5-1 confirms this information and states that Cajon is preferced

over the Pacific Pipeling in the Geology & Soils issue area.

A
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Allegations from Tadble 1 In Edison's Comments (4/1/96)

Facific Pipeline FEIS/SEIR

EIS/SEIR states that Cajon
Pipelire would have 2
*minor advantage”® over
Pacific and Mojave
alternatives

EIS/SEIR states that Cajon
Pipeline alternative would
have a "minofr advantage*®
over Pacific and Mojave
alternatives

Aclual Cajon Alternative Impacts

Pacific Pipelin¢ involves 20 miles of

construciion in the Angeles Natlonal
Forest, visible to motorists along the
Old Ridge Road. Pacific impacts
would be visible frem 1-5, Route 166,
Old Ridge Road, Templin Highway,
Lebec and Peace Valley Reads. Cajon
alternative would only B¢ visible from
US 395 and 1-15 north of Etiwanda,
and would fotlow dint roads and
previously disturbed ROW

-

Cajon Pipeline alternative crosses
fewer minority and/or low-ikome
tracts than Pxcific. Minority and’or
fow-incomé populations along the
Pacific route are over 20% greater
than County averages in terms of
income and race. The minofity
and/or low-income populations along
the Cajon Pipeline route are an
average of 14% lower than Courdy
averages. Cajon Pipeline alternative
has a "Clear Advantage® over Pacific
and Mojave alternalives.

See Section 15.1.3.4 For a description of the visual seitings In the Angeles National Forest (ANF),

The Pacific Pipeline EIS/SEIR documents the major underlying issues with respeci (o thé iiipacis o7 -

Responses to Edison's Allegations® _
* Excepdt as noted, citations are (o the Final EIS/SEIR (Janvary 1996)

14, Visusl Resources

{Refer 10 summary in Table D.5-1 of the EIS/SEIR] The Pacific Pipeline EIS/SEIR correcily

concludes a “minot advantage® for Cajor/ EPTC over the Pacific Pipeline for the following reasons:

*  While the Pacific Pipeline would involve construction within the ANF, it follows the distuited
ROW of a recently-constructed pipetine (the Mobil M-70) for nearly (¢ entire ANF segment.
That ROW is still clearly visible inthe ANF, therefore it represents the baseline ¢ondition of this
area. The Cajon Pipeline would traverse the s¢enic Cajon Pass area, requiring “some landform -
alteration and the clearing of a right-of-way on visually pcomineat mountain slopes™ (Cajon Draft
SEIS, pages 5.6-1 and -2).

¢ Twoof the Pacific Pipeline above-ground facilities would be constructed adjacent 1o existing
pipeline pump stations (at Emidio and Grapevine) and are not considered to be in *visually
sensitive” areas as stated by the commenter. The proposed Whitaker Pressure Reliefl/Reduction
Station would be located in the ANF and visible from some locations, but mitigation Is ldentified
10 reduce the polential visual impact. The proposed Cajon Terminal at 12-Gauge Lake would
cover 25 acres in a highly visible site adjacent to SR 58, and impose views of § latdge oil storage
tanks (750,000 bbi total) in an area where visual mitigation is difficult to achieve due to the
expansive views and flat terrain,

¢ Ascorrectly stated by Edison, e CajorEPTC alternative would require construction of fewer

miles of new pipeline than the Pacific Pipeline. That was the major teason the Cajon/EPTC

system was considered to have a “minor advantage™ over the Pacific Pipeline.

»

15, Minoritv/Low Income

mindrity populations and low-income populations. While this analysis attempts to “overlay™ impacts
identified in the environmental issue areas (Sections C.2 - C.15) with the geographic distributions of
minotity populations and low-income populations, significance criteria ard significance of impacl are
pot specified. Based on the findings of Section C.16 (and C.2 - C.15 upon which C.16 is based), the
Cajon/EPTC project is consideced (o offer a minor advantage with respect to such impacts, by virtue
of the lower percentages of minority and low-income populations along the route. This advantage is
stated as minor because the Pacific Pipeline is considered to make a minor incremental ¢ondridution ¢o
the general industrial character and use of the corridor through which it passes (health and
environmental effects on residential and commercial areas would not be major). The Cajon/EPTC
route would pass through many more residential and commercial areas than would the Proposed

Project.
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