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1. Summary
This decision approves Application (A.) 97-05-019 of Santa Fe Pacific

Pipeline Partners, L.P. (SFPP) to issue promissory notes, with the proceeds to be
used to construct new pipeline facilities called the Carson to Norwalk Project
~ (Project) to meet increased demand for liquid petroleum products.

The Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is certified for the project.

2. Background
2.1. Applicant
Applicant SFPP, L. P. is a Delaware limited partnership, formerly
known as SFPP, L. P. Itis qualified to do business in California and is an indirect
subsidiary of Kinder Morgan Energy Partners, L.P. (KMEP). Santa Fe Pacific

Pipelines, Inc. is SFPP’s general partner, owning a 0.5% special limited

partnership interest, while a partnership owns the remaining 99.5% general

partnership interest. The partners in the partnership are KMEP with a 98.899%
limited partnership interest, and Kinder Morgan GP, Inc,, the general partner of
KMEP, with a 1.101% general partnership interest.

SEPP is a public utility which owns and operates a pipeline system
in intrastate and interstate commerce. The pipeline system transports refined
pelroleum products including gasoline, diesel fuel and jet fuel in liquid form, for
integrated petroleum companies, independent refineries, the United States
military, and other marketers and distributors of such products. The pipeline
system consists of the following comimon carrier lines:

1. the South Line which transports refined products from the
Los Aungeles area to Phoenix and from the El Paso area to
Tucson and Phoenix and intermediate points;

. the North Line which transports refined petroleum
products among various cities in northern California and

western Nevada;
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3. the Oregon Line which transports refined petroleum
products between Portland and Eugene, Oregon and
intermediate points; .

. and the San Diego Line which transports refined
petroleum products from the Los Angeles basin area to
San Diego and intermediate points.

2.2. Authority Sought
SEPP seeks Commission authority to issue promissory notes in an

aggregate principal amount not to exceed $20 million, pursuant to the terms of a

proposed credit agreement. The notes would evidence loans made pursuant to

the credit agreement and will be secured by certain assets of SFPP. The proceeds
from the notes and loans would be used in the construction of the pipeline and
related pump station modifications.

SFPP seeks Commission authority under Public Utilities (PU) Code
Seclions 816, 817, 818, and 851. Sections 81‘6, 817, and 818 deal with issuance of
stock and stock certificates or other evidence of interest or owﬁership and bonds,
notes, and other evidence of indebtedness. Section 851 deals with the sale, lease,
assignment, mortgage or disposal or encumbrance of utility property.

Applicant also secks the Comumission’s determination that it is the
lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and
Rule 17.1 of the Conamission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure (20 California
Code of Regulations § 17.1.).

The proceeds from the proposed notes and related loans would be
used to fund the Project. |

The applicant reqitestcd expedited ex parte action by the
Conunission to enable it to move forward with the project on favorable credit
terms and to avoid possible forfeiture of fees and other costs already incurred.
The bases for the ex parte request are that the project would not adversely affect

its intrastate customers and no tariff changes would be made.

-3-
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Before the Commission can make such a determination, it must
determine that there are no protests or requests for hearing. There have been

none with regard to this application. A hearing is not necessary.

2.3. Jurisdiction
The construction of petroleum products pipelines is not under the

jurisdiction of the Commission. Pipeline corporations are defined as public
utilities in PU Code Section 216(a), and are subjed to Comumission jurisdiction
under PU Code Section 216(b). However, there is no requirement that a pipeline
corporation obtain a certificate of public convenicnce and necessity since it is not
listed as one of those classes of a public utilities which, under Section 1001 of the
PU Code, are required to obtain such approval prior to construction and
operation of new facilities.

SEPP asked for Commission review of its stock and security
transactions under PU Code Section 816 et seq., which involves the review and
approval of the plans to construct and operate the Project. The request fora
discretionary approval of this type of project invokes consideration under CEQA.

Pursuant to Rule 17.1 the Commission is lead agency under CEQA for

proceedings directly related to construction of new stationary utility facilities.
Also, Section 15051 (c) of the CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code of Regs. § 15000

et seq., specifies that the agency which will act first on the project shall be the

lead agency. Since the Comumission is the first agency to receive an application
)

concerning the project, that provision also determines that the Commission is the
lead agency.
2.4. Procedural History

2.4.1. Initial Application
On May 9, 1997, applicant SFPP filed this application

secking Commission authorization to issue promissory notes in the aggregate

-4-
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principal amount not to exceed $20 million, pursuant to the terms of a proposed
Credit Agreement. The proposed notes would evidence loans made pursuant to
the Credit Agreement and secured by SFPP assets. The proceeds would be used
to increase the transportation capacity of SFPP's pipeline system between Carson
and Colton California from approximately 350,000 barrels per day to
approximately 520,000 barrels per day. This increase will be accomplished by
constructing 13 mi'es of new 16 inch dianteter steel pipeline and related pilmp
station modifications to supplement the existing which varies in size from 20 to
24 inches. A Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA) was included with
the application.
2.4.2. First Amendment to the Application

By letter dated June 4, 1997, the Commission’s Energy
Division informed applicant that the PEA was incomplete and could not be
accepted. A completeness review report that identified the deficiencies was
attached.

. In response, on June 27, 1997, applicant filed an

amendment to the applic‘atibn including an amendment to the PEA. The

Commission’s Energy Division determined that the PEA was now complete.

2.43. Second Amendment to the Applicatloh
On March 31, 1998, applicant filed a second amendnient to

the application informing the Commission of a change in counsel and of a change
in control, wherein KMEP acquired control of SFFP on March 6, 1998, by Decision
(D.) 98-01-047, dated January 21, 1998. This authorized KMEP to acquire control
of SFPP on or before June 30, 1998.

SFPP operates as an indirect subsidiary of KMEP. The

partuners are Santa Fe Pacific Pipelines, Inc. which owns a 0.5% special limited

partnership interest, and a new partnership with a 99.5% general partnership
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interest. The partners in the new partnership are KMEP, with a 98.899% limited

parinership interest, and Kinder Morgan GP, Inc,, the general partner of KMEP,

with a 1.101% general partnership interest.

3.  Environmental Review
The process of preparing the EIR included the following steps, which

offered numerous opportunities for public involvement.

o AnInitial Study was prepared in August of 1997 that identified
potentially significant impacts that could result from construction
and operation of the Project, where the California Public Utilities
Conwniission (CPUC) determined that an EIR was required.

A Notice of Preparation for the EIR was distributed on August 25,
1997, to cities along the proposed route and the alternative routes
proposed by SFPP. The Initial Study was attached to the Notice
of Preparation.

Notices of public Scoping Meetings were posted in three
newspapers: The Long Beach Press Telegram, The South East
Cities Tribune, and The Wave Group on September 11, 12, and 13,
1997, respectively. _

Public Scoping Meetings were held on September 17 and 18, 1997.
A scoping report was distributed to affected jurisdictions and
attendees of the Scoping Meetings, summarizing the issues raised
at the Scoping Mcetings and listing attendees.

In November of 1997, a newsletter was mailed to affected
jurisdictions, responsible agencies, and attendees of the Scoping
Meetings, explaining the EIR schedule and alternatives selected
to date.

The Draft EIR was released on February 2, 1998. Copies of the
Draft EIR were mailed to over 100 public agencies and
individuals.

On February 11, 1998, a Notice of Release of the Draft EIR was
sent to the approximately 14,700 property owners and occupants
within 300 feet of proposed and alternative route segments
(including those in cities of Paramount and Artesia). The Notice
of Release was also sent to Los Angeles and San Bernardino
County Clerks.
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o The Draft EIR was sent to seven public libraries, including the
Los Angeles County Library, Paramount Branch, and to the
CPUC’s Public Advisor’s Office in Los Angeles to make it
accessible to the public. In addition, the full Draft EIR was made
available on the Internet.

Two public mectings were held during March of 1998: an
informal Public Workshop and a Public Participation Hearing
(PPH). In addition to being announced in the cover letter
accompanying the Draft EIR, notice of these events was
published in four newspapers: The Long Beach Press Telegram
and the South East Cities Tribune on February 27, 1998; The
Wave Group on February 28, 1998; and La Opinion (Spanish
language) on March 3, 1998.

The Final EIR was distributed on May 13, 1998. The Final EIR
included responses to 28 written comment letters and 16 speakers
who attended the PPH.

3.1, Certification of the Environmental Document
The Final EIR must be certified by the lead agency under CEQA

belore a project may be approved. Cettification consists of two steps. First, the
agency must conclude that the document has been completed in compliance with
CEQA, and second, the agency must have reviewed and considered the EIR prior
to approving the project. Additionally, the lead agency must find that the Final

- EiR reflects its independent judgment. {(Pub. Res. Code Section 21082.1 (c)(3).)
The Commission is designated as lead agency under CEQA and as

such has the responsibility to prepare the EIR!

3.2. DraftEIR
The first step in the process of preparing the Final EIR is the

* preparation of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR in this instance was prepared by an

' Section 15051{c) of the CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code of Regs. § 1500 et seq., specifies
that the agency which will act first on the project shall be the lead agency.
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independent environmental consultant, the Aspen Environmental Group, under
the supervision of the Energy Division, and was distributed on February 2, 1998
for public review. Itincluded seven alternatives to portions of the proponent’s
proposed route to reduce environmental impacts and over 100 mitigation

measures to avoid or minimize impacts identified.

3.2.1. Public Comments and input
Public comments on the Draft EIR were solicited through

its distribution, and throu gh an Informational Workshop held on March 5; and
through a PPH on March 19, 1998. The latter two were held in Bellflower.
Additionally, writter comments were accepted through March 25, 1998. The
Commission received written comments from 28 parties as well as from the

applicant, and 16 people commented vefbally at the PP’H.

3.3. Final EIR
The Final EIR was issued on May 13, 1998, and consisted of more

than 500 pages, including responses to all comments on the Draft EIR. The Final
EIR was distributed to all parties who commented on the Draft EIR, as well as to

other public agencies, libraries, and the Commission’s Public Advisor’s Office.

The term Project refers to the new pipeline on a route which has

evolved from the proponent’s proposed route, to the Dra ft EIR's recommended
environmentally superior route, and finally to the Final EIR's recommended
environmentally superior route. This Final EIR recommendation consists of
segments of the proponent’s proposed route, with segments from cach of the

Santa Fe, Cherry, Paramount, Bellflower Rail, and Artesia alternatives.

3.3.1. Altérnatives Screening Process
CEQA requires an EIR to evaluate alternatives to a

proposed project'(Guideliﬁbs § 15126(cl). Between October 1997 and January

1998, numerous alternatives were studied that could meet most of SFPP’s project

-8-
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objectives. The alternatives evaluation process focused on finding alternatives
that (1) were feasible, and (2) substantially avoid or lessen the proposcd project’s
significant environmental effects. Analysis of feasibility included consideration
of suitability and availability of routes‘,\ consistency with local plans and policies,

and availability of infrastructure.

3.3.2. Alternatives_ Eliminated from Full Consideration
Twelve alternatives were evaluated and determined to be

cither infeasible or not having environntental benefits over the proposed Project.
These alternatives eliminated included a variety of other pipeline routes, product
transport by train or truck, and use of other existing pipelines. The rationale for

eliminating each of these alternatives is explained in detail in the Final EIR.

3.3.3.  Alternatives Evaluated in the EIR
No single alternative pipeline route was found that could

replace the entire proposed route. However, six segiments of the proposed route
were identified that have the potentiél for significant environmental effects that
could be reduced or eliminated by changing the route. Route segment
alternatives were developed for these portions of the proposed route. In addition
to the No Project Alternative, the following route segment alternatives were
evaluated in the EIR: Santa Fe, Cherry, Paramount, Bellflower Rail, Alondra,

Artesia, and Shoemaker alternatives.

3.3.4. Environmentally Superior Pipeline Route
The Final EiR identified the environmentally superior route

which consisted of several segments of the applicant’s proposed route and
portions of five alternative route segments. The alternative segments were

selected because they resulted in fewer environmental impacts than the proposed

route. The environnientally superior route is 14.3 miles long, 1.3 miles longer

than the applicant’s proposed route, and includes portions of the following

-9-
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alternatives (as identified in Final EIR Figure ES-2): Santa Fe, Cherry,

Paramount, Bellflower Rail, and Artesia alternatives.

3.3.5. Adequacy of the Final EIR
The Final EIR must ¢ontain specific information according

to CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15122 through_lSlSi.
The various elements of the Final EIR satisfy all of the

requirements by inclusion of the following material:

1. The document contains a table of contents.
(Guidelines, Section 15122))

. The document contains a brief summary of the
proposed action and its consequences. This
summary identifies each significant effect with

~ proposed mitigation measures and alternatives that

would reduce or avoid that effect; areas of
controversy known to the Commission, mcludmg
issues raised by agencies and the public; and issues
to be resolved, including the choice among
alternatives and whether or how to mitigate the
significant effects. (Guidelines, Section 15123.)
This summary is incorporated as the Executive
Sumntary and the Impact Summary Tables.

. The document contains a project description of
both the proposed projects and alternatives which

includes:

a. Appropriate maps, including a regional map
and a series of detailed topographic maps;

b. A statement of the objectives sought by the
proposed project;

. A general description of the project’s technical,
economic, and em'lronmental characteristics,
considering the principal engmeermg proposals
and supporting public service faalmes, and

. A statement briefly descr_nbmg the intended uses
of the document. (Guidelines, Section 15124.)

-10-
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These uses are described principally in Part A of
the main document.

4. The document includes a description of the
environment in the vicinity of the Project as it now
exists, from both a regional and local perspective,
(Guidelines, Section 15125.)

. The document discusses all phases of the Pro;ect
plaining, acquisition, development, and operation.
(Guidelines, Section 15126.) Indeed, the document
is quite comprehenswe in its consideration of all
aspééts of the Project’s development and ~operation,

~even though thé application for Project approval
literally encompasses only the fmancmg aspects: of
SFPP's plans.

Speclflcally the docu n\ent discusses qlgmﬁcant
environmental effects of the Project; any significant
environmental effects which ¢annot be avoided if
the proposal is implentented, including those
which can be mitigated but not reduced to a level
of ms!gmhcance, niitigation measures proposed to
minimize significant adverse impacts, for each
significant environmental effect; alternatives to the
proposed Project (or its location) which would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects; an evaluation of these alternatives,
including the “No Project” alternative; the
relationship between local short-term use of the
envlronment and enhancement of long-term

prot‘ uctwnty‘ any significant irreversible
environmental changes; and any growth-inducing
impact of the Project. -

. The document contains a brief statement of the
reasons that various possible significant effects
were determined ot to be significant, and were
therefore not discussed in detail. (Guidelines,
Section 15128.)

. The docunment pro\rldes the 1denhly of the federal
and state agencies and private individuals

11 -
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consulted, and the persons preparing, the
document. {Guidelines, Section 15129.)

. The document discusses cumulative impacts and
their severity and likelihood of occurrence.
(Guidelines, Section 15130.)

. The document includes a discussion of economic
and social factors and effects of the Project.
(Guidelines, Section 15131.)

The Final EIR consists of the Draft EIR, revised in response
to coniments and other information received. Part H contains the comments and
reconuendations received on the draft document, along with responses,
identification of the commenters and other information added by the lead
agency. (Guidelines, Section 15132.)

3.3.6. Certification of the Final EIR

The Commission must conclude that the Final EIR is in
compliance with CEQA before any final approval can be given to the application.
The basic purpose of this is to insure that the environmental document is a
comprehensive, accurate, and unbiased tool to be used by the lead agency and
other decisionmakers in addressing the merits of the project. The document
should embody “an interdisciplinary approach that will ensure the integrated
use of the natural and social sciences and the consideration of qualitative as well
as quantitative factors.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15142.) It must be prepared
in a clear format and in plain language. (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15006 (q) and
(r); 15120; 15140.) It must be analytical rather than encyclopedic, and emphasize
alternates over unnecessary description of the project. (CEQA Guidelines,
Sections 15006, 15141; Pub. Res. Code Section 21003(c)). Most importantly, it

must be “organized and written on such a manner that {it] will be meaningful -

and useful to decisionmakers and the public.” (Pub.’ Res. Code Section 21003 ®).)
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We believe that the Final EIR mcets these tests. Itisa
comprehensive, detailed and complete docunient that discusses clearly the
advantages and disadvantages of the various alternative s.egmcnls compared to
the proposed project. The Final EIR recommends certain changes from the Draft
EIR in the environméntally superior route, which consider and reflect certain of
the extensive written and oral comments on the Draft EIR. We find that the Final
EIR is the competent and comprehensive informational tool that CEQA requires
it to be. The quality of the information therein is such that we are confident of its
accuracy. We have considered that information, along with other information in
the record in reaching that decision.

We will certify the Final EIR.

3.4. Environmental Analysls |
Although the environmental analysis is fully discussed in the Final

EIR, there are certain features that warrant discussion here.

3.4.1. Significant Adverse Impacts

The environmentally superior route, the proposed route,

and all other alternatives have significant adverse impacts, varying in severity
and in the ability to reduce their impacts. Significantly, hoiwever, the No Project
alternative is less desirable than either the proposed route or the recommended
environmentally superior alternative. This is due to the significantly greater
adverse impacts resulting from additional transportation of liquid petroleum
products by truck rather than by pipeline, in order to meet customers’ demands.
The Commission has identified the environmentally
superior alternatives for CEQA purposes. In addition to the summary
-comparisons of environmental impacts of the alternatives discussed above, the
detailed significant environmental impacts and mitigation measures for the

environmentally superior alternative and the other alternatives considered are

-13 -
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presented in Sections C and D of the Final EIR. Tables ES-1 through ES-10in the
Exccutive Summary compare the major environmental issues of the alternative
segmeats with the proposed route.
3.4.2. Mitigation
The mitigation measures for the proposed route and

alternative segments are discussed in Section C of the Final EIR.

3.4.3. Mitigation Monitoring
The Final EIR proposes a Mlhgahon Momtormg,

Compliance, and Reporting Progranm for the mxtngahon measures proposed for
the Projectin Sechon F, Appendix A. The roles and responsxblhhes of
governmental agencies in implementing and enforcing the adopted mitigation

measures are discussed therein.

4, Project Approval
4.1, General _
While the cause of éenvironmental impacts is the construction and
operation of SFPP s new plpelme facnllhes, the application secks Commlcsnon
approval to issue promlssory notes and enter into loans in connechon with the

construction. These financial plans are an integral part of the application, and

must be reviewed as part of the project'package which creates the necessity for

environmental re\'ie\\'.

4.2, Profect Flnancing
SEPP mtends to borrow funds in the amount of up to $20 million.

The borrowings will come from commercial banks which are parties to the Credit |
Agreement, in the f0rm of revolving loans. SFPP states that on or about
July, 1999, the outstandmg balance of all revolvmg loans wall automahcally

convert into a term loan that will mature on about December 31 2005. Since the
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loans will be secured by a first priority lien on substantially all of SFPP's real
property, pipelines, pipeline facilities, and other imaprovements, SFPP seeks
Commission authority under PU Code § 851 ¢t seq. to so encumber their

properly.

SFPP also requests exemption from the Competitive Bidding Rule,

citing Exhibit A to Resolution F-616, dated October 1, 1986, which states,
“Securities privatelf placed with specific lenders and bank term loans obviously
must be negotiated. Variable interest rate debt is normally conipleted on a
negotiated basis. Itis reasonable that these types of debt instruments should be
exempt from the Competitive Bidding Rule.” SEPP further notes that neither
SEPP nor its outstanding debt is rated by any rating agency, which would add to
the difficulty of competitive bidding.
4.3. Service and Tariffs

SFPP states that there will be no change in the operations and service

offered by the pipeline system which could in any way be adverse to the shipper,

and there will be no change in its intrastate tariffs.

4.4. Discussion
In reviewing SFPP’s financing plan, the Commission must insure

that cach component is either in the public interest, or not adverse to the public
interest.

There are no protests to the application and no party has requested
learings.

SEPP proposes to finance the Project through various negotiated
borrowings from lenders, using equity against any or all of its assets. SFPP notes
that the Commission has stated that thls type of financing must be negotiated
with the lenders and therefore should be exempt from the conpetitive btddmg

rute. We agree that this exemption is appropriate for this application.

-15 -




A.97-05-019 ALJ/BRS/jva

SEPP proposcs this pipeline expansion because of a growing market
demand for liquid petroleum products in the Inland Empire arca as well as in
Arizona and Nevada. That demand must be met by some means, and the Project
has the least environmental impact compared to alternative means of meeting the

demand, and compared to alternative pipeline routes studied.

5. Significant Environmental Effects of the Project
The environmental review indicates that the construction and operation of

the pipeline project will have significant environmental impacts, which are
typical of a project of this type and magnitude. There are both beneficial and
adverse impacis. Some of the adverse impacts can be mitigated or avoided;
others cannot. Although there are significant adverse impacts that cannot be
mitigated or avoided, we find that overall there are overriding considerations
that make the project worthwhile and cause us to grant approval of the Project.

5.1. Beneficial Impacts (Class V)

The Final EIR identifies construction employment, sales tax revenues

from construction materials, prOperty taxes and franchise revenues to local
jurisdictions, and potential clean-up on contaminated sites as beneficial effects of

the Project.

5.2. Adverse, But Not Significant Impacts (Class Ili)
The Final EIR identified several adverse but not significant impacts

including short-term air emissions, effects on biological resources, cu mutlative
impacts, and construction impacts on residences, recreational facilities,
businesses, and transportation systems. There is no way to avoid these impacts,
short of terminating the transporting of petroleum products.

The details of these specific impacts, the Project phase when they .
will occur and their location, and the relevant mitigation measure for each, are

listed in the Impact Sumnary Tables Class 1lI, Appendix B.

-16 -
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5.3. Significant Impacts That Can be Mitigated To a Level That Is
Less Than Significant (Class Hll Impacts)

The Final EIR identifies several significant environmental effects of
the Project that can be mitigated to a level less than significant or avoided. The

Final EIR includes a Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Program

to assure that mitigation measures are implemented effectively. The Mitigation

Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Program set out in Appendix A
describes how the following adverse effects will be mitigated or avoided. The
program is based on the proposed Project as described in Part B of the Final EIR,
as modified by the selection of portions of five alternative route segments:
Santa Fe, Cherry, Paramount, Bellflower Rail, and Artesia alternatives.

The following sections describe the signific’ant but mitigable
(Class ) impacts identified in the Final EIR, including a description of each
impact and the relevant mitigation meas’m“es. The impacts and mitigation

measures are described in more detail in Section C of the Final EIR.

5.3.1. Air Quality
Construction of the Project would have short-term

significant impacts on air quality from dust (particulate emissions). The EIR
includes ninie mitigation measures (A-1 through A-9) to reduce this impact; these
measures require covering stockpiled or trucked soils, speed limits in unpaved

areas, and watering of active construction areas.

5.3.2, Biological Resources
Construction of the Project across Compton Creek could

create sedimentation and erosion; Mitigation Measure B-1 restricts construction
aclivities to minimize erosion. Raptors nesting or foraging near eucalyptus trees
in DeForest Park would be protected by monitoring and surveys required in

Mitigation Measures B- 2 and B-3 pribr to and during construction. Maintenance
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or spill response aclivilies in Compton Creek are identified as potentially
significant impacts on vegetation; Mitigation Measures B-4 through B-6 require
biological monitoring to ensure minimal disturbance, repl'acemenl of topsoil, and
revegetation to replace trees removed.

5.3.3. Cultural Resources

Construction could disturb site LAN-389 (remains of

seasonal village or campsite) or result in discovery of unrecorded cultural
resources. Mitigation Measures C-1 through C-3 establish procedures to protect
cultural resources by requiring SFPP to avoid cultural sites or to implement plans

for recovery and archiving of any resources found.

5.3.4. Environmental Contamination ,
Construction through areas with contaminated soils could

affect workers or nearby public. Mitigation Measures EC-1 through EC-6 require
site evaluation prior to construction so c()ntan'niﬁahls and their locations are
identified. They also require the development of contingency plans that require
SFPP to enact specific safety procedures. These plans require approval by the
CPUC and the Departiment of Toxic Substances Control prior to construction.
Construction could interfere with abandoned or inactive oil wells, causing oil to
be released; Mitigation EC-7 requires SFPP to identify the locations of wells

before construction so they can be avoided.

- 53.5. Geology and Soils
Liquefaction of soils ¢ould cause pipeline rupture in a large

earthquake, resulting in possible environmental damage or injury if an explosion
occurs. Mitigation Measure G-2 requires implementation of design measures to
reduce the likelihood of pipeline damage, including deeper burial of the pipe, .

thicker pipe walls, or installation of additional block valves.




A97-05-019 ALJ/BRS/jva

§3.6. Water Resources and Hydrology
Channel scour in Compton Creek could result in pipeline

exposure and possible pipeline damage. Mitigation Measures H-3 through H-5
require SFPP to bury the pipeline at a deeper level and use thicker walled pipe,

or to bore the pipeline below the creek’s scour levels.

5.3.7. Land Use and Public Recreation
Project construction will cause short-term disturbance to

sensitive land uses adjacent to the pipeline route due to noise, traffic congestion,
and air emissions. Mitigation Measures L-1 through L-3 require that SFPP notify
residents and those responsible for other sensitive land uses before the start of

construction, and that SEPP designate a public liaison for the ¢onstruction time

period. Mitigation Measure L-5 restricts construction hours adjacent to schools.

53.8. Noise
Short-term construction noise could disturb residents

adjacent to the pipeline construction. Miligatioi\ Measures N-1 through N-5
include pracedures to reduce noise impacts by requiring SFPP to notify residents
of construction timing, to implement complaint procedures, and to use noise

reduction techniques on construction equipment.

5.3.9. Socioeconomics, Public Seérvices, and Utilitles
Short-term construction disturbance could disrupt

businesses or impede access to businesses. Mitigation Measure S-1 requires that
SFPP coordinate with businesses to develop a Business Impact Mitigation Plan
that would reduce this impact by designing site-specific construction schedules
or access plans. Mitigation Measure 5-2 requires compensation to businesses that
clearly document losses due to disruption or disptacement from construction or’

accidents, subject to arbitration by an independent party.
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5.3.10. Transportation and Traffic ,
Project construction would have a short-term impact on

transportation and traffic: traffic lanes would be blocked and access to adjacent
residences and businesses would be restricted. Mitigation Measures T-1 through
T-5 require development of Traffic Control Plans (which would require approval
by local jurisdictions), coordination with businesses and local jurisdictions to
avoid access problems, notification to businesses and residents, and scheduling
to minimize impacts. The EIR also identifies impacts to pedestrian or bicycle
traffic, and to emergency response vehicles. Mitigation Measures T-6 and T-7
require SFPP to develop alternate routes and to coordinate with emergency
service providers to ensure that they have access to all roads and businesses, if
needed. Mitigation Measures T-8 and T-9 require that staging areas be reviewed
and that a shuttle bus be provided for workers; these measures would reduce
parking and traffic congestion at staging areas. Construction could damage
roadways; Mitigation Measure T-12 requires proper restoration of roads. Public
transit operations could be disturbed by construction in roadways, and
Mitigation Mcasures T-13 requires coordination with transit p—roviders to
minimize disturbance.

5.3.11. Visual Resources

Night construction could disturb motorists, pedestrians,

and residents. Mitigation Measure V-2 restricts night construction, and requires
control of lighting and notification to adjacent land users.

5.4. Signiticant Impacts That Cannot Be Mitigated To Insigniticant
Levels (Class | Impacts)

The Final EIR identifies several significant cffects from the
construction and operation of the Project that cannot be fully mitigated or

avoided. Most of these impacts result from the probability that a pipeline
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accident (fuel spill, fire, or explosion) will occur during the lifetime of the Project.

Twenty mitigation measures are included in the EIR (Section C.11, System Safety
and Risk of Upset) to increase pipeline safety. However, itis not possible to
completely climinate the possibility that a spill will occur since spills can result
from large earthquakes or from third-party damage to the pipe; therefore, the
possibility that a pipeline accident could occur remains a significant and
unmitigable impact. The significant and unmitigable impacts in the EIR are the
following:

1. Construction equipment would cause short-ternx air
emissions of nitrous oxides that would exceed the
established South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) thresholds. Twelve niitigation measures are
included in the EIR (Section C.2, Air Quality) to reduce
nitrous oxide emissions by limiting concurrent
construction activities and s‘cheduling activities to avoid
peak emission periods, requiring specific engine
maintenance procedures, and prohibition of vehicle
idling over ten minutes.

. A pipeline accident could cause human injury or
environmental damage including air emissions in
violation of SCAQMD's established thresholds,
contamination of surface waters and groundwater,
impacts on sensitive blologlcal species at river mouths,
disruption of utility services, and damage to pipeline
facilities. Mitigation measures reduce the likelihood that
an accident will cause serious damage by requiring SFP’P
to prepare an Urban Spill Response Plan that identifies
sensilive land uses, biological resources, and water
resources that would require priorily protection if a spill
occurs. Other mitigation measures require that SFPP
install state-of-the-art pipeline monitoring and leak
detection systems, use pipeline coatings that reduce
corrosion, inspect valves every 6 months, and provide
spill response and fire fighting equipment in specific
locations along the route. However, even with these
measures, a pipeline accident could still occur.

-921 -
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3. Alarge carthquake on the Newport-Inglewood Fault
could cause pipeline rupture. A mitigation measure
requires SFPP to m\p!ement specific design measures
(thicker walled pipe or additional block valves) at the
fault crossing to reduce the likelihood of pipeline rupture
in an earthquake, but a large earthquake could still cause
pipeline damage.

5.5. Environmental Findings and Statement of Overriding

Considérations

As required by CEQA, we cannot approve the Project unless we find
that the Project has been modified to mitigate or avoid each significant effect on
the environment, or that specific considerations make the mitigation measures or
alternatives identified in the Final EIR infeasible and specific overriding
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the Project outweigh the
significant cffects on the environment, The following paragraphs address
(1) significant effects of the project, and (2) alternatives selected to reduce
impacts.

As described above, all sig‘nificant}impacts resulting fron: the Project

cannot be avoided or eliminated. However, SFPP has demonstrated the need for

the Project and the specific benefits that it would provide. The Project is required

because of the increasing demand for petroleum products in Southern Nevada,
Arizona, and California’s Inland Empire. These areas are served by SFPP’s
distribution system from its Colton Terminal, which currently can receive 350,000
barrels of fuel per day. The completion of the Project would increase this volume
to 520,000 barrels per day. _

If the Project is not constructed, the demand for petroleum products
will most likely be served by increases in truckmg of petroleum fuels from
Los Angeles to the Colton Terminal. The EIR evaluated the impacts of truckmg

in the No Project Alternative, and determined that the impacts would be more
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severe than those of the pipeline project. Shipment of petroleum products by
pipeline is safer than shipment by truck, where accidents are more frequent and
occur in heavily traveled areas. Therefore, the proposed pipeline, as modified,

was determined to have environmental advantages over the No Project

Alternative.

The significant and unmitigable effects of the Project include

short-term nitrous oxide emissions and risk of pipeline accidents. The nitrous
oxide emissions are considered to be acceptable due to their relatively short
duration, and the implementation of 12 mitigation measures that will reduce
emissions to the extent feasible. The risk of pipeline accidents is the most
significant unavoidable impact associated with the Project. However, this risk is
acceptable because (1) 20 mitigation measures will be implemented to reduce the
likelihood and severity of accidents, and (2) the only alternative to pipeline
transport of fuels is trucking of fuels, which causes more frequent and severe
accidents. Therefore, the significant impacts of the Project are considered tobe
mitigated to the extent feasible, and the benefits of the pipeline are considered to
outweigh the potential impacts.

~ Asdescribed in Section 3.3 above, several alternative route segments
were considered in the EIR, and portions of five segments were found to be
environmentally superior to the route proposed by SFPI: Santa Fe, Cherry,
Paramount, Bellflower Rail, and Artesia alternatives. While these alternative
route segments did have environmental advantages to the equivalent segments
of the proposed route, they would still have significant and uhmitigablc impacts

associated with Project construction and operation.

5.6. Comments on the Final EIR
Comments on the Final EIR were filed by the cities of Artesia and

Paramount. While the CPUC has no procedures requiring consideration of

-23-
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comments on the Final EIR or requiring response to such comments, we believe it
is appropriate to do so in this case, since both cities provided detailed comments
and obviously are seriously concerned about certain aspects of the
environmentally superior route in their cities. The responses to these comments
are attached to this decision as Appendix C.

While we appreciate the concerns of both cities, we believe that in
general they are requesting a level of detail in the Final EIR that is not required or
envisioned under CEQA, and is not practical. CEQA requires a broad
consideration of reasonable alternatives, resulting in selection of an
environmentally superior alternative. That alternative of necessity may not be
superior in every single aspect at every location. And specific detailed locations
of all project facilities cannot be determined at the Final EIR stage. Rather, that
must be accomplished in a more detailed manner in cooperation with the local

jurisdictions involved.

We conclude that the attached responses adequately respond to the

comments of the cities of Artesia and Paraniount. Those comiments have not

altered our conclusion that the Final EIR meets all CEQA requirements.

6. Conclusion
The Commission has carefully reviewed the Draft EIR, comments on it,

and the final EIR. While there are environmental impacts that cannot be
mitigated to a level that is not significant, the Project overall as modified by route
alternatives, has less negative impact on the environment than the No Project
alternative. We have carefully considered the extensive comments of the City of
Paraniount (Paramount) on the Final EIR, wherein Paramount criticizes the
document as inadequate to’satisfy CEQA, and asks that either the Draft EIR be
recirculated for comment, or thata Su‘pp]ement;ﬂ Final EIR be issued to -

incorporate the changes and additions and further detail that it deemis hecessary.

-24 -
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Except for two minor areas where we agree with their comments (see
Appendix C) we disagree with the characterization that the document does not
satisfy CEQA. |

Paramount obviously would like substantially more detailed
environmental study within its city. Ho‘wever, many details remain to be worked
out in conjunction with the local jurisdictions, including Paramount. For
example, the precise location of the pipeline within the specified stfcets must be
determined with knowledge of all existing facilities that are buried in the street.
The local jurisdictions have such information, and the applicant will work out the
precise location of the facilities in consultation with the local jurisdictions
involved. Itis not practical to attempt to define those precise locations in the
Draft EIR or in the Final EIR, and that is not envisioned under CEQA.

Paramownt also questions the adequacy of the details of the mitigation
measures. The Mitigation Monitoring Program adopted in this decision provides
identification of procedures that will be followed in its implemeritation. The
Commission will develop an implementation plan that describes in more detail
how each measure will be implemented and monitored.

The.City of Artesia strongly opposes the Artesia alternative segment,
preferring the Alondra alternative segnierit. The Commission maintains that the
Final EIR has adequately considered these alternatives and supports the
environmentally superior alternative in all areas including this one.

Artesia requests further study of the consequences of a pipeline accident,
and notes that the Project must comply with various safety regulations. We will
not require further study, concluding that the Final EIR fully satisfies the letter

and intent of CEQA in this regard.

Arlesia expresses concern regarding how various mitigation measures will

be carried out, especially relating to water mains fire flow, and water wells.

.95 -
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We conclude that the Final EIR satisfies CEQA in _lhc-sc arcas and that
Artesia’s concerns should be alleviated by the mitigation measures and the city’s
own permit process. The Commisston’s Executive Director is responsible for
assuring the compliance of the construction with the adopted witigation
measures.

We have carefully considered the adequacy of the Final EIR in concluding
that it should be certified. We have also considered the financing plans of the
applicant, and find that SFPP should be exempt from the Competitive Bidding
Rule. We conclide that the financing plan is not adverse to the public interest.

We conclude that the application should be approved under the conditions
set forth in the order that follows.

Findings of Fact
1. Applicant SFPP is a ¢corporation organized and existing under the laws of
the State of Delaware.
© 2. Granting the approvals requested by SFPP in this application will enable
SEPP to construct and operate a new common carrier liquid petrolewm products
pipeline between the cities of Carson and Nonwalk, and to modify station

facilities in the cities of Carson, Norwalk, Industry, and Colton.

3. The Commission is the lead agency under CEQA with respect to the

environmental review of the Project and preparation of the Final EIR.

4. The Commission has conducted an environmental review of the Project

pursuant to CEQA.

5. The Final EIR consists of the Draft EIR, revised to incorporate comments
and responses to comments received by the Commission from the proponent,

agencies, and the public.
6. The Final EIR has been completed in accordance with CEQA Guidelines,

Sections 15120 through 15132.
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7. The Commission has reviewed and considered the information in the Final
EIR before approving the Project.

8. The Final EIR identifics significant environniental effects of the Project that
can be mitigated or avoided to the extent that they become not significant. The
Final EIR describes measures that will so mitigate or avoid such effects.

9. Aslead agency under CEQA, the Commission is required to monitor the
implementation of mitigation measures adopted for this Project to ensure full
compliance with the provisions of the monitoring program.

10. The Mitigation Monitoring, Conpliance, and Reporting Plan in
Appendix B conforms to the recommcﬁdations‘ of the Final EIR for measures
required to mitigate or avoid environmental effects of the Project that can be

mitigated or avoided.

11. The Commission will develop a detailed implententation plan for the

Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Plan, which will be provided
to tocal jurisdictions for review and input before it is finalized.

12. The Final EIR identifies several significant environmental effects of the
Project that cannot be mitigated or avoided, as follows: (a) construction
equipment would cause short-term air cemissions of nitrous oxides that could
exceed the established South Coast Air 'qu_ality Management District (SCAQMD)
thresholds; (b) a pipeline accident could cause human injury or environmental
damage including air emissions in violation of SCAQMD's established
thresholds, contamination of surface waters and groundiwater, impacts on
sensitive biological species at river mouths, disruption of utility services, and
damage to pipeline facilities; (c) a large carthquake on the Newport-Inglewood
Fault could cause pipeline rupture.

13. For significant effects where no feasible mitigation exists to reduce the

environmental effects to less than significant, specific overriding economic, legal,
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social, technological, or other benefits of the Project outweigh the significant

effects on the environment.

14. There is a need for additional petroleum products transportation capacity

between Carson and Colton.

15. The Project includes construction and operation of a 16-inch pipeline that
would transport up to 190,000 barrels per day of petroleum products, consisting
of approximately 56% gasoline, 19% jet fuel, and 25% diesel fuel.

16. The applicant estimates that the Project will cost $22 million to construct.

17. The alternative to construction and operation of the proposed pipeline
project is to ship petroleum products by truck and to éxpand use of existing
pipelines.

18. The shipment of petroteunt products by truck would resultin more
accidents and associated environniental damage than shipment by pipeline.

19. The Final EIR identifies five alternative pipeline route segment’s including
portions of the Santa Fe, Cherry, Paramount, Bellflower Rail, and Artesia
alternatives as en\'ir’ohméntally superior to the equivalent proposed route
segments.

Conclusions of Law -

1. The processing of the EIR in this proceeding complies with the
requirements of CEQA.

2. The contents of the Final EIR comply with the requirements of CEQA.

3. Responses to comments on the Final EIR should be made as part of the

Final EIR.
4. The Final EIR should be certified for the Project in accordance with CEQA.

5. Our approval of the Project plpelme isin the publlc interest.

6. SFPP’s request for approval of its plans to finance the Project as set forth in

its amended application, should be approved.

-28-
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7. SEPP’s application should be approved subject to modifications required to
incorporate portions of the Santa Fe, Cherry, Paramount, Bellflower Rail, and

Artesia alternatives.

ORDER

1T IS ORDERED that:
1. Application 97-05-019, as amended through and including March 31, 1998,

is approved, subject to the terms and conditions set forth herein.

2. Appendix Cis hereby made as part of the Final Environmental Impact
Report (EIR). |

3. The Final EIR is certified as the EIR for the project which is the subject of
the applical:ior'\ and its amendnients (Project), and is certified for use by
responsible agencies in considering subsequent approvals for the Project, or for
portions thereof.

4. Applica_nit, Santa Fe Pacific Pipelines, L.D. (S.FPP), is authorized to incur
evidence of indebtediess pursuant to Public Utilities (PU) Code s 816 et. seq.
sufficient to finance the construction of the pipeline and related pump station
modifications.

5. SFPP is authorized to issue promissory notes in an aggregate'principal
amount not to exceed $20 inillion, pursuant to the proposed credit agreement.

6. SEPP is authorized to encumber utility pr0peily pursuant to PU Code
§ 851, only as necessary with regard to issuing the promissory notes.

7. SFPP is exempt from any provision of law, or any rule, regulation, or order
of this Commission, rccjuiring competitive bidding in issuing SEPP’s promissory
notes. :

8. SFPP shall obtain au thority from the Commission prior to adopting any :

ownership structuee different than that described in the amended application.
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9. SFPP shall, as a condition of approval, comply with all mitigation measures
specified in Appendices C of the Final EIR as conformed in Appendix A, attached
hereto, as directed by Executive Director.

10. The Executive Director shall supervise and oversee construction of the
Project insofar as it relates to monitoring and enforcement of the mitigation
conditions described in Appendix A. The Executive Director may delegate his
duties to one or more Commission staff members or outside staff.- The Executive
Director shall track and record direct expenses and time devoted to ascertain the
costs of the monitoring mitigation measures to the Commission. The Executive
Director is authorized to employ staff independent of the Commission staff to
carry out such functions, including, without limitation, the on-site environmental
inspection, environmental monitoring, and environmental mitigation supervision
of the construction of the Project. Such staff may be individually qualified
professional environmental monitors or may be employed by one or more firms
or organizations. No person or organization shall be so employed who
beneficially owns any security of, or has received during the past five years or is
presently entitled to receive at any time in the future more than a de minimis
amount of compensation for consulting services from SFPP. In monitoring the
implementation of the environmental mitigation measures described in
Appendix A, the Executive Director shall attribute the acts and omissions of
SEPP’s employees, contractors, subcontractors, or other agents to SFPP’. SFPP
shall comply with all orders and directives of the Executive Director concerning
implementation of the environmental mitigation measures described in
Appendix A.

11. The Exccutive Director shall not authorize SFPP {o commence actual

construction until SEPP shall have entered into a cost reimbursement agreement

with the Commission for the recovery of the costs of the mitigation monitoring
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program described in Appendix A, including, but not limited to, special studics,
outside staff, or Commission staff costs directly attributable to mitigation
monitoring. The Executive Director is authorized to enter int6 an agreement with
SEPP that provides for such reimbursement on terms and conditions consistent
with this decision in forin satisfactory to the Executive Director. The Executive
Director shall evidence his approvél of such agreement by his Resolution. The
termis and conditions of such agreement shall be deemed conditions of approval
of the application to the same extent as if they were set forth in full in this
decision.

12. Disputes concerning directives of the Executive Director to SFPP during
the course of actual construction of the Project shall be determined by the

Exccutive Director, as evidenced by his Resolution. Any person aggrieved by

any such Resolution may appeal to the Commission, pursuant to Rule 9(a) and

related provisions of the Rules of Practice and Procedure. The Executive
director’s Resolution shall remain in full force and effect until affirmed, modified
or vacated by the Commission.

13. SFPP shall file a written notice with the Commission, served on all parties
to this proceeding, of its agreement, executed by an officer of SFPP duly
authorized (as evidenced by a resolution of its boards of directors duly
authenticated by a secretary or assistant secretary of SFPP to acknowledge SEPP
acceptance of the conditions set forth in Ordering Paragraph 9 through 13,
inclusive. Failure to file such notice within 45 days of the effective date of this
decision shall result in the lapse of the authority granted by this decision.

14. The Executive Director shall file a Notice of Determination for the Project
as required by the California Environmental Quality Act and the regulations

promulgated pursuant thereto.
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15. Uponsatisfactory completion of the Project, a notice of completion shall be

filed with the Execulive Director by the Energy Division.
16. Application 97-05-019 is closed. |
This order is effective today.
Dated October 8, 1998, at Laguna Hills, California.

RICHARD A. BILAS
President
P. GREGORY CO\)LON
JESSIE J. KNIGHT, JR.
HENRY M. DUQUE
JOSIAH L. NEEPER
Conmmissioners
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PART F. PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING,
COMPLIANCE, AND REPORTING PLAN

F.1 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this section is to briefly describe the mitigation monitoring process for this Proposed Project
and describe the roles and responsibilities of govemment agencies in implemeating and enforcing the
adopted mitigation measures.

This EIR includes a proposed Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Program for the
mitigation measures proposed herein for the Carson to Norwalk Pipeline Project. A Program for the
Proposed Project and the altemative segments is provided at the end of each issue area's Eavironmentat
Analysis in Part C (C.2 - C.13). The text following this Introduction provides the recommended
framework for the implementation of the Program as it would be handled by the CEQA Lead Agency: the
California Public Utilities Commission.

The Pubdlic-Utililes Code in numerous places ¢confets authority upon the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) to regulate the terms of service and the safety, practices and equipment of utilities
subject to its jurisdiction. It is the standard practice of the CPUC, pursuant to its statutory responstbility
to protect the environment, to require that mitigation measures stipulated as conditions of approval be
implemented properiy, monitored, and reported on. In 1989, this requirement was codified statewide as
Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code, Section 21081.6 requires a public agency to adopt a
Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Program when it approves a project that is subject to
preparation of an EIR and where the EIR for the project identifies significant adverse environmental
effects.

The purpose of a Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Program is to ensure that measures
adopted to mitigate ot avoid sigaificant impacts are implemented. The CPUC views the Program as a
working guide to facilitate not only the implementation of mitigation measures by the project proponent,
but also the monitoring, compliance and reporting activities of the CPUC and any monitors it may
designate.

The Commission will address its responsibility under Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 when it takes
action on the Carson to Norwalk Pipeline application. If the Commission approves the application, it will
also adopt a Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Program which inctudes the mitigation
measures ultimately made a condition of approval by the Commission.

F.2 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
If the project is approved, the Mitigation Menitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Pian (MMCRP) should

serve as a self-contained general reference for the Mitigation Monitoring Program adopted by the
Commission for the Catson to Norwatk Pipeline Project. To accomplish this, the Final Mitigation

Final EIR, May 1998 F-1
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. F. Proposed Mitigation Monitoring,
Compliance, and Repotting Plan

h)

F.3 ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

- As the lead agency under CEQA, the CPUC is required to monitor this project to ensure that the required
mitization measures are implemented. The CPUC will be responsible for ensuring full compliance with
the provisions of this monitoring program and bas primary responsibility for implementation of the
monitoring program. The purpose of the monitoring program is to document that the mitigation measures
required by the CPUC are implemented and that mitigated environmental impacts are reduced to the level
identified in the Program.

Because of the geographic location of the Proposed Project, the CPUC may delegate duiies and
responsibilities for monitoring to other environmental monitors or consultants as deemed necessary, and
some monitoring respoasibilities may be assumed by respoasible agencies, such as affected jurisdictions
.and cities, and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). The CPUC will assign at least one
eavironmental monitor to each construction spread to codrdinate implementation of the MMCRP for the
designated s’ﬁr’ead. The CPUC or its designee(s), however, will ensure that the person delegated any duties
or tesponsibilities is qualified to monitor compliance.

Any mitigation measure study Ot plan that requires the approval of the CPUC must allow at least 60 days
for adequate review time. When a mitigation measure requires that 2 mitigation program be developed
during the design phase of the project, the Applicant must submit the final program to CPUC for review
and approval for at least 60 days before ¢onstruction begins. Other agencies and jurisdictions may require
additional review time. It is the responsibility of the environmental monitor assigoed to each spread o
insure that appropriate agency reviews and approvals are obtained.

The CPUC or its designee will also easure that any deviation from the procedures identified under the
monitoring program is approved by the CPUC. Any deviation and its correction shall be reported
immediately to the CPUC or its designee by the environmental monitor assizned to the construction spread.

F.4 ENFORCEMENT RESPONSIBILITY

The CPUC is responsible for enforcing the procedures adopted for monitoring through the environmental
monitor assigned to each construction spread. The eavirommental monitor shall note problems with
moniloring, notify appropriate agencies or individuvals about any problems, and teport the prodlems to the
CPUC or its designee. )

The CPUC has the authority to halt any copstruction, operation, O maintenance activity associated with .
the Carson to Norwalk Pipeline Project if the activity is determined to be a deviation from the approved
project o1 adopted mitigation measures. The CPUC may assign this authority to the environmental monitor
for each construction spread.

Final EIR, May 1998
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F.7 GENERAL MONITORING PROCEDURES

F7.1  ENVIRONMENTAL MONITOR

Many of the monitoring procedures will be conducted during the construction phase of the project. The
CPUC and the environmental monitor(s) are responsible for integrating the mitigation menitoring
procedures into the construction process in coordination with SFPP. To overses the monitoring procedures
and (o ensure success, the environmental monitor assigned to each construction spread must be onsite
during that portion of construction that has the potential to create a significant environmental impact ot
other impact for which mitigation is required. The environmental monitor is responsible for easuring that
all precedures specified in the monitoring program are followed.

F1.2 CONSTRUCTION PERSONNEL

A key featuré contributing to the success of mitigation monitoring will be obtaining the full cooperation
of construction personnel and supervisors. Many of the mitigation measures require action on the part of
the construction supervisors or crews for successful implemeatation. To ensure success, the following
actions, detailed in specific mitigation measures included in the Final Plan, will be taken:

Procedures to be followed by construction companies hired to do the work will be written into contracis between
SFPP and the coastruction companies. Procedures to de followed by construction crews will be written into
a separate agreement that all construction personnel will be asked to sign, depoting agreement.

One o1 more preconstruction meetings will e held to inform all and train construction persoanel about the
requirements of the monitoring program (as detailed in the Final Pian).

A writtén summary of mitigation monitoring procedures will de provided to construction supervisors for all
mitigation measures requiring their attention.

F.7.3 GENERAL REPORTING PROCEDURES

Site visits and specified monitoring procedures performed by other individuals will be teported to the
environmental monitor assigned to the relevant coastruction spread. A monitoring record form will be
submitted to the environmental monitor by the individual conducting the visit o7 procedure $o that details
of the visit can be recorded and progress tracked by the environmental monitor. A checklist will be
developed and maintained by the environmental monitor to track all procedures tequired for each mitigation
measure and to ensure that the timing specified for the procedures is adhered to. The environmental
monitor will note any problems that may eccur and take appropriate action to rectify the problems. The
Applicant shall provids the CPUC with written quarterly reports of the project, which shall include
progress of construction, resulting impacts, mitigation implemeated, and all other noteworthy ¢lements of
the project.

Fina! EIR, May 1998
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N Cy EXVIRONMENTAL ANALYSTS
C.2 Alr Quality

operations, there would be the same level of operational emissions as what was identified for the proposed

route.
C.2.10 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

If the proposed project is not built and demand grows as predicted by SFPP, petroleum products would
have to be provided to the Nevada, Arizona, and Inland Empire markets by other methods (¢ither via other
pipetines or trucks). The air quality impacts associated with the transpomng the product by trucks would
be much tugher than the operational emissions associated with the proposed project because 0ngomg
trucking emissions greatly exceed those of a pipeline. In addition, the usage of trucks for transporting the
product would increase the potential for accidents and subsequent emission releases from the spills.
Overall, in comparison to the propased project, the No Project Alternative would generate more emissions,
and therefore, would have a greater likelihood of impacting the local air quality conditions, resulting in
a significant (Class I) impact.

C.2.11 MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

Table C.2-21 on the following page presents the Mitigation Monitoring Prégram for air quality. These
measures would be applicable to construction on the proposed toute and all alternative route segments.

Final EIR, May 1958




C. EXVIRONMENTAL ARALYSIS
C.2 Alr Quality

Tmpact

Miclgation Measure

Location

Menltoring Reporting Acilon

_ Effectlveness
Criterla

Rejponslble Timing

genky

Constrxilon
actlvitles result

in exceedance of

Construction equipment shall
be malntainéd in tune, pec
manufacturing specifications.

All plpeline
m]gl%on
constiuction

Review cenification from a third-
party certificd mechanke,

Prglne emisslons
u‘:sg rﬁaccd.
Effectivénesy

cannct
monitored In the
ficld.

CPUC and the
SCAQMD construction

Privt 1o

SEPP/eontractor shall use
catalytic convertess on all

gasoline equipment.

All pipeline
amglgfbn
coastruction

Review cddification from a thlrd-
party cerlificd mechask,

Englng emissions
are reduced,
Effectivensss

cannot
monitored Inthe
fichd.

CPUC and the
SCAQMD

Prlo'r to
construction

Retard diesel engine fnjection
Himing by two degrees before
top cendér on all Construction
equipment that was
manufactured before 1996,
and which does not havé an
eafstlog 1C éngine warranty
with the mamfactures,

All ne
lrdgllapfion
comstruction

Review cedification from a thicd-
parly cenified mechanic,

Englne emlssions
et A
Effectiveness
cannot be
moaitofed Inthe
ficd.

CPUCandthe
SCAQMD

SUPP shall submit an

a!r:;l iics showing ﬂ:mhble
€ ulpmeat 2
dcm;mltr'g!c thelr feasibitity
for this project.

All plpetine
and Sation
construction

Review repoit.

Eaglne emissions
are réduced, |
Effectiveness
carnot be
monitoved In the
ficld.

CPUCand the
SCAQMD

Prorto
construction

Cease construction durl
peclods of high amb}cmns
g\l-olluum concentrstions (i.e.,
age 2 smog alerts) near the
coastroction area.

Al pipeline
and g!‘z)!cloa
constiuction

Revkew documentation of the dale
and timé of each stage 2 smoﬁ akrt
a3 announced by the SCAQMD, and
the perlod of time that construction
fs ¢eased.

Frglne emisstons
a5 pnduced,
Effectiveness
cannot be
noaitored tnthe
field.

CPUC and the
SCAQMD

Use ‘llai h picssuce Injectors
on all dieset englnes
manufactured %gcfor'e 1995,
and which does not have an
existing LC englne warranty
with the manefactorer.,

All plpeline
snd gti:rch;n
construciion

Review cedtification from a third-
parly ceetified méchanke stating that
aH diesel construction equipment
cngines are utilizing high pressure
fuel Injectors.

Pngln¢ emissions
e feduced,
Effectiveness
cannX be
monitored inthe
field.

CPUC and the
SCAGMD

Schedule all mateelal

tklivc‘jrl(&:s 10 'h!e pgx::{;ﬁ(cbn
read (¢.8.

spgzk mf_ﬁgc bgurs, and

minlmizé other truck trips

dudlng peak traffic hours.

All plpeline
and station
consteuction

Congtruction plan and schedule;
monitor construction acilvities.

Engine emissions
are reduced,
Effectivendss
tannot be
monitored inthe
ficld.

CPUC and ihe
SCAQMD

Before and during
comstructon

Final EIR, May 1998
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C.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES *

Table C.3-2 Mitigation Monitorlng Program for Blologlcal Resources

Impact

Mitlgatlon Measure{s)

Locatlon

Monitoring/Reporting
Actlont

Effectiveness
Criterla

Responsible
Agency

Timing

Increased
scdimentation and
eroston in Comyplon
Creek (Class 1)

B-1 Construction within
Complon Creek shall
be gulded by
restrictions 1o
minhuize erosion and
sedimentation.

Complon
Cree
Crossing

CPUC and CDIG t0
approve construction
plan for Complon
Creek and monitor
construction

Plzn contalng
sufticlent detail to
ensure that impacts
to the streambed will
be avolded

cruc,
CDFG, L..A.
County Dept.
of Public
Works

Before and
during
construciton

Damage or removal of
cucalyptus trees (Class
1)

B-2 Monitoring of
construction In
DeFPorest Park.

B-3 Survey for raptors
prior to bore pit
excavation.

DePorest
Park (Los
Angeles
River
Crossing)

CPUC and USFWS 1o
approve construction
plan for bore pit in
DeForest Park

Plan contalns
sufficlent detail to
ensure no fmpact to
sensitive wildlife

CrPuC,
USFWS

Pelor to
construction

Pipeline malnténance
or spill response
aclivitles post-
installation could
disturb rlparian
vegelation in Complon
Creek (Class 1)

B-4 Biologist shall monitor
trenching in Compton
C[\C‘

B-5 Soil shall be stockpiled
and replaced,

B-6 If live trees are
impacted, a
revegetation or weed
eradication plan shall
be prepared.

Complon
Cree

CPUC and CDFQ o
?pmve malnlcnmcc
for Comp!
Cteek prlor to s!arl of
construction

Plan contalns
sufficlent detail to
ensute that impacts
1o vegetatlon within
the streambed and
the sireambed itself
will be avolded

ceruUC,
USACH,
CDFG, L.A.
Counly Dept.
of Public
Works

Pelor to
construction

Pipeline ruptuze would
cause conlamination of
Los Angeles River,
San Gabrlel River and
Compton Crecek,
downstieam areas, and
harbors (Class 1)

SS-16 (Section C.11)
incorporales the text of B-7
{from Draft EIR) regarding
spill tesponse,

Complon
Creek and
San Gabrlel
River
Ccrossings;
downsiream
harbots

CPUC to epprove
tevised Urban Spill
Response Pian

Plan describes
habitats and response
strategies to
minimize impacis on
sensitive specles

CPUC,
CDrgG,
CSEM,
USEWS

Pilor to
opeation

¥inal EIR, May 1998
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O, EXVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
CA Cultura) Resources

Table C.4-1 Mitigatlon Monltering Plan

Fmpact

Mitlgatlon Measure

Location

Monltoring/Reportin
At%lonw £

Effectiveness Criterda

Responsible

Timing
Agency

Trenchlng could
distuib infact

deposits from site
: l{ﬁas«) {Class

Previously
unyecorded cultueal

C-1 Ancemvironments) monitor shatl

monitor all trenching and
excavatlon actlvities, andan
archacologlst shali be on call,
Cultural tesoutces kkentified shall
beavoided, I not feasitly
avolded, a Phase 2 significance
assessment of the resource shall be
conducted (see Mitlgation Measure
C-2 telhow).

Throughout plpeline
conidgt Pl

(-2 Complete Phase 2 archacologleal

festing if a shte Us found Juring
excavation and resources e not
feasibly avokJahle. Assesssite’s
slgnificance palor 10 continuation
of excavatlon. Deslgntest
excavations according to
parametecs ln text. Cuzate all
excavated noa-burkal relatad
artifacts and assoclated
Jocumentation at quatified facility.

C-3 Conduct Phase 3 data récovedy

nvestizations if Phase 2

Investigations Jetermine thata

significant slte will be affected.

Coordinate with appropriate

:&cmk& Design data fecovery
an.

CPUC mwonitor to
verify that SIPP
archacologlst monitors
ireaching and
excavation aciivities.
Bvaluate any
unanticipated finds
outstie of sensitive
areas.

trural resonrces are not
Jestroyed duelng
constioction; discoverles are
recorded propetly.

CPUC, relevant
gurisdictioml
agencies

buri rolect
eom!r;%x':bnh

Oil spill cleanup
acli:ﬁ could

impac
teo!ogkd
;[t,swrccs {Class

C-4 13 deleted: SS-16 (Section C.11)
incorporates C-4 from the Draft EIR.

Throughout pipeling
corrldor rire

CPUC monitoe to
ensure that quatifiad
archacologist reviews
Urban Spill Response
Plan to ¢nsure culiorsd
resources avolded or
minlmized during
containment and

Spifl contalnment and cleanup
does mk destroy culiural
[eSOuICes.

CPUC, relevant
jusisdictional
agencies

Prlor to project
operation.

cleanup,

Fuat EIR, May 1998
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C. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS®

C.5 Fayvlrenments] Contaminatlon

Table C.5-4 Mitigation Monitoring Program

Impact

Mitigatlon Measure

Location

Monl{oring/R In
. Aclksn cporting

Effectiveness Crlterla

Responsible
Agency

Timing

Contamination from
low impact potential
si!ts‘ could l[:.%!ik
wotkess of <
(Class 11)

EC1

Reevaluate low
polential shtes il
construction parameters

vary from those
dcl{nod.

All ow polenttal sites as
Kentified In PRA

Review summary repotl

Confirm absence o
evidence of contaminatlon

CPUC, DTSC,
County
Enviropmental
1ealth

Department

Pilr o
Froject

constructkon

Conlamination from
medivm linpact
poleatial sites could
affect workeds of

Conduct a thotough
teview of agency
reoonds; site spevific
visual Tnspection;
prepare a summary
repoit.

All medium potential sltes

3% Bentified In Table C.5-3

Review summary repoit

Conlirm absence or
evideoce of offslte
contamination

CPUC, DTSC,
Los Angeles
County
Environmental
Health
Department

T
7o
Co;su}nlon

high mpact potential
silcs‘ oould ‘ptsﬁtic
wotkers or

(Class 1)

Conduct an
Investlgation, ncluding
sampling a

fabonstory analysis, to
assess contaminant
tevels inthe surface
debrls and underlyling
soil along the atignment

All high polential sites as
ldemiﬁc-.m'n Table C.5-3

Review eavlronmental
confamination geport

lC'onr;pate conlaminant
evels 1o appropiiate
threshold concentration
fevels and review
ldtﬂu!t of healthand
safely plan for exlsting
conlaminants,

CPUC, DTSC,
Los Angeles
County
Bavlconmental
Healih
Depariment

Pelor to
Project
Constrixction

Contamination al

of public (Class 10y

Complete subsucface
{nvestipation at
Norwalk Station prior
to construction.

Norwalk Station

Review fest results
DTSC/County Health

Dept. Approval

Confirm abseace 6¢
evldence of contamination
affecting construction.

Cruc, DTSC,
Los Angeles
County
Environmental
tealth
Depariment

Contamination at
Statlons could affect
workers of putlic
(Class 11)

Perform records
searches for Watson,
Industry, 2nd Colton
Statins prior to
construction; rank
findings, and apply
appropriate measures as
hove.

Watson, Industiy, Colton
Sttion

Review repoat for
conmpliznce

Confirm absence or
evidence of recorded
contamination.

CPUC, DTSC,
Los Angelés
County
Bavlronniental
Health

Department

Priorto -
Projeéct
Construction

Encoundetin
unantklpat
contaminalion could
affect workees or

tic
&,‘Iass 1))

Tralned personnel shall
be present conllnuously
during aclive trenching
to observe visual
evidence of
contamlination and
petform monitoting
with appropaiate testing
equipnent.

Along entire plpeline route

Coordinate with
monitotng personnel to
confirm approgpiiale
trainlng and understanding
of testing t-iulpmenl,
review weekly r 3
prepared by monitoring
peesonncl.

Conduct pertodic site visits
durlng construction to
conlfirm that proper
rm:cdutes are belng
mplemented.

CPUC, DTSC,
Los Angeles
County
Environmental
Health Degpts.

During
Project

Constroction

Flu) EIR, May 1998
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C. ERXVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS ¢

Table C.8-12 Midgatlon Monltoring Plan

C.8 Land Use and Recreallon .

Lpact

Mitigation Mcasure

TLocallon

Monitoring/Reportln
g Actlon

Eifectlveness Crlterla

Responsible
Agency

Timing

Short-term
disruplion or
Inconvenience to
tesidents adjacent
to the plpeline
ROV during
construction
{Class 1)

Give 14 Jdays advance notlce (0
potentially affected property owners
and tenants prior to pipeline
construction by 1) mailing notlces lo
g:ope:llcs within 300 fecl of the ROW;

) posting butleting in local
nelghborhoods; and J) placing notices
in local newspapers.

Notify residents at least two weeks in
advance of lane closures where access
to residential areas may be restokied,
and develop alternative transportation
routes. Restore vehicle access to
resldential areas at the end of each
work day.

Use a public lialsonfcontacl person
before, during, and after construction
through residential arcas as the single-
point contact and Interface belween
testdents and constructlon crews.

Along pipeline
roule within
residential ateas

Review plan fog A
notkeing and schedule
for construction fn
populated areas;
ensure appolntment of
contact person to
coordinate
construction activities
in reskdential or other
sensilive use areas

Notification allows
tesidents to plan to
avold construction
tmpacts, where feasible

CPUC, Local
jurisdictions

Prior to
construction

Sporuelm
distutbance lo

Schedule construclion to avold peak
use peilods (weekends and holidays) al
recreational parks and peak use
times/scasons of the adjacent baseball
field. Provide onsite notification of
recrealional access closures al least (wo
weeks in advance

A recreational
ﬂarks along the
ow

Review construction
schedule

Avoldance of restricted
or congested access
during peak use periods

CPUC, City
Parks
Departments

Prlor to
construcilon

Short-tecm
disturbance to
sensitive fand uses
tesulting from
pipeline
construciion
{Class ).

Limit construction hours wheie
construction Is located adjacent to a
school (sce text for delails),
Construction shall be avolded adjacent
to schools during hours of high
aclivity.

Schools located
within 1600 feet
of the ROW

Review construction
schedule and hours;
verify school conlacts

Avoldance of
construction duting
school hours

CPUC, School
Districts

Peor to
construction

Flaal EIR, May 1598
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C\ ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYS1S"
C.10 Socloeconomlcs, Public Services, and Utllitles

Table C.10-7 Mitigation Monlitoring Program

Menltoring! Effectiveness Responsible
Tmpact Aitigation Measures Locatlon Reporiing Action Herla Agency

Construction polse, 5-1 Include a business relatlons coordinator | Entire plpeline  [Program shall be vold business CPUC, Los
emissions, and on the Applicant’s project construction | toute reviewed and apg;roukd by Misquption. Bnsure Ar:?dcs County
.

traffic ol feam; prepare a Business Impact affected Jurlsdict cceptable cost and affected
distupt businesses Mitigatton Plan; conlact affected recovery system City Plannlng
(Chass 1), 11Ty businesses. Des!gn construction for businesses. Departménts
scheduling to minkmize buslness lmpacts,

Applicant shall compensate any business Permitting agency should Pilot to and
disrupted, displaced oz forced to relocate verify thal compensation during

due 1o the constiuction of operation of has been paid. constiuction
the developer's project.

Use of water for 1D<leted)
dust susptessbn
and hydrolesting
coulkd have an

impact on wates

R aglrll)

Spill and/or clean- {Deleted; tocorporated Into SS-16)
up couM disrupt
businesses
(Class 1)

Al /SUS/ LTIV 6L0=50=L6"Y

Accient could The Applicant shall set priorities for Entire plpeline  [Assure that a Plans npi)fomi by | CPUC, Los

cause damage disaster repalr efforts on utitity lines and | route compichensive Utility ffice o Angeles County
collocated utilities, transportation netwosks. Restoration Plan 1s Emergency Service | and affected
resulting in fire, . prepared in Los Angeles City Planning

Eglosiﬁn of spill 'ourdy Departments
458

Final EIR, May (998




C. EXVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES

C.A1 System Salety and Risk of Upsel

Table C.11-7 Mitigatlon Monltoring Program

Tmpact

Mitigallon Measure

Responsible
Agency

Monltorlng/Reporting
Actlon

Effectiveness Crlitela

Timing

Construction
could impact
exlsting wiilitles
(Class )

$S4

Structoral sz:ﬂrou shall be provided for underground
ulilitles In and near the constouction area d-ul:;; work In
the trench and back(illing operations {o prevent damage 1o
such facilities Juring construction activities.

CPUC, OSHA

Obstrve & ensure that

a fate safely |}
pmgfm 2re ued

No damag¢ durlng construction
to utilities In and near the
construction area

Dutlng Project Construction

Fand t00ls shall be used 1a utility-Intensive areas and
within 24 fnches of underground structures.

CPUC, CSFM

Obseive & ensure that

2 Tate safel
w‘?&‘ﬁ'm are ugtd

No damage durlng construction
to wtilitles in and near the
construction arca

Duting Projeat Construction

I an unkrground utilirtif ks damaged dul
work shall be halted unfil the utility owner
contacted and repalis have been made.,

construction,
s béea

CPUC

Document Wtility damage

No extended damage 1o utilities

During Project Constrwction

Have an electrlcal conlractor on-call. Consult with natural
gas utility operators and tocal fire departments regarding

fesponse.

CPUC

Verlfy contractot on-call,
Revlew coples of
notifications

No damage to utilities

Duslng Project Constrction
S e tali
utitity)

Constrxtion
coutd cause fire
in high hazard

areas
(Class U11)

A Fire Protection Plan shalt be prepared fc:nsuro}ccl
cogs;rutceldion. Contingency analysis and planning shatl be
conducted. _

CPUCiFire
Departments

Review EPP fur adequacy

Approved plan Is in place prior
Topgnslrmli)ion place pr

Prior to Project Constroction

cause
cavironmental
damage oF
infury

(Class I)

SEPP shall develop and Implement a Fmgnm fot routlne
Inspection of mainling valves every six months. The valves
shall be checked for mechankeal integrity. Remotely
activated block valves shall be checked {o ensure the
function automatically and propely within 60 3.

CPUC, CSFM

$S-7

SEPP shall erhance the exlsting safety and monitorl
systems at all affected puinp statlons {Watson, Norwalk,
City of Industry and Colion) to ensure safety of operations

5S-8

teted.

58-9

SFPP shall install at feast two Mammablefcombustible
hydrocatbon detectors at each remolely opeeated pump,
with a veling system. If two detectors alarm at the same
time, the pump shutdown shall occur,

SS-10  SFEP shall Install currend stafe of-th¢-arl SCADA sysieny

Jefined as having the ability to detect a leak of § % of
ow In § mlnutes

Review snd apoprove
proposed malndenance and
nynitosing programs.

Pipeline feaks are detected ay
@ukckly as possible,

Review construction plans;
confirm after construction

Review pr SCADA
system requirements

Prlor to project operation

Pipeline
cottosion could
cause plpeline
leaking or
roptuce and
cesult {n spill
{Class 1)

SS-11 Implement internal cotroston techniques Including a

baseline smart pig run.

Local Flre
Depaitment

Provide coples of plgglin,
togs to locat fire peste
Jdepartmeats and the CPUC.
Repoil the Jelicieackes
endountered and remedial
actions requlired

No coirosion induced leaks from
plpetine

Burlng Project Operation

Flaal EIR, May 1938
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C, FAYIMONMENTAL ANALYSIS ¢
C.11 System Sardy and Risk of Upset

Mitlgation Measure Res Monlloﬂﬁmépwlln; Effectlveness Crllerla T!m!ng

Opcmloml §5-23 Theg Nﬁc Iinc shall ?e used only as stated In chon average dail ;k; Oi)}g’lg doss nol tx-:ctd During operation

SIpp k-n lnnsporllhon V10 CPUC onan
afrcgi tls! specifi ng ) num }g' Inctroteum produ-:ls only

and at lhe mulmum I‘row nte oI 500 rrels pee 3
(204,000 BPD)

L)

Place markers ln compliance with Federal and State CPUC, CSFM [Provide documéntalionto  [Mark K
Standards, p local A sdndions.a longo N c:{d:“ preveal o rd party Prlot to operation

6L0=50=L6"Y

x=
l—‘l
&y
~
tad
pee)
L&)
~
L N
<
@

Flnal EIR, May 1938




€\ ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYS!IS «

C.12 Transportation

Tmpact

Mitigation Measure

Locatlon

Monitoring/Repoiting
Actlon

Effectlveness Crllerla

Responsible

Timing
Agency

Con}f’udqctbn
could dise
slt'tan:‘;pt

feycle
cliculation ot
cause Increased
accidents (Class
)

16 Provide alternative pedestrian
and bicycle 2ccess routes with
appiopriate signs and
maikings, suﬁnl to approval
by the affected public agency.

Al locations
whéiec a
dc;l‘ nated
ppcudestrhn
route Is
obsiructed
(sWewatks,
recreational
paths, etc.).

Review documentation of:
SEPP coordination with
alfeciod public :f)enck;; and
SEPP conformation to all
required conditions,

H constroction actlviiles do not
totally block of unreasonably
impalr rlan movements
or safely, 83 determined by the
affected public agencies.

CPUC and tocal Prlor toand
Jurlsdktions., duting
construction.

Enxigency Kl
response vehkles
could be blocked
of Impeded by
pipeline
construction
:;:livitics (Class
)

T-7 Advance natification and
coordinatlon with eargemy
seevice providers. Rémain
prepared to immediately
provide emérgency access for

any propeity Isolated by
mnstp{niﬂebn activities,

All locatlons.

Réview SFPP notification and
cootdination with emeigency
sevkee providees. Review
SFPP demonstration of
capability to provide
immediale access &Cross
éxcavations, subject to
spproval by affected police,
medical, and fire agenches.

1f the construction sctlvitles do
not tolally prectude access 1o
any area eargeny vehkles.

CPUC and affected
tmeigency service
providers (fire,
police, shedill, CHP
and ambulance
seivkees).

Construction
workes parking
and traffic
congestion could
result from
conveigence at
staging arcas and
toniﬁlruclion c

ulpment trafiic
&llass 1)

T-8 Submit the kocatlon, stze,
puspose, munber of vehlcles
and construction equipmént to
be stored, and the dutation (hal
cach staging area will be usad.

Revlew SEPP recelpts of
approval of the affected focal
Jurisdictions (city ot counly)
for the staging areas.

If construction teaffic and
parking demand dJo nol create &
significant traffic Impaci on
public streets, and ifona
weekly basis at least 75 % of
the constructlon workers®
vehicles are parked at the s,

CPUC and affected
jurlsdicdons.

Prlot toand
dutlng
constructlon,

T-9 Provide shultle buses and off-
street parking areas for
construction workess.

Review SFPP drawing snllor
written description of each
shutide bus seevice staglng
area.

1€ constructlon tnaffic and
parking demand do not ceeate a
significant traffic Impact on
public streets.

CPUC and alfected
Jutlsdictions.

Parking of
conslruction
equlpment on
public toadways
could limit
available parking
{Class 111)

T-10 Provide an off-steeel area for
the storage of construction
equipment, vehkles, and
malelals.

Review SEPP drawing anlor
writtea desceiplion of cach
off-street storage area and
dxuntr;;tlon{r?m ig:( "
tesponsible Jurlsdict cHy
of county) that the location
has been appioved by the
affected jupmli-:tkm.

1f all construction equipment Iis
stored outside the publ‘::ow
ot within the protected
construction zone adjacent lo
an active constrxtlon site, and
there aze no significant paiking
impacts assoclated with ihe

CPUC and affected
Jurisdictlons,

Flnal EIR, May 1938

equipment storage.
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C. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
C.12 Transportation

Impact

Mitlgation Measuce

Locatlon

Monltoring/Repocting
Actlon

Effectlyeness Crlterla

Responsible
Agency

Timling

An plpeline leak {T-15 Deleted; teat Incorporated

or ruplure could
cause partial or
complete closure
of transporiation
{acililks {Class
) .

Into §8-16 (s2¢ Section C.11)

Cumulative
Impacts of
simuttanedus
construction
ojects
Class I}

T-16 Maintaln coordination with

agencles responsible for
encroachmeat permlts on cach
aifected readway and with
utility companies which have
facilities along the same
ROW.

All locations
where
construction
Intérfaces
with |
transpoctatio
n facility of
utilizy line,

Review documentation of
SFPP cooidination with each
affected public agency (city,
county, Imnsf: with
each affected uti ity regarding
scheduling and routing of the
plpeline comstruciion
activitles; 2nd coples of all
applicable encroachment
peimits.

if cumutative construciion
Impacts do not occur at any
focation.

CPUC, Calnans,
local agencles, and
uiility companles.

Construction in
Alondra .
Boulevard would
disrupt traflic
adjacént o
Cerritos College
(Class 11).

SEPP sh2ll meet with
adminlsteation officlals of
Cetiitos College and with
trafiic engincers from the
Citles of Ceqsitos and
Norwalk pelor (o final
construction planning to
minlmlzé inderference with
Collepe fraffic,

Alondra
Roulevard
adjacent to
Cecritos
College.

Review documeniation of
SEFPP cotre o6 with
Ceiritos College staff and
traffic englneérs from the
City of Ceritos and Norwalk
peior 1o plpeline operation.

i construction 6n Alondra
Boulevard would nc disrupt
trafiic sdjscent to Cerritos
College.

CPUC, Ceiriitos
Coilege, City of
Ceuritos, and City
of Notwalk

Flnal EIR, May 1598

BAL/SHE/LTY  6L0-50-L6"Y




3
=4
(w
O
13
o
g
g
i)
=
Re]
|
>
>

C. ENYIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS!

Table C.13-1 Mitlgatlon

Jmpact

Millgation Measure

Locatlon

Montoring Program

C.13 Visual Resources

Monltoring? Reportlng
Acllon :

Effectlveness
Criterla

Responsible
Agency

Construction
acthitles and
equipnent
would result in
visual Intruston
1o viewers
(Ctass 1)

V-1 Confine construction aclivities and

materlals storage to within the
plpetine ROW and above-ground
facility sites, such as exlsting
stations. AN food-related trash
(weappers, cans, food scraps, eic.)
shall be disposed of in closed
contalnets, and (he contalners
regulasly removed from the
construction site,

Along the
éntire route of
pro

project and
alternative
routes

Conduct weekl{'nsi?e
inspections dur g Project
Construction to confirm
adherence to conlract
specificatlons regarding
confinement of construction
sclivitles and storage of
construction materlals,

Construction
materlals and
excavated soils
are minimally
yisible from
adjacent travel
corrfdots.

CPUC and
Los Angeles
County and
City Building
Departments

Intruslon of
constructlon
nighttime tights
on motorlsis,
residents, and
pedestrlans
(Class 1)

Night construction lights shall be
directed away from the visual ficld
of motorlsts and pedestrlans along
the ROW. Prohibit night
construction within 500 yards of
residences and senshive receplors.
Provide 7 days notkce of night
construction.

Along the
entlré route of
prof

project and
alicenatlvé
foutes

Review construction
schedule and local
jurlsdicilons® permits to
determing the location and
time of occurrence of night
time construction

Night
construction
activitles do
not occur
adjacent to
residences

CPUC and
Los Angeles
County and
City Building
Departments

Final EIR, May 1938
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’ APPENDIX B
lmpatl S\Jmmny Tabks
CLASS Ill

Class Il Imp’lcls‘ Ad\ erse, Bul Not Signmcanl .
lssue Area:l’rojecl ¢r Al;cmzmerllmpad Descrlpllon Lo e | Pha 1 -~ Mitfgatlon Measure (summarlzed) . .
: T Iy L R O PN ~.;f\‘-‘SQ'\~'f\‘:1I_¥":;--(,-_._
Opamona\ emissions fmm pow uphms will rcsuh l’mm uwe of t!cdnc pumps (C 2 -2). 0. none appticable

A}
During an a0cident, releasad petroleum products would evaporate keading (0 potentiatly high -~ A 3
concentrations of gasoline vapors, and release of hydrocarbons may comtribute 10 ozone
foration (C.2-21).

Adr toais hydrodarhon compounds (e.g., benzene, loluenc xytene) would be tckasd Melow ihe
threshoM of significance) (C.2-22).

Cumulative operationa] impacts could result from pow eeplant emissions and maintennce
vehicles (C.2-24)

Rcmonl of Jamage 1o e nj gus frees dumg constrction in Delorest Park c-:-uld aﬂ'o.l wintet : B-2 SFPP shall monitor construction activity in DeTorest Park,
roosts for naptors (C.3-9a 3-10). B-3 SFPP shall susvey for raptors if constrntion takes place in wintes,

Cumulative construction impacts could result if residential, commercial or industrial proj none applicable
continue o be mmlnxtcd in areas through which the pmposcd pipeline wilt pass (C.3- )

one applicable

Clean vp of contaminated sites along the pipeline toute would ad 10 the regions! hazardous
matesisl transportation, lrcatment, and disposal systenis (C.5-45).

l“uture [éﬂk\l'l’[k‘ﬂ efforls mu!d be hmmd by the pmen-.e of the cfenmml p:nehnc (C S 18)

none applicable

none applicable

U If not ceherwise stated, impacts apply to Pmpowd Project and 211 pipeline alternative segments.
1 Project Phases C: Constrction, O: Operation, A: Accident, B: Atandoament Class I Sigaificant; cannot be mitigated

Class II: Significand; can be miligated 10 non sigaificamce
¥inat EIR, May 1998 Class 11I: Adverse, not significant Class 1V: Beneficial
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L] [}
Inmpact Summary Tables
. Guassilg

[ ——

[ . - Tssut Area'Peoject of Altéanathvg’ ftmpact Descrlption 2 7100

TPhase’ [ i

o i5 7 LAND USK AND PUBLIC RECREATION :

o Migigatlon Measvce (summarleed) - ..

Residential fand uses would eyperience inceeasad noise, dust, and odor levels due o constrction C -1 The Applicant shall give ample advance natice (at least 14 days) to

(C8-11). rp!e;\_mlb' affected property owners and tenants priog 10 coastroction of the
pipcline, ;

L-2 The Appticant shall motify residents at kast two weeks in advance of lané
clotures where aocess 10 residential areas may be restricted.

1-3 The Applicant shall use a public taisonfoontact person before, during, and
aftee construction through residential areas.

Recreational usess may be disturbad Jduring pipeline construction (C.8-12). [4 The Applicant shall schedule construction 1o avoid peak use periods 2t
feceeational parks,

A small amoont of agiultural Tand would te disturbed during pipeline construction (C.8-12). ) one applicable l

Cumulative impacts of pigeline constrction with oilre construction projects could affect L-7 The Applicant shall coordinate with affected agencies and proponents of I
)-

adjacent 1and uses (C.8-1 proposed pecjects within or adjacent 19 the ROW 9 minlmize cumulative
coastruction effects and avold preclusion of other planned land uses 1o the
matimum extent feasible,

18 The Applicant shall disclose all required mitigation measures that may
affect the ROW of the adjacent propertics.

Workers nuay be exposed to high noise kevels (C.9-15). none applicable

Sensitive Tand uses would be eapasad to mdise from vehicles assaciated with inspection
operatioas and maintenance operations (C.9-17).

Adjacent land uses would be exposad o mise ttsu!ﬁn% {rom the product being shipped by tanker
trucks (sevondary impact in the Inland Eanpire) (C.9-18).

Cunwlative noise impacts would occur if construction on a propetty near the ROW weee to 8
implenk nted simultaneousty with construction of the proposed pipeline {C.9-18).

Adjacent 1and uses would expericnce teaporary noise Tevels from madifications {o the Watson,
{ndustry, and Colton Suations (C.9-16). :

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

The intremental inceease in moise from additional trucks and trains associated with the No 0 none applicabls
Project Alternative (C.9-21).

-

If not etheamise stated, impacts apply to Proposad Project and all pipetine alternative segments.
? project Phuwes C: Coastrction, O: Operation, A: Accident, B: Abandonment Class I:  Significant; cannot be mitigated

Ctass EI: Significant; can be mitigated to non-significance
Einal EIR, May 1998 Class I1}: Adverse, not significant  Class 1V: Beneficial
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lmpac! Summlry Tables
(‘I.\% lll

Mitgatiert Micasure (urminarterd)

lar.c closures ml heuy cqmpmenl trafﬁ-. of I J -.!.\)s could lm[\‘dc acess busmesss a!ong
the project route (C.10-17).

Note. lsae !‘o!!onlng midigation ineasures are atso applied for Class 11
impacts
S-1 §FPP shall identify a business celations coordinatog 60 days bcrorc the start
B project coastruction and prepare a Business Impact Mitigation Plan.
2 SFPP shall ineet with §ndividual business owners immediately adjacent to
ipeline ROW; SFPP shall compensate any business disrupted,
sp? ¢d, or forced to redocate and parmipare in blndmg ar‘mlnlm by
neuln\ arbitrators.

noné applicable

Constm-.non could disrupl unhlr services within the pipeline corridor; tremhmg tou‘J cause
Jamage (o existing witities (C.10,19)

Construction \wuld reqmre use of water for dust tuppression and h)ﬂroleslmg (C 10-20)

Pipeline construction would posé safety hazards (C.18-23).

§S—l SFPP shall provide slructuul supporl for underground ulilities.

SS-2 SEPP shall coordinate with wtilit mm anfes and use hand tools in utitity
intensive areas and within 24 inc undesgiound structures.

SS-3 SEPP shall halt work in the unmcdule vicinity in the evert of inadvertent
damage to an underground utitity,

SS-4 SEPP shall have an electrical ¢ontractor onn!l Ml cimes danng

coastruction near the potentially affected facility.

Cmslrucuon cc-u!d restrict access and pzrlm for non-sensitive ln! uses and t-.zsmc&scs
residences, and institutions (C.12-11, C.\2-

I‘-J SI"PP shall identify all land uses along the ROW w:th ACCLSS CONCeIns., and

instalf the pipeling in a slreet focation v.hi\h minimizes sccess pooblems. -

- SFPP shall scheduls construction to avold times during which businesses
receive the mast customers, and avoiding peak naffic times adjacent to
cesidential areas.

SFPP shall give written notification to all [andowners, tenants, business
operators, and residents along the ROW of thé construction schedule.

Constroction wotder parking amd travel to spread could limit bocal parking avaifability and
inceease kocal traffic congestion (C.12-14, C.12-15).

SEPP shall submil the kocation of proposed staging area(s) to the CPUC
and to appropriate bocal jurisdictions for review and approval.
As described above.

SEPP shalt provide a shutife bus service for construction woekers from
convenlert off-street parking areas to the wouk sites 10 minimize tratfic

volumes and parking Jemand at the wouk sites.

! If o otherwise stated, impacts apply 19 Proposed Project and all pipeline alternative segments.

2 project Phases C: Construction, O: Operation, At Accideat, B: Abandonment

Final EIR, May 1998

Class 1: Significanl; cannot be mitigated _
Class II: Significand; can be mitigated to non-sigmficance

Ctass 1I: Adverse, not significant  Class 1V: Beneficial
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equipment, vehickes, and materials 1o address the inceeased deonand fo
constroction equipment storage.
T-11  SEPP shall ease the temporary loss of parking spaces through advance
M notification and tempotacy teplacement of parking spaces.
T-11a SEPP shall submit ih¢ location(s) of staging areas 1o the CPUC and the
appropriate local jurisdictionds) for review and approval 30 days prior t
the start of ¢onstruction, .

Coastoxtion coul affect rail operations (C.12-18). T-14  SFPP shall coordinale issues of construction compatibility of rail
opecations with MTA, Port of Long Beach, and ather nail opeestors,

Parling of construction equipment on pubtic r0adways could Hmit available parking (C.12-16). T-10  SFPP shall provide an off-street area for the storage of construction
5y

propeily restored 10 ensure long-ferm protection of road surfaces.

Irhmc and roadway damage could result from station modification construciion (C.12-19). T-12  Roads disturbéd by construction activities o construction vehicles shall h:]
Additiona] truck trips would fesult from project operations (secondary imgact) (C. 42-20). none applivable il
o

Cumultative traffic increases could aocur during construction of the Proposed Project {C.12-20). T-16 SFPP shall maintain close coordination with the agencles responside fo
encroachmént peemits on each affectad roadway and with the wility
companies which have facitities aloog the same ROW.

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
Additional tnwk trips would result from No Action scenario (C.12-23). Jpone appticabte

Constnx Gion activities and equipment would result in visual intrusion 10 viRwers along the ROW V-1 SFPP shall confine construction activities and mateials storage 1o within
(C.13-4). the specified (50-foot mnimum).ﬁilpclim ROW, a1 above-ground facitity
sités {such as existing stations), within tempavary constroction yards.

Construction of waterway crossings would create visual intrusion (Los Angeles River, Complon none spplicable
Creek, and San Gabriel River) (C.13-3).

. -

' 1€ not othernise stated, Impacts apply Lo Proposed Project and all pipeline alternative segments.
2 project Phases C: Construction, O: Operation, A: Accident, B: Abandonment Class I:  Significant; cannot be mitigated

) Class 1I: Significant; can be mitigated 12 noa-significance
Fiml EIR, May 1998 . 4 Class I1: Adverse, not significant  Class IV: Beneficial

(END OF APPENDIX B)
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS ON THE FINAL EIR

The Final EIR was issuad on May 13, 1998. Two letters were submitiad to the CPUC with commients on
the Final EIR: the City of Paramount (Jun¢ 2, 1997) and the City of Artesia (June 23, 1997). This
attachment presents lhe CPUC’s responses to those comments.

City of Paramount (letter dated June 2, 1998)

Responses to issues raised by the City of Paramount are presented in three sections:

The numbered issues in the City’s cover letter are addressed in items | through $ below.

Additional responses to the comments presented by the City on the Draft EIR are presented using the
numbering system from the DEIR (10-1 through 10-61).

Responses to the City's questions on compliance with specific sections of CEQA are presented by the
appropriate section of CEQA of CEQA Guidelines.

. The City states that the Final EIR makes reference to “a project which is no longer being actively

pursued.” The project as propOsed by SFPP, L.P.! has not changed. As requiréd by CEQA, the Draft
and Final EIR anatyze the project as propased by SFPP, as well as feasible alternatives. The FEIR’s
determination that an alternative route is considered to be environmentally superior (6 the proposed
route does not change the definition of the project as proposed by SFPP.

CEQA case law reinforces the importance that the EIR’s Project Description (see, e.g., County of Inyo
v City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 C.A.3d 183, 197, 199, and several others) be fixed and consistent
throughout the EIR. This EIR has done exacily that: presenting a clear and consistent description of
the project propased by SFPP through the scoping process, in the Draft EIR, and in the Final EIR.
Because the EIR evaluates the project proposed by SFPP, the CPUC cannot unilaterally change the
proposed project based on enviromnental analysis. The EIR must present an accurate, stable, and finite
project description. {/d., 71 C.A.3d at 199.) The defined project, and not a different project, must
be the subject of the EIR. (/d) The EIR’s discussion of the environmental superiority of the
Paramount alternative line segment to the functionally equivalent line segment described in SFPP’s
proposed project is presented to disclose the comparative impacts to the public and affected
jurisdictions, and does not represent a change in the original SFPP project description.

The City states that a subsequent or supplemental EIR is required. Since the Final EIR had not been
certified by the Commission at the time it was issued to the public, the CEQA guidelines addressing
subsequent and supplemental EIRs {§15162 and 15163} would not apply. Evenif the Final EIR were
already certified, Sections 15162 and 15163 would not authorize, let alone require, the preparation of
a subsequent or supplemeital EIR in this proceeding. Regarding subsequent EIRs, Section 15162
states: “When an EIR has been cCettified . . . for a project, no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for
that project unless the lead agency determines on the basis of substantial evidence ... on¢ or more of
the following:™

'Santa Fe Pacific Partners, L.P. was purchaséd by Kinder Morgan Evergy Pariners, L.P. in early
1998. The new pame of Santa Fe Pacific Pipeline Pariners, L.P. is SFPP, L.P. Throughout this
documnent, they will be referred to as “SFPP™.
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(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions to the previous
EIR due to the involvement of significant new environmental effects or a substantial change in the
severity of previowusly identified effects: The Paramount alternative was discussed in the draft EIR
and the public has been given an opportunity to comment. No project changes have beea proposed
by SFPP during the EIR process either before or after publication of the Final EIR. The discussion
of the Paramount alternative, and the conclusion in the EIR that the Paramount alternative is
environmentally superior, simply do not amcunt o changes in the proposed project. If the
Commission, as the lead agency, ¢ertifies the Final EIR, and approves the project proposad by
SEPP as modifiad by the substitution of the Paranxount alternative line segment for the segment
described by SFPP in its project description, the fact that the project which may be ultimately
approved may incorporate changes from the originally proposaed project still would not necessitate
a subsequent EIR. The impacts associated with the potential approval of the proposed project as
modified by the environmentally superior Paramount alternative are already fully disclosed and
properly analyzed in the drafi and Final EIR. Since full disclosure of the environmental impacts
of such a potential outcome has alceady occurred, no major revisions to the EIR are required to
disclose such impacts.

(2) Substartial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken
which require major revisions in the FIR due to new significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. Again, no changes
with respect to the circumstances under which the project will be undertaken have occurred either
before or after publication of the Final EIR. The possibility that the project that may be ultimately
approved may differ from the proposed project in that it may incorporate certain environmentally
superior line segments does not amount to a change in the citcumstances under which the project
will be undertaken. And again, the environmental impacts of such a possible outcome have already
been disclosed and discussed in the Draft and Final EIRs. Thus, thete is no need for major
revisions to the EIR due new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant effects.

(3) New information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known
al the time of the previous EIR was certified. No new information is known now that was not
known when the Final EIR was published.

There is no substantial evidence upon which the lead agency could base a determination that: 1) there
are substantial changes in the proposed project; 2) there are substantial changes with respect to the
circumstances under which the project - if approved - will be undertaken; or 3) there is no information
of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known at the time that the
Final EIR was issued to the public, prior to certification. The issuance of a subsequent EIR by the
Commission would be contrary to Guideline Section 15162, even if that section were applicable prior
to the cedtification of the EIR.

If, after the EIR is certified, there is substantial evidence of substantial project changes or substantial
changes in project circumstances which require major revisions to the EIR due to new or substantially
increased environmental effects, or of new and previously unknowable information of substantial
importance, then the Commission as lead agency will consider whether a subsequent EIR is required
by Section 15162 (a).

Section 15163 allows a lead agency to prepare a supplement to an EIR rather than a subsequent EIR
if any of the conditions described in Section 15162 would require the preparation of a subsequent EIR,
but only minor changes or additions would be necessary to nmiake the previous EIR adequately apply
to the project in the changed situation. A supplement to an EIR augments a previous EIR to the extent

2
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necessary to address conditions described in Section 15162, and to analyze project alternatives and
mitigation measures accordingly. In contrast, a subsequent EIR is a complete new EIR addressing
conditions describad in Section 15162, Section 15163 implicitly only applies when it is necessary to
supplement a previously certified EIR. In the current context, Section 15163 does not fequire the
preparation of a supplement to the EIR because: 1) the EIR has not yet been cetified, and 2) none of
the conditions desctibed in Section 15162 which would require thé preparation of a subsequent EIR
are present. Sinve there is no teason to prepare a subsequent EIR, thete is nd reason to consider
choosing to prepare a supplement to the EIR on the grounds that only minot changes would be
necessary to make the EIR adequate in light 6f the changed circumstances. No supplement to an EIR
is necessary.

. The City claims that the EIR uses “deferred analysis and mitigation™ which is not acceptadble under
CEQA. The EIR's usé of mitigation and impact analysis is appropriate and c¢énsistent with CEQA and
CEQA case law in that mitigation is detailed, specific, and implementable. All impacts are properly
classified in the EIR as to their significance; these det¢rminations are not deferied. The deferred
analysis and mitigation that is it acceptable under CEQA is in situations where impact determinations
cannot be made and specific mitigation measures cannot be developed due to lack of available
information. This is not the cas¢ in this EIR.

In Sundstrom v County of Mendocino (1988) 202 C.A.34 296, 307 (cited by the Cily) the court
recogmzes that enviroamental review must be performed at the “earliest feasible stage in the planning
process.® Section 15004(b) of the CEQA Guidelines statés *EIRs and Negative Declarations should
be prepared as early as feasible in lhe planning process to enable eavironmental considerations to
influénce project program and design..." This implies that there is substantial detailed project planning
that must occur after the EIR process (including preparation of detailed construction plans based on

site-specific data).

This EIR includes ¢lose to 100 mitigation measures which are specnﬁc and implementable to reduce
impacts from construction impacts such as traffic, noise, air emissions, contaminated soils, bidlogical
and cultural resdurces. The C\ty makes reference to a few (Mitigation Measures G-1, G-2, and H-1)
which réquire specifi¢ engineering design features to be developed based on site-specific analysis
completed prior to projéct construction. For example, Mitigation Measuré G-1 requires that SFPP
develop and justify design elemeats for the fault crossing, including consideration of vibration sensors,
thicker-walled pipe, considesation of additional block valves, or other items. The plans defined in
these 3 measures (G-1, G-2, and H-1) cannot feasibly be prepared prior to EIR certification because
several alternative routes are under consideration in the EIR, and it would be premature to require
SFPP to perform the site-specific geotechnical tests in order to prepare detailed pipeline designs for
each considered in the EIR. This is not deferred mitigation since it sets out these specific requirements
that must be completed prior to starting construction and provides the lead and responsible agencies
with criteria with which to evaluate the plans or reports.

It is also noted that CEQA does not require that an agency conduct every recommended test and
perform all recommended research in evaluating impacts (CEQA Guidelines §15125(b), 15143). Two
cout cases support the approach taken in Mitigation Measures G-1, G-2, and H-1. In Sacramento Old
Qity Ass'n v Gity Council (1991) 229 C.A.3d 1011, the court upheld adoption of a range of mitigation
measures to be considered for adoption in a future transportation manageinent plan. In Laurel Heights
Improvement Ass'n v Regenis of Univ. of Cal., (1988) 47 C.3d 376, the court approved a mitigation
measure for noise ur"ipac’ts that required evaluation of specific noisé controf techniques to ensure
compliance with noise performance standards once the ventitation system had been designéd. These
cases are similar to the approach presented in Mitigation Measures G-1, G-2, and H-1 where a specific

]
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list of engincering techniques is listad, but the chokee of those teduuques will be definad basad on site-
specific study carcied out before construction.

The process involved in implementing these measures is as follows:

*  SFPP will submit to the CPUC and appropriate responsible agencies a study documenting its
research into the Newport-Inglewood Fault (G-1), areas of potential liquefaction (G-2), and
locations where water wells could be affected by a pipeline accident. The teport must include a
description of the engineering features that are deemed (o be appropriate to increase pipeline safety
as a tesult of the site-specific information found in research.

The CPUC (and its mitigation monitoring contractor) and responsible agencies will review each
report to evaluate whether it presents the comprehensive information as specified in the mitigation
measure and whether the stated engineering features are appropriately considered. SFPP’s
recommendation regarding appropriate engineering will be subject to extensive treview.

An approval letter will be provided to SFPP based on agency review of the teport. The report
must comply with all the requirements of the mitigation measure, prior to approval of the report.

The CPUC is committed to ensuring full implementation of these mitigation measures.

. The City states that the Fina! EIR fails to address specific concerns raised by the City of Paramount.
The Final EIR includes detailed responses to all of the concemis raised by the City in its commient letter
on the Draft EIR (these response are provided in FEIR Part H), and this document includes additional
responses. No comments have been “dismissed outright;™ rather, the responses specified where in the
EIR the tequested information was included or fully explained the methodologies in question. The
other specific concerns raised in this comment (related to definition of sensitive land uses) are
addressed in responses 10-36, 10-37, and 10-38 below.

. The City states thal the level of analysis provided for the proposed project should now be directed to
those altemative alignments which are considered candidates for the project. As stated in response #1
above, the FEIR analyzes the proposed project and alternatives consistent with the requirements of
CEQA. The propased project has not changed from that described in the FEIR. CEQA Guidelings,
§15126(dX3) require that *The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.” This EIR complies with
this requirement by including equivalent detaited information for the proposed and alternative route
segments.

. The City states that little effort has been made to actively involve the City of Paramount in project
scoping and planning. As described in detait in responses t0 10-5 through 10-8 below, the City was
contacted in November of 1997, and has been involved since the CPUC determined that an alternative
could affect the City. The fact that the Paramount Alternative had not been identified prior to scoping
did not prevent the City from full involvement in the EIR process. The purpose of an EIR is to provide
public agencies and the public with detailed information about the effect a proposed project is Iikely
to have on the environment. Preparation and review of an EIR are intended to serve several major
purposes, listed below, along with an explanation of how this EIR complied with those purposes:

* Disclosure: An EIR is to identify the significant impacis of a project and alternatives, and present
mitigation meastures for use by decision-makers, other agencies, and the public. This EIR discloses
significant impacts of the proposed pipeline and altemnatives, and presents nearly 100 mitigation
measures. This included disclosing potentially significant impacts for the Paramount Alternative.

4
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Balancing mechanism: An EIR allows the lead and responsible agencies to consider conunents from
the public and other agencies and to weigh competing policies and objectives. This EIR considered
and incorporated public input obltainad from 28 comment leiters from responsible agencics and the
public, and 16 speakers at the Public Participation Hearing. As a result of comments, several
mitigation measures were modified and baseling information was clarified so the Final EIR would
present a clear picture of the proposed project, alternatives, and impacts.

Public participation: An EIR gives the public the opportunity to conunent on the profect and the
environmental issues discussed in the EIR. The CPUC’s extensive public participation program
carried out after pudlication of the Draft EIR is detailed in response to 10-10 below. It included
mailing of a2 Notice of Release to over 14,700 property owners, and holding an Informational
Workshop and a Public Participation Hearing.

Public awareness: An EIR serves to demonstrate that the agency has analyzed and considered the
environmental implications of its actions. This EIR fully demonstrates the careful consideration
of impacts in 12 environmental issue areas.

Accowntability: The EIR process enables the public to determine the environmental values of public
officials, so those officials can be held accountable for their actions. This EIR responds to the
comments of local and state public officials tegarding the proposed project and passible
alternatives, and thus atlows the public to determine the environmental values of such officials so
they can be held accountable for their statements and actions. As the lead agency, the Commission
is the public entity responsible for determining whether the Final EIR should be certified and the
proposed project and/or any envirenmentally superior alternatives should be approved. Thus, the
public will have an opportunity to determine the environmental values of the Commission, s6 that
the Commission may be held accountable as well.

Environmental protection: EIRs are the primary means of protecting and enhancing the
environmental quatity of the State, and must propose mitigation measures and alternatives designed
to minimize a project’s environmental impacts. This EIR presents nearly 100 specific and
implementable mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate impacts that were identified, and the EIR
evaluates 7 route segment altermatives and the No Project Alternative. The route segment
altermatives were identifiad in an alternatives screening process that involved identification of the
major impacts of the proposed route and development of alternative routes that could minimize
these impacts.

Following are additional responses to the City’s comments on the Draft EIR.

10-1

The City states that responses to its comments on the DEIR were not adequate. The CPUC
believes that the responses (6 comments on the Draft EIR were adequate. However, additional
information is provided below in ¢ases where the responses were not clear to the City.

CEQA [§21092.5(a)] requires that commenting agencies receive respenses to their comments on
the Draft EIR or a copy of the Final EIR at least 10 days prior to certification of the FEIR. The
CPUC has comptlied with this requiremient by providing the City the FEIR more than 10 days prior
to cerlification (on May 21, 1998, when the FEIR certification will be ¢onsidered until August '
1998). The CPUC has clearly complied with the provisions of §21092.5(a).

No response required.
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The City states that responses to its commeats on the DEIR were not adequate. The CPUC has
made every effoit to address the City’s comments, either by explaining where the analysis was
included in the Draft or Final EIR, or by providing clarification to previous comments. The
CPUC belicves that the responses o comments on the Draft EIR were adequate and consistent with
CEQA Guidelines §15088(b) which gequires that “The written response shall describe the
disposition of significant environmental issues raised ... In particular, the major environmental
issues raisad when the Lead Agency’s position is at variance with recommendations and objections
raised in the comments must be addressad in detail giving reasons why specific comments and
suggestions were not accepted. There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in response.™ The
CPUC has complied with this requirement by providing complete responses to the City's DEIR
comment letter. Despite the CPUC’s knowledge that its responses in the DEIR wete complete,
additional information is provided below in cases where the responses were not clear to the City.

The City states that it was not afforded the opportunity to participate early in the scoping process.
As describad in Part G of the FEIR, the scoping process for the Draft EIR was carried out in
September of 1997. At that time, no pipeline route or alternative had been suggested that weald
affect the City of Paramount. However, notices of Scoping Meetings weie published in 3 tocal
newspapers (Long Beach Press Telegram, South East Cities Tribune, The Wave Group).

The City is in disagreement with the Lead Agency’s contention that a “concerted effort was made
to consult with the City.” As soon as the altermative was identified that included the City of
Paramount, the City was notified of that fact. Following are actions taken to inform the City of
the proposed pipeline and the status of EIR alternatives:

¢ On November 7, 1997, staff of the CPUC’s EIR consultant (Aspen Environmental Group) contacted the
City of Paramount’s Pudblic Works Department (J. Moteno) 10 request baseling environmental
information relevant to the City. At this time, Aspen staff explained the status of the EIR process and
confirmed that name and address of the Community and Ecoromic Development Manager (John
Carver), to whom the Notice of Preparation and Scoping Report were subsequently mailed. The contact
with Mr. Moreno is documented in both the Drafi and Fina) EIRs, in the Reference, Section C.10.12,
Socioeconomics, Public Services, and Uddlities.

On November 25, 1997 both the Notie of Preparation and the Scoping Repeat were mailed to the City
of Paramount’s Community and Economi¢ Development Manager, John Carver. These ftems were
accompanied by 2 cover keiter (from Aspen Environmental Group, CPUC consultant for preparation of
the DEIR) indicating that the City of Paramount was added to the DEIR project mailing list, and
welcoming any questions the City may have aboul the project.

In December of 1997, the DEIR newsletter was issued to the project mailing list, which included the
City of Paramount.

In early January of 1998, after screening the feasible altematives in a process consistent with CEQA
Guidelines §15126{(d)(2) and (3), the Paramount Altemative Segment was determined to be a feasible
alternative for consideration in the DEIR.  As a result, on January 7, 1998, ancther letter was sent to
the City of Paramount staling,

As a result of engoing input received from businesses, residents, and jurisdictions along the
proposed pipeline route, we have added two alternative route segmenis for EIR evaluation since the
publication of the newsleiter.  Ore alterrative route (the Faramount Alternative Segmeni) is
primarily located within the Qity of Paramound; theiefore, we wanted to inform you of its location.
As shown on the attacked map, this aliernative segment includes . . . The Draft EIR will be issued
in early February 1998. You will receive a copy of the document and the sckedule for public
hearings. We look forward (o receiving any conunents you might have on the proposed or
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alternctive routes, and will make sure that you condinue 1o receive all documenis related to this EIR.
Please feel free to call me if you have any questions (Leiter from Susan Lee, Aspen Environmental
Group, EIR Project Marager to Joka Carver, Qity of Paramount, Comnunity and Economic
Development Manager, January 7, 1998).

The City further states that “the Paramount Segment appars to be riow part of the project.™ The
project as proposed by SFPP has not changed. The Paramount Altemative Segment was
determined in the Draft and Final EIR (0 be environmentally superior to the proposed project
segment, but that determination does not make it “part of the proposed project.”

The City believes that “early consultation with the City” did not occur.  As described in the
previous response (10-5), the City was consulted immediately after it was determined that an
alternative was being considered within the City's jurisdiction: contacts were made on November
7, 1997, November 25, 1997, and January 7, 1998. The City had ample opportunity to contact
or provide input to the Lead Agercy: (1) beginning in November 1997 for baseline environmental
data, (2) information on the Paramourtt Alternative could have been provided throughout the month
of January 1998 (prior to issuance of the Draft EIR), and (3) during the extensive public
participation period from February 2 to March 25, 1998.

The Clt) states that SFPP had been in contact with neighboring cities for about 2 years. Actions
taken by SFPP have no bearing on the Commission’s actions or the adequacy of the EIR.

The City re-states that it did not have the opportunity to participate in the scoping process. The
response to this issue is provided in 10-5 and 10-6 above.

The Cily states that information provided to it prior to the issuance of the Draft EIR did not
identify the Paramount Alternative Segment *as the preferred alignment for the proposed pipeline.”
This statement is correct: the environmentally superior altemative is not identified until the
environmental analysis is completad as part of the Draft EIR. It would have been premature to
identify an environmentally superior alternative without completing the environmental analysis.

The City states that it was not a party to discussions concerning the alignment and was not on the
circulation list to receive the Notice of Preparation. The Lead Agency did not hold *discussions
concerning the alignment™ individually with any local agencies. Rather than holding individual
meetings, comments on the proposed route and potential alternative routes were solicited
throughout the Draft EIR preparation period.

The City does not concur with the CPUC’s determination that recirculation of the DEIR was not
required Recirculation is required when the addition of significant new information after public
notice is given of the availability of the Draft EIR for public review but before cettification
deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on substantial adverse project impacts
or on feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that are not adopted. In this case, there was no
deprivation of opportunity to comment. The CPUC carried out an extensive public participation
effort (described in 10-10 below) in order to make sure that the public fully understood the
proposad project, the alternatives, and the mitigation measures.

Recirculation of a DEIR is required under CEQA [Guidelines §15088.5(a)] only if one of the
following conditions occurs:

(1) A new significant environmental impoct would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure
praposed to be implemented. No rew significant impacts were identified after publication of the Diaft
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EIR and prior to issuance of the Final EIR. The Pa:amount ahemative had already been ientificd in
the Draft EIR.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an emvirownental impact would result unless mirigation measures
are adopted that reduce the impact 1o a level of insignificance. No increase in severity of an impact was
tdentified.

Q) A feasidle project alternative or mitigaiion measure considerably di ﬂ?mu Jrom others previously
analyzed would clearly lessen the envirorunental impacts of the project, but the project’s propoaénts
decline to adopt it. No feasible project alternatives were 23d¢d (9 Ux EIR after issuance of the Draft
EIR. The Paramount Altermative, to which the City objects, was presentad in the Draft EIR for review
by the public and all affected agencies.

(4) The draft EIR wus so findamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful
public renview and comnmient were precluded. Theé Draft EIR was adequate and complete; sutstantial
pudlic comment was received during a public review period in which the CPUC actively soticited public
involvement, as described in 10-10 below.,

As described above, none of the tequired conditions applied to the Draft EIR for this project.
Therefore, the CPUC did not recirculate the Draft EIR.

The City requested that the CPUC “revisit the scoping process.™ The CPUC has provided the City
of Paramount and affected businesses and residents with opportunities to provide their input én the
EIR and the propased pipeline that go beyond CEQA’s requirements. The following actions were
taken by the CPUC afier issuance of the Draft EIR 1o ensure that the public and responsible
agencies had ample opportunity to learn about the contents of the Draft EIR and to understand the
project:

*  On February 11, 1998 a Notice of Release of the DEIR was seat o the approximately 14,700 propeity
owners and occupants within 300 feet of proposed and alternative route segments (including those in
Bellflower). The Notice of Release was also seot 10 Los Angeles and San Bernardino County Clerks.

The Draft EIR was sedt to 7 public libraries, including the Los Angeles County Library, Paramount
Branch, and at the CPUC’s Public Advisor's Office in Los Angeles. In addition, the full Draft EIR was
made available on the Internet.

Two public meetings were beld during March of 1998: an informal Public Workshop and a Public
Participation Hearing. In addition to being anncunced in ths cover letter acoompanying the DEIR, notice
of the these events was published in four newspapers: The Long Beach Press Telegram and the South
East Cities Tribune on February 27, 1998; The Wave Group on February 28, 1998; and La Opinion
(Spanish language) on March 3, 1998.

- The City does not believe that its comnients on the Draft EIR were adequately addressed. The
CPUC has reviewed its responses and believes that they are adequate; see response to comment
10-4.

The City states that the “the proposed project . . . does not even consider the Paramount
Segment.™ This is correct,; and ¢onsistent with CEQA as described in the response to general
comment #1 above. The distinction between the proposed project and the alternatives is
maintained throughout the EIR, as required by CEQA.

The City states that a layperson, not famlhar with the concept of the environmentally superior

alternative, would assume the alignment would by-pass Paramount in readmg Section B.3. The
EIR includes an Executive Sununary which provides a simplified and concise summary of the

8
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environmental analysis and findings, including a detailed comparison of the proposad goute and
altemative route segments. Figure ES-1 identifies the proposed and altemative route segments.,

The City requests that the same degeee of attention and consideration be provided to the Paramount

Segment that was devoted (0 the proposad toute.  As explained in the response to general comment
#4 above, alternatives were evaluated in detail consistent with CEQA requirements,

The City states that "the proposed project alignment which appears to have been eliminated, is still
characterized as the preferred project in the Final EIR.™ As required by CEQA (§15126), e EIR
describes the proposed project and alternatives, and makes a determination as to the
enwronme"ntally superior alternative. That determination does not mean that the environmentally
superior alternative becomges the proposed project. The Final EIR clearly and separately describes
the project as proposed by SFPP, and the environmentally superior pipeline route as determined
by the information in the EIR.

The City is concerned as t0' whether the methods of construction, operations, and maintenance
provided in Section B.S would also apply to the alternative segments. The City’s comment
cortectly references the relevant statement on page B-52 that “Each alternative would wtilize the
same type of pipe and ¢onstruction methods identified for the proposed project (described in
Section B.4).™ While Sections B.S (Operation and Maintenance) and B.6 (Abandonment) are not
specifically referenced on page B-52, the analysis in the EIR is based on these procedutes applying
equally to the proposed route and to all alternatives. We therefore reiterate that the pipeline
construction and operation procedures described in Sections B.4 (Construction), B.S (Opetation
and Maintenance), and B.6 (Abandonment) would apply to any alternative route as well as to the
Proposed Project.

The City states that if information is not available for the Paramount Altemative, the CPUC should
undertake a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR. See the response too comment £1 above regarding
when preparation of a supplemental or subsequent EIR is required. The CPUC believes that the
EIR provides sufficient information to allow analysis of impacts and comparison of alternatives,

as required by CEQA. The Cilty’s allegation that the EIR defers “both analysis and mitigation™

is incorrect. The EIR defers no impact determinations, and all mitigation measures include specific
perfommame criteria. The City references Sundstrom v County of Mendocino , supra, as a CEQA
case in which the court considered *future study™ mitigation to be inadequate. It should be noted
that this case was based on a mitigated negative declaration, and not an EIR. Subsequent cases
(Sacramento Old City Ass'n v City Council, supra, and Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'n v
Regents of Univ. of California, supra) demonstrate that the courts allow more flexibility in adoption
of mitigation measures in an EIR than for mitigation measures in a mitigated negative declaration.

The City requests that analysis of operations and maintenance for the Paramount Alternative be
expanded to include a comparable level of discussion as that provided for the proposed project.
As stated in 10-14 above, the operations and maintenance procedures for the Paramount
Alternative would be the same as those for the proposed pipeline route. These EIR seciions
describe construction, operation, and abandonment procedures that would be applied to any
alternative route [see EIR Sections B.4 (Construction), B.5 (Operation and Maintenance), and B.6
{Abandonment)].

The City states that the local businesses and residents were ndt informed about the potential effects
of the Paramount Altemative to the same extent as thase residents and businesses located along
SFPP’s proposed alignment. This statement is not accurate: residents and businesses along both
the proposed and altemative alignments received the same information about the Draft EIR in the

9
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Notice of Availability. While the notice did not state which pipeline segments were considered to
be environmentally superior, it did include a map showing the proposed and altemative alignments
50 local businesses and residents could see the potential that a route ¢ould be selected on Alondea
Boulevard and Garfield Avenue. In addition, as previously stated in the response to 10-10, the
CPUC held an informal Public Workshop and a Public Participation Hearing in March of 1998.
Notice of the these events was published in four local newspapers.

No tesponse required.

The Clty questions the level of detail provided for air quality impact analysis for both construction
emissions and 16ng-term air quality impacts. These impacts are analyzed in the EIR in a2 manner
consistent with the requu'emenls of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) -
and using uses their Citeria for xmpact significance. The SCAQMD’s criteria are based on the fact
that air emissions that oceur in any SpCClﬁC lo¢ation cause chemical reactions thal ceeate air
pollution that would affect the entire tegion. The CPUC has provided a copy of the EIR 16 the
SCAQMD for review as a responsible agency. Their comment letter did not question the
sigaificance criteria o1 the approach to analysis.

Regarding construction em:ssmns, the analysis ln Scctnon C.2 (Air Quahty) defines project
emissions as they telate to State and Federal air quahty standards. Both nitrous oxide (NOx)
emissions and small parnculate (PMIO) emissions from project construction would excead
SCAQMD ¢riteria, resulting in potentially significant iripacts. Site-specific air quality impacts are
addressed in Section C.8, where {ensitive receptors ate listed. Séction C.8.2.3 (Land Use and
Recreation, Impacts of Pipeline Construction) states that construction would result in * ... daily
disturbances of noise, dust, equipment emissions, possible 6dors ...” Subsequent sechons of
C.8.2.3 address impacts of these disturbances ¢n residences, sensitivé land uses, and recreational
land uses.

The City states that the analysis of fong-term impacts is very technical in pature. The EIR’s
discussion of the topic is clearly stated and non-technical (section entitled “Air Toxics™ on page
C.2-22). This section ¢oncludes that the increase in toxic emissions at the Watson facility would
be adverse but less than significant (Ciass ).

The City states that sensitive teceptors, including residential neighborhoods, along the Paramount
Alternative Segment aré not accurately identified in the air quality analysis. As previcusly
explainéd, sensitive receptors and land uses are identified in Section C.8 (Land Use) and impacts
are charactérized in that séction.

The methodology used to identify sensitive receptors is addressed in responses 10-36 through 10-40
below. CEQA case law (San Francisco Ecology Cir. v City & County of San Francisco (1915}
48 C.A.3d $84) is clear that disagreements over methodology do not render an EIR inadequate.

As stated in Browning-Ferris Indus. v Qity Council (1986) 181 C.A.3d 852, the agency may choose
among differing éxpert opinions as long as the EIR identifies arguments correctly and in a
responsive manner,

The SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Secuon 8.1) referenced by the City lists exacily the
types of sensitive receptors that ate Considered in Section C.8 of the Final EIR (residences,
schools, ¢convalescent homes, etc.). However, it should be noted that the SCAQMD CEQA Air
Quality Handbook focuses primatily on the evaluation of operational emissions (aif toxics, CO,
and odorous emissions) in determining potential impacts to sensitive receptors. As described in
Section C.2.2.6 of thé FEIR, the operational emissicns wese found to be adverse, but less than

10
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significant (Class HI). Most of these emissions would tesult from the storage tanks at the Watson
Station (in Carsen), and the indirect emissions assoviated with the generation of electricity to run
the pumps. These emissions would ndt create any significant impacts on the sensitive receplors
in Paramount, _

In order to evatuate the potential quality impacts from construction on sensitive receplors and on
ambient air quality, the SCAQMD has establishad daily and quarterly emissions thresholds with
which construction emissions are compared. The SCAQMD developed these thresholds basad on
scientific and factual data that is contained in the Federal and State Clean Air Acts. These
thresholds were designed to reduce the potential for degradation of the ambient air quality
conditions, and subsequently to protect public health. In Section C.2.2.3 of the EIR, specifically
in Tables C.2-14 and C.2-15, project construction emissions are compared with the SCAQMD
thresholds for each of S types of pollutants. Where the emissions excead the thresholds, a
potentially significant impact is identified. In the case of nitrous oxides (NOx), the construction
emissions of the proposed project create a significant air quality impact which cannot be mitigable
to a non-significant level. However, these impacts are short-tenm, occurring during project
construction {estimated to take between 6 months and a year, o1 up to two weeks at any single
location)

The City questions pipeline accident statistics in the EIR based on the number of pipeline tuptures
that occurred during the 1991 Northridge earthquake. Thé only hazafdous liquids pipeline that
ruptured during the 1991 Northridge earthquake was a crude 6il pipeling that was constructed
before 1930. This pipeline ruptured in 9 separate places. However, none of the many othet newer
hazardous liquids pipelines in the San Fermmando Valley ruptured or leaked in this earthquake,
which caused extraordinarily strong ground shaking.

The City also requests a description of the level of risk “in a more meaningful manner™ and
questions whether the level of risk determined for the Proposed Project takes into account the
potential seismic activity in the area. The DEIR was reviewed by the California State Fire
Marshal; that agency, which is responsible for pipeline safety in California, did not question the
approach or methodology in the safety analysis; s¢e tesponse to 10-20 above regarding the
acceptability of using differing methodologies in preparing an EIR. The approach and conclusion
for evaluating pipeline risk is described thoroughly in Sections C.11.3.1 and C.11.3.2; where the
conclusion is stated as a probability of leak or rupture somewhete along the pipeline route once
every 100 years. This is determined to be a significant and unavoidablé (Class I) impact, since
even with the best state-of-the-art pipeline design, a major earthquake could cause pipeline rupture.
Seismic risk is addressed in detail in Section C.6 of the EIR (Geology and Soils), which also
concludes that the pipeline crossing an active fault is a significant and unavoidable impact (Class

1).

The City questions the response fo the DEIR comment which referenced Section C.2.2.5 for
information on Air Toxics. The response in the FEIR referenced the wrong section: the correct
reference should be to Section C.2.2.6, Impacts of Pipeline Operations (page C.2-20 of the FEIR).
In the first paragraph of that section, the last sentence states that valves and flanges have the
poteatial to release a small amount of emissions. As stated in the original response to 10-22, these
amounts are significantly below thresholds for healih risk. .

[t should also be noted that there would be no valves or flanges within the City of Paramount. The
closest valves are (1) on the east side of the Los Angeles River (about 1.5 miles southwest of the
city limits), and (2) on the west side of the San Gabriel River (over 2 miles east of the city limits).
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10-23  The City requests consideration of impacts on street trees and median improvenwnts. As stated
in the response to this comment in the FEIR, no impact on these improvements is expacted to result
from construction. Consistent with CEQA, the EIR focuses on significant impacts and does not
describe impacts that would pot be expected to occur as a result of project construction or
operation.

The City questions the cultural resource analysis for the Paramount Alternative Segment. The
evaluation process was described in the DEIR (Section C.4) and in the original response to the
City's comment on th¢ DEIR. This evaluation process included a study of past surveys of the
project area identification of all known cultural tesources within one-half mile of the proposed and
alternative routes. The data was analyzed to see whether any identified resources could be affected
by the proposed or alternative pipeline routes. Mitigation Measures C-1 through C-3 include
procedures that SFPP must follow during construction to avoid any impacts to cultural resources,
including procedures tequired in the event that any are discovered. It should be noted that while
the City does not agree with the approach taken for analysis of cultural resources, it has not
identified any cultural or historic sites that it feels were overlooked in the cultural resources
reporis.

The City questions whether the evaluation of cultural resources applies to the Paramount Segment.
Section C.4.5 of the Draft and Final EIR clearly states “The environmental setting for the
Paramount Alternative segment is included in the area described in Seciion C.4.1 above.™ Sce also
the response to comnient 10-24. No cultural or historical fesources were identified within 1/2 mile
of the Paramount Alternative (Alondra Boulevard or Cherry Avenue) segments. Mitigation
Measure C-1 requires that SFPP have an envitonmental monitor observe all trenching activities,
and that a qualified archaeologist be on call in the event thal a potential artifact is discovered.

The City questions whethert the list of recorded cultural and historic sites on pages C.4-3 and C.4-4
includes the Alondra Boulevard and Garfield Avenue. As stated previously, this list includes the
area of the Proposed Project and al] altermative route segments, including the Paramount
Alternative.

The City questions whether the list of historic sites (page C.44) includes sites within Paramount.
As stated previously, this list includes the area of the Proposed Project and all alternative route
segments, including the Paramount Alternative. If the City is aware of any sites that could be
affected by construction of the Paramount Alternative segment, it is presumed that it would have
provided that information in its comments on the DEIR.

The City questions the methodology used in the Environmental Contamination analysis (Section
C.5). See response to 10-20 above regatding the acceptability of using differing methodologies
in preparing an EIR. There are numerous databases that list potentially contaminated sites,
inctuding the Facilities Index System (FINDS) cited by the City. The data used for the EIR is
described in Section C.5.1.1.2, and included data from 10 Federal agencies, 14 California
agencies, and two Los Angeles County programs (see Table C.5-2 for a complete list). The
complete list of contaminated sites within each jurisdiction was screened and only thase with
“High” or “Medium™ potential to impact project construction are listed in the EIR. This list
includes 8 sites within the City of Paramount; othet sites may be known but were determined to
have minimal potential for impact. The screening procedure used to evaluate the potential for sites
to affect the proposed project is describéd in Section C.5.1.1.2 of the EIR. Many additional
potentially contaminated sites along the proposed and alternative routes were determined to have
a “Low™ potential to impact project construction due to theit location or a type of hazardous
material that may be used at the site. However, Mitigation Measure EC-1 requites re-evaluation
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of these "Low™ sites based on actual trench paramc:ets to determine whether any additional
profective measures should be implemented.

The City states that the analysis of environmental contamination focused on ieatification of areas
where existing contamination is known to exist. While the EIR did identify sites of known
contamination, it specifically addresses the possibility that other, unrecorded contaminated sites
could be encountered during construction.  Mitigation Measuie EC-5 includes specific
requirements for construction procedures to be followed in the event that unanticipated
contamination is encountered during construction.

The City states that the EIR does not adequately identify potential liquefaction impacts. The EIR
docs define areas that are known to have moderate ot high liquefaction potential (see Figure C6-3)
along both the proposed and alternative pipeline routes. Liquefacnon unpacts on a pipeline can be
reduced to non-significant levels through implementation of engineering techniques (as required
by Mitigation Measure G-2). Therefore, the EIR properly identifies both the potential impact and
appropriate mitigation to minimize the effect of the impact.

The City states that the proximity of the Newport-Inglewood Fault to the City could result in severe
ground shaking. As described in Section C.6.2.5.2, strong ground shaking could occur along the
entirz length of the pipeline due to the seismically active nature of the southern California region.
Ground shaking is not considered to present a sigmﬁcam hazard to buried pipelines, because the
pipeline moves with the sediments that it is buried in. The adverse but not significant (Class 1IT)
impact addressed on page C.6-13 covers only aboveé ground structures (e.g., station buildings), the
portions of a pipeline that could be affected by strong shaking. However, compliance with
Uniform Building Codes (which have been developed for seismically active areas) would ensure
that impacts were adverse, bul not significant. Compliance with these codes is the responsibility
of the County Building Department.

The City states that Mitigation Measure G-2 defers mitigation which is rot permitted under CEQA.
Mitigation Measure G-2 does not defer mitigation; rather, it specifi¢s the manner in which
mitigation shall be implemented and it presents a variety of specific engineering techniques that
can be applied to ensure that impacts are not significant. The selection of the most appropriate
engineering technique(s) cannot feasibly be made at this timie, since it is not appropriate to
complete detailed geotechnical analyses of all proposed and alternative pipeline routes. The impact
(significant but mitigable, Class II) is stated in the text and is unaffected by the studies that would
be performed.

The City implies that Mitigation Measuré H-1 and the Wellhead Protection Plan does not
adequately protect its water well. The response to this issue in the FEIR acknowledges the
possibility that the proposed pipeline could ¢ontaminate groundwater, a potentially significant and
unmitigable impact (Class I). The FEIR does not claim that Mitigation Measure H-1 can “reselve
any constraints or concerns.” The purpose of the EIR is to identify potential impacts and to
propose feasible mitigation, and the EIR adequately performs these roles for this issue area.

The City’s opposition to the pipeline *in the abs¢nce of sufficient mitigation” is acknowledged. It
should be noted that the EIR presents 20 mitigation measures relating to pipeline safety (in Section
C.11, System Safety and Risk of Upset). However, even with these measures, the risk of. a
pipeline accident is considered to be significant and unavoidable. The CPUC will prepate a
Statement of Overriding Considerations, consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15093, documentmg
this fact.
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10-3§ The City requests information about the history of leaks on local lpelmes operated by firms other
than SFPP. This information is publicly available from the California State Fire Marshal and the
City could obtain it by making its own request. However, as explained in the original response
to this comment, the methodology usad in this EIR to analyze the likelihood of a pipeline accident
was based on analysis of international pipeline accident frequency and a widely-accepted study of
pipeline accidents (Mastrandrea’s *Petroleum Pipeline Leak Detection Study ™). CEQA case law
(San Francisco Ecology Cir. v Gity & Counly of San Francisco, supra) is clear that disagreements
over methodology do not render an EIR inadequate. As stated in Browning-Ferris Indus. v Qity
Council, supra, the agency may choose among differing expert opinions as long as the EIR
identifies argumients correctly and in a responsive manner. The Mastrandrea study provides the
information required for a technically-acceptable analysis of pipeline accidents. It should be noted
that the conclusion of the pipeline accident discussion is that the risk of a pipeline accident
occurring is a significant and unavoidable (Class I) impact, so the use of other data would not make
the impact more significant.

The City requests a discussion of the impacts that could result if a major pipeline rupture
corresponds to a period of flooding in the atea. This issue is not analyzed in the EIR because this
event has a very low likelihood of occurring. The likelihood that the area could be flooded may
be once in 50 years for the river as a whole, but the probability that any one location would be
floodad is very small. Such a flood could result in a foot or two of water in the area for a day or
two. As describad in the System Safety Section (C.11.3.2, Pipeline Rupture), there is a probability
of pipeline rupture once every 100 years along the entire 13-mile pipeline. There is a probability
that a rupture would occur_at any one 1o¢ation once every 16,630 years. A rupture would likely
last a few minutes before detection, and clean-up would take a day or two. The prebability that
such a floed would occur on the same day that a rupture occurred (once every 16,630 years) and
at the sanie place as the pipeline rupture, is very low and its éccurrence would be considered to
be “Extraordinary® (using the Risk Ranking Matrix in Table C.11-4). Therefore, this scenario is
not a significant impact that should be evatuated. The FEIR response to this comment stated that
the buried pipeline would not be affected by flooding, since floods would be above-ground and the
pipeline would be buried below city streets.

The Ciiy questions the adequacy of the land use analysis based on inaccurate characterization of
land uses along Alondra Boulevard and Garfield Avenue. The City further states that residential
land uses (including mobile home parks, single family homes, and apartment ¢complexes) are not
adequately considered in the analysis. As stated in Section C.8.1.1, *Residential use is consideted
both a land use type and a sensitive use; residential ateas are noted on Table C.8-3 [for the
proposed route, and Table C.8-6 for the Paramount Alternative].” Table C.8-6 lists individual
non-residential sensitive receptors in the Sth column, but it also lists residential land uses (where
appropriate) in the 4th column. The EIR correctly states in Section C.8.5 that “Land uses (along
the Paramount Alternative] include a mix of industrial, commescial, and single- and multi-family
residential.” While this description, and the accompanying Table C.8-6 (Land Uses and Sensitive
Receptors: Paramount Alternative) do not list every single property along these streets, they do
allow adequate characterization of land uses for the purposes of CEQA analysis.

The methodology used to assess and compare impacts to sensitive land uses included the following:
(1) identification of general land use types (as listed in Table C.8-6), (2) identification of specific
non-residential sensitive receptors, (3) approximation of the numbers of residential units along each
proposed and altermative route segment, (4) determination of impacts and development of
mitigation measures, (5) summarization and comparison of these figures (se¢ Table C.8-11), and
(6) determnination regarding which proposad or alternative segment would have the greatest impacts
on sensitive land uses (as presented in Section D.2). Again, CEQA case law (San Francisco
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Ecology Cur. v Qity & County of San Francisco, supm) is clear that disagreements over
methodology do not render an EIR inadequate.

The City disagrees with the definition and identification of seasitive fand uses. There is no
universally accepted definition of sensitive 1and uses: the methodology used in the EIR is clearly
definad in Section C.8.1.1 (and in response 10-36 above) which we believe is acceptable CEQA
analysis. The EIR evaluates the potential impacis of the project 0 chutches and schools,
considerad to be sensitive land uses (Section C.8, Land Use and Public Recreation), and potential
project effects on businesses (Section C. 10, Sociveconomics and Public Services). The Land Use
and Recreation section (Section C.8) presents 7 mitigation measures to reduce impacts on
residences, recreation areas, schools, and potential cumulative impacts.

The City disagrees with the characterization of land uses along Alondra Boulevard and Gaifield
Avenue and states that an atcurate survey should be undertaken to determine the nature and extent
of existing development. Consistent with CEQA requitements (§15125, Environmental Setting),
the EIR presents baszline information *. . . no tonger than is necessary to an understanding of the
significant effects of the proposed project and its alternatives.™ Even if the CPUC had used a
different methodology or presented additional detail in the description of land uses, this would not
result in a change in its findings that the pétential for a pipeline accident to oceur is a sigaificant
and unavoidable (Class 1) impact.

The City states that some residential land uses lie immediately behind commercial uses on Alondra
Boulevard. The EIR concludes that the potential for a pipeline accident to occur is a significant
and unavoidable (Class I) impact; this is the most significant level 6f impact under CEQA, so
discussion of distances to other residences would nodt change our finding,

The City states that the EIR understates sensitive receptors that would be affected by construction
noise, and that additional sensitive receptors should be identified. The responses to 10-36, 10-37,
and 10-38 explain the methodology used in determining sensitive receptors. The City was
provided with the opportunity to provide the CPUC with its comments on any specific sensitive
receptors that were overlooked in the DEIR; those receptors would have been added to Table C.8-
6.

The City states that mitigation to reduce impacts to sensitive receptors would be superseded by
Mitigation Measure T-3. This is incorcect; Mitigation Measure T-3 addresses only the issue of
access during construction and requires that SFPP ¢onsult with local jurisdictions to detérmine the
exact location of the pipeline within each street in order to minimize access problems during
construction. The EIR includes Mitigation Measures L-1 through L-5 to reduce impacts to
residences, schools, and recreation areas by requiring notification and restricted construction
scheduling. The EIR also includes Mitigation Measures N-1 through N-5 to reduce noise impacts
to all sensitive land uses by requiring notification, restricted hours or construction, and provision
of a toll-free phone line for complaints.

The City states that the EIR does not identify existing 1and uses in the City of Paramount. This is
incorrect; Table C.8-6 lists the predominant land uses for each pipeline segment within the City,
and lists individual sensitive receptoss. In the 4th column of Table C.8-6, land uses are described
in increments of a few tenths of a mile, stating for example that between Milepost 0.3 and 0.9 there
are Industrial land uses on the west side of Cherry ard Single- and Multi-Family Residential lands
use on the east side. In addition, Section C.8.5 describes 1and uses and the approximate number
of residences along the Paramount Alternative Segment.
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The City states that its original comment on the DEIR, stating the City's noise criteria were omittad
from the DEIR, was not addressed. The Final EIR has been revised to include the City's noise
criteria (Table C.9-6).

The City states that existing land uses are ndt accurately characterized. Se¢ response to comnient
10-41. As previously stated, a detailed list of each individual property in the project vicinity is not
necessary in order to determine project impacts and develop adequate mitigation. Consistent with
CEQA requiremients (§15125, Environmental Setting), the EIR presents baseline information =.
. . 1o longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project
and its alternatives.”

The City states that the description of baseline conditions in the Socioeconomics and Pubdlic
Services Section (Section C.10) is not adequate. Again, the EIR presénts baseline information
consistent with CEQA Guidelines (§15125) which require that the description be *no longer than
necessary.” Additional detail is not appropriate if project impacts on these resources would not
be significant. With respect to the City’s specific concerns:

*  Schools: Because schools are primarily addressed in Séction C.8 (Land Use) as sensitive receptors, the
only purpose to discuss schools in Sécticn C.10 in more detail would be if the project would affect
school enrollment.  As stated in Section C.10.2.3.3, po such impact would result from this project.

Fire Stations: The City is ¢orrect that the list of fire stations on page C.10-4 inadvertenily omitted the
one Los Angeles County Fire Station within the City of Paramount. Fire Station 31, located at 7521
Somerset Boulevard, will be added to thé list of stations along the proposed and alternative pipeline
routes for the mitigatidn monitdring phasé of the project. However, since this station is not located on
Garfield Avenue of Alondra Boulevard, it would not be directly affected by pipeline construction or
operation and therefore would not be considered a sensitive receptor.

Waste Disposal: SFPP will dispase of asphalt and concrete by taking it 10 a coastruction materials
recycler, so there will be no impact on the City's waste disposal ¢apabilities.

Ultilities: The City states that Section C.10.1.1.4 docs 0ot mention utilities within the City ¢f Paramouni.
This is incorrect. Page C.10-9, first full sentence states that *The City 6f Paramount, Department of
Public Works, Water Division provides the City with the majority of its water supply; remaining
portions are served by Peeiless and Southern California Water Companies.” The last paragraph in
Section C.10.1.1.4, entided “Other Utilities™ states that in the City of Paramount, Southern California
Gas Cempany provides natural gas service and that General Telephone Company (GTE) serves the City
of Paramaunt.

The City believes that baseline information for sociceconomics, public services, and utilities along
the Paramount Alternative is not at a comparable level of detail as information for the proposed
pipeline route. Baseline information for these topics was obtained through contact with Mr. John
Moreno of the City’s Department of Public Works as noted in the References to Section C.10
(page C.10-32). While CEQA allows description of alternatives to be presented in less detail than
the propased project [§15126{d)}3)], this EIR presents the same level of detail for baseline
information for the proposad project and the altemative pipeline routes. Section C.10.1 describes
the following baseline information for the proposed project and all pipeline alternatives (including
the Paramount Alfernative): population, housing, labor fotce, émployment forecasts, emergency
services, waste disposal, and utilities. Section C.10.2 addtésses Environmental Impacts and
Mitigation Measures for the proposed project and for all pipeline alternalives so baseline
information is not repeated in this section.
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10-45  The City states that Section C.10.1.1.2 does not address "spxific dislocation impacts.™ This is
not corrext; the EIR addresses potential dislocation of busingsses and determines that this impact
would not be significant. As stated in Section C.10.2.1, if the project caused permanent
dislocation or relovation of a business, this would be considered a significant impact. However,
as stated in Section C.10.2.3.2 under *Displacement or Disruption of Businesses,”™ dislocation is
not anticipated as a result of the project. The propased project involves pipeling construction
within city streets that would progress at rates of between 200 and 500 feet pet day, $o construction
along Garfield Avenue (approximately 0.5 mile) would take between 5 and 13 days. Construction
along Alondra Boulevard (approximately 1.2 miles) would take between and 13 and 32 days.
Neither street would be closed during this timie (lane closures would allow construction within the
streets).  Dislocation of businesses from construction of the pipeline was determined to be
extremely unlikely, and for that reason, these impacts are determined not to be significant.

The City asked why the Business Impact Plan is not prépared and circulated at this time (this is
presumed to mean at the time of issuance of the Draft or Final EIR). The Business Impact
Mitigation Plan required in Mitigation Measure S-1 includes site-specific information and requires
significant consultation between SFPP and individual jurisdictions and businesses along the pipeline
route. The final pipeline route is not selected in the EIR, it only states the environmentally
superior alternative. Therefore, it is not appropriate to prepare the plan until after the Lead
Agency has centified the EIR and made a final decision regarding selection of the pipeline toute.

The City requests states that the analysis of impacis on utilities is deficient and requests additionat
details regarding the placement of the pipeline under the grade separation on Alondra Boulevard.
The City itself is in the best position to know the best location for the pipeline at this location; no
information was provided in its comment letter that this route would be infeasible due 6 existence
of cther utilities.

The information provided in the EIR about the streets within which the pipeline would be buried
is adequate for analyzing the poteatial construction and operational impacts. The specific traffic
lane that would be affected by construction would nét change the level of impact described in the
EIR. The inipact analysis is based on the assumption that construction will block traffic lanes, and
the impact level can be determined without knowing which lane will be blocked.

The City requests information about other leaks or ruptures on local pipelines operated by firms
other than SFPP. This information is publicly available from the California State Fire Marshal and
the City could obtain it by making its own request. However, as explained in the original response
to this comment, this analysis is specific to the proposed project, and analysis of leaks on other
local pipelines would not provide relevant historic or statistical information contributing to this
analysis. Other existing pipelings vary widely in age, pipe type, products carried, maintenance
procedures, and other factors that have significant bearing on the leak probabilities. The potential
for pipeline co-location to result in co-locational accidents is addressed in Section C.10.2.7, where
it is determined to be a significant and unavoidadle (Class I) impact due to the existence of small
natural gas lines in nearly all streets, as well as the hazardous liquid pipelines identified in Figure
C.Al-L

The Cilty states thal preparation of the Urban Spilt Response Plan (required by Mitigation Measure
$S-16) is “deferred mitigation™ and that the City cannol know how this plan will resolve its
concerns regarding emergency evacuation in the event of an accident. Mitigation Measure SS:16
does not defer mitigation; rather, it specifically defines the ¢onteats of a document to be prepared
by SFPP for review and approval of responsible agencies, including the Catifornia State Fire
Marshal, the CPUC, and local jurisdictions. Similarly, the detennination of impact significance
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is not deferred; the potential for a pipeline accident is stated to be a significant and unavoidable
(Ciass 1) impact. In addition, Mitigation Measure $S-22 requires that SFPP prepare a Fire
Protection Plan for pipeline operation; this plan and its contents would be approved by the Los
Angeles County Fire Departinent that serves Paramount.

With respect to the City’s knowledge of how this plan will resolve its concerns, the Mitigation
Measure requires SFPP 1o provide the Plan to all jurisdictions along the pipeline route for review
and comment. Therefore, if it docs not adequately address issues of emergency evacuation, the
City would have the opportunity to recommend changes. The Plan would also be reviewad by the
Catifornia State Fire Marshal and the CPUC.

No response needed.
No response needed.

The City asks what properties within the City of Paraméunt will be affected by traffic impacis
(e.g., access restrictions) along the Paramount Alternative. Section C.12.2.3, sub-section entitled
“Impacts of Construction on Property Access™ (page C.12-11) states that businesses, residences,
and institutions adjacent to the pzpelme route could be affected by access restrictions. Therefore,
propertics that could be affected in Paramount are those with driveways or entrances facing the
relevant portions of Cherry Avenue of Alondra Boulevard, and those thal use streets connecting
to Cherry Avenue of Alondra Boulevard. The EIR provides an extensive impact analysis and
identifies the following types of trafiic impacts: traffic flow, roadway blockage, traffic congestion,
property access, pedestrian/dicycle safety, emergency response, traffic volumes, parking, public
transit, and rait operations. The EIR also includes 14 mitigation measures to reduce trafiic
impacts.

The City requests that additional baseline information be provided to describe traffic and roadway
conditions along Alondfa Boulevard. The CPUC believes that the traffic impact analysis and
mitigation measures are adequate for evaluation of construction impacts that could affect City
streets for a total of 18 to 45 days. Again, the EIR thoroughly evaluates traffic impacts by
considering potential impacts on traffic flow, roadway blockage, traffic congestion, property
access, pedestrianvbicycle safety, emergency response, traffic volumes, parking, public transit, and
rail operations. Fourteén mitigation measures are presented to reduce those traffic impacts.

The City believes that insufficient contact was made with City representatives. As documented
more fully in the responses to 10-5 and 10-10 above, the CPUC took the steps listed below to
ensure the City’s involvement in the EIR process and full compliante with CEQA. The CPUC
also held an' Informational Workshop and a Public Participation Hearing, which are not required
under CEQA for soliciting comments on a Draft EIR.

e Novemnber 7, 1997: staff of the CPUC’s EIR consultant (Aspen Environmental Group) contacted the City
of Paramount’s Public Works Department (J. Moreno).

November 25, 1997: Notice of Preparation and the Scoping Report were mailed to the City of
Paramount’s Community and Economic Development Manager, John Carver.

December 1997: DEIR newsletter was istued to the project mailing list, which included the City"of ’
Paramount.
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v January 7, 1998, another letter was sent 1o the City of Paramount Community and Economic
Development Manager, Johin Canver, informing him that the aliernatives sceeening process had resulied
in the inclusion of the Paramount Alternative in the Draft EIR

February 11, 1998: Notice of Release of the DEIR was sent to the approximately 14,700 property
owners and oocupants and o Los Angeles and San Bemarding County Clerks.

Two public meetings were 1A during March of 1998: an informal Public Workshop and a Public
Participation Hearing.

The CPUC has been open and available to discussion of any additional project and alternatives with
the City, but the City never tequested such a meeting. [t should also be noted that neither of the
City’s comnent letters (on the Draft EIR or Final EIR) suggested additional or modified
alternatives or mitigation measures.

The City states thai the process of selecting the “environmentally superior alternative™ is simplistic
and is based on incorrect information. Section D.2.3 of the Final EIR and especially Table D.2-3
summarize the impacts of the proposed route and the Paramount Altemative Segment, comparing
the two routes within each environmental issue area. This comparison was expanded from that in
the Draft EIR, with the intention of providing clearer documentation of the alternatives evaluation
process. As described in the text in Section D.2.3, the mést important difference between the
Paramount Alternative and the equivalent segment of the proposed route is that the Paramount
Alternative would pass significanily fewer residences (an estimated 150 residences along the
Paramount Alternalive versus an estimated 500 tesidences along the equivalent portion of the

proposed route).

The City asks why the Draft EIR states that there are 270 residential units along the Paramount
Alternative in Section D and 150 residéntial units in Section C.9, and the City tequests that the FIR
indicate the accurate number of housing units along the alignment. This error has been corrected
in the Final EIR: the correct number of units estimated to be along the Paramount Alternative is

150.

The City requests that the definition of sensitive receptors be changed to include large commercial
and industrial uses. This change would not be consistent with the methodology used in the EIR,
as described in responses to 10-36, 10-37, and 10-38 above. There is no universally accepted
definition of sensitive land uses: the methodology used in the EIR is clearly defined in Seéction
C.8.1.1 (and in response 10-36 above) which we believe is adequate under CEQA for assessing
the eavironmental impacts of the proposed project and alternatives. CEQA case law (San
Francisco Ecology Cir. v City & County of San Francisco) is clear that disagreements over
methodology do not render an EIR inadequate.

As stated in Section C.8.1.1, "Sensitive land uses are identified as such because they may require
unique mitigation measures to reduce or avoid adverse impacts. This is not to imply that other uses
such as residential or commercial zones are not also sensitive to project disturbances ...
Commercial uses are addressad in section C.10.1.1.2 and C.10.2.3.2.” The EIR evaluates impacts
to churches and schools, considered to be sensitive land uses (Section C.8, Land Use and Public
Recreation), and on businesses (Section C. 10, Socioeconomics and Public Services).

The City states that the EIR does not adequately identify potential liquefaction impacts due to the

potential for perched aquifers that could exist in Paramount. Mitigation Measure G-2 was modified
in the Final EIR in response to this comment from the City of Paramount; this measures now
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requires identification of such areas along the selected route in order to develop and implement the
appropria!e engincering techniques. Perched aguifers could also oocur along the Artesia Boulevard
pottion of the proposed route, and pipeline design can adequately mitigate impacts associated with
these features. The EIR does define areas that are known to have moderate or high liquefaction
potential (see Figure C.6-3) along both the proposed and alternative pipeline routes.

The EIR propetly identifics both the poteatial liquefaction impact and appropriate mitigation to
minimize the effect of the impact. Liquefaction impacts on a pipeline can be reduced to ndn-
significant levels through implementation of engineering techniques required by Mitigation
Measure G-2: locating the pipeline below liquefiable soils, use of pipeline densification techniques,
or installation of additional block valves to isolate the liquefiable area. The selection of the
appropriate technique would be dependent on the specific geotechnical characteristics of the
selected route.

10-58 The City is concerned that the mitigation to protect water wells (Wellhead Protection Plan included
in Mitigation Measure H-1) will nét be known until after the preparallon of the plan, and that this
plan represents deferred rmuganon Mitigation Measure H-1 requites that specific design measures
be developed to minimize the patential for a pipeline accident and groundwater contamination,
which inctudes analysis of the subsurface geology and consideration of appropriate pipeline design

- features. The EIR clearly identifies the significance of the impact, finding that even with
implementation of this mitigation measure, the potential for contamination of groundwatef is
considered to beé significant and unavoidable (Class I). The requirement for preparing a Wellhead
Proiection Plan is in the tegulations of the California State Fire Marshal (California Goverament
Code Sections 51017.1 and 51017.2).

10-59 The City is concerned that it is not identified as a responsible agency in the EIR. Table A .3-1lists
the City of Paramount as an authorizing agency or jurisdiction.

The City states that it has not been requested by the CPUC to prepare and submit a monitoring
program applicable to mitigation measures in its jurisdiction. The CPUC would not make such a
request until the EIR is certified. If the project is approved, the appropriate affected agencies
(depending on the route that is approved) would be contacted. e

The City states that it would be directly involved in project monitoring should the Paraimount
Altemnative be selected. The CPUC welcomes the involvement of the City in implementation of -
mitigation monitoring.

The City states that CEQA tequires that the “"detailed™ Mitigation Monitoring Prégram be provided
to decisionmakers prior to ceriification. Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code (Reporiing
or Monitoring Programs) requires that the findings include adoption of a reporting or monitoring
program and not that the program be included in the EIR itself.

10-60 The City is concemed that its monitoring of mitigation measure implementation may involve a
commitment of City resources which are unavailable. The CPUC will undertake a mitigation
monitoring program that includes all measures adopted in the CPUC’s decision. Funding for this
monitoring program will be provided b) SFPP through fees imposed, in accordance with CEQA
(A.B. 3180). Whether or not the City is able to monitor directly, the CPUC will provide daily,
weekly, or monthly reports on construction progress and mitigation measure implementation.

10-61  The City asks 2t what point it will be involved in the dévelopment and monitoring of the mitigation
monitoring program. As previously stated, after the CPUC certifies the EIR and a particular route
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is selectad, the CPUC or its representatives will contact each affected jurisdiction for input into the
monitoring process and to explain the monitoring process that the CPUC uses. This will occur no
later than 30 days prior to the start of construction.

CEQA Sections and Comments from City of Paramount

Section 15082, Determination of Scope of EIR: The City states that no Notice of Preparation (NOP) was
sent to the City of Paramount. This is incorcect. The NOP was issuad on August 25, 1997, but the City
of Paramount was not included on the mailing list because no part of the proposed project or route
alternatives passed through the City’s jurisdiction. However, on November 25, 1997 both the Notice of
Pceparation and the Scoping Report were mailed to the City of Paramount’s Community and Economic
Development Manager, John Carver.

Section 15082(c), Meetings: The City states that no scoping meeting with the City was held. This section
of CEQA does not require that meetings be held, but it states that “. . . the Lead Agency, a tesponsible
Agency, a Trustee Agency, or a project applicant may request one of more meelings between
representatives of the agencies involved . . . Such meetings shall be convened by the Lead Agency as soon
as possible, but no later than 30 days, after the mectings were requested.” No meeting was ever requested
by the City of Paramount. However, fepresentatives from the City of Paramount attended both the
Informational Workshop and the Public Participation Hearing held by the CPUC regarding the Draft EIR.

Section 15083. Early Public Consultation: The City states that a genuine effort for scoping was not
undertaken and that the City of Paramount was not provided an opportunity to comment. As describad in
Part G of the EIR, a comprehensive scoping effort was undertaken by the CPUC. As also described in the
response (o the City's comment 10-3 above, the City of Paramount was ¢onsulted as eatly as November
7, 1992, and the City was informed immediately when consideration of a pipeline route affecting the City
began. Any comments from the City received prior to publication of the Draft EIR (February 2, 1998)
would have been considered as scoping comments; however, none were received. As documented more
fully in thé responses to 10-5 and 10-10 above, the CPUC took the steps listed below to ensure the City's
involvement in the EIR process and full compliance with CEQA.

s November 7, 1997: staff of the CPUC’s EIR consultant (Aspen Enviroamental Group) contacted the City
of Paramount’s Public Works Department (J. Moreno).

November 25, 1997: Notice of Preparation and the Scoping Report were mailed to the City of Paramount’s
Community and Economic Development Manager, John Carver.

December 1997: DEIR pewsletter was issued to the project mailing list, which included the City of
Paramount.

January 7, 1998, another letter was seat to the City of Paramount Community and Economic Development
Manager, John Carver, informing him that the alternatives screening process bad resulted in the inclusion
of the Paramount Alternative in the Draft EIR

February 11, 1998: Notice of Release of the DEIR was sent to the approximately 14,700 property owmis
and occupants and to Los Angeles and San Bernardino County Clerks.

Two publi¢ meetings were held during March of 1998: an informal Public Workshop and a Pubhc
Participation Hearing.

Section 15086, Consultation Concerning Draft EIR: The City states that “Consultation with the City of
Paramount was limited.” However, the City was contacted in November and December, 1997 and in
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Janvary 1998. The Draft EIR was provided to the City, conunents were solicited, and responses to these
comments were provided in the Final EIR. See tesponse to 10-S above for complete documentation of
contacts with the City.

Section 15088.5, Recirculation of an EIR Prior to Certificationt The City states that this section
provides the basis for requiring recirculation of the Draft EIR. The City has highlighted the following
portions of this section: A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information
is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review . . .
New information addad to an EIR is not “significant’ unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the
project or a feasible way to mitigate such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the
project’s proponents have declined o implement.™ As des¢ribed in the response to 10-9 above, none of
these ¢onditions occurted. No significant new information was added to the EIR after issuance of the Draft
EIR.

15088, Evaluation of and Response to Comments: The City states that the EIR preparers failed to
provide a good faith reasoned analysis in the response to the City’s comments. The CPUC has made a
good faith effort to respond to the City's comments. Thé CPUC believes that the Final EIR presents a
complete and thorough environmental analysis that addressed the City’s concerns. The Final EIR
incOrporates all of the comments submitted by tesponsible agencies. This addendum provides additional
information and clarification in response to the City’s letter commenting on the Final EIR.

15096, Process for a Responsible Agency: The City states that it was not provided an NOP. As stated
above, 2 NOP was mailed 1o the City of Paramount’s Community and Economic Development Manager,
Joha Carver, on November 25, 1997, immediately after determining that the City of Paramount could be
impacted by the proposed alternative.

15120, Contents of an EIR, General: The City states that the EIR fails to clearly identify the proposed
project. The City is incorrect. Section B of the EIR provides a 40 page description of the project as
proposed by the Applicant, and an additional 18 pages describing alternatives to the proposed project
(including the Paramount Alternative). The City is confusing the “proposed project™ with the
“environmentally superior alternative™. These are not the same, and the EIR provides a clear distinction
between the two.

15120, Confents of an EIR, Informational Document and Section 15124, Project ¢ The City states that
the “report fails to inform ... What is the project?” As previously stated, Part B of the EIR clearly defines
the proposed project and the altematives. The Executive Summary and Part D (Comparison of
Alternatives) clearly explain the process used to determine the environmentally superior alternative.

15125, Contents of an EIR, Environmental Setting: The City states that the EIR fails to describe the
environmental setting as it applies to Paramount. Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines states that “the
description shall be no longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the
proposed project and its alternatives.® The EIR presents 2 clear and detailed description of the
environmental setting in Paramount (particularly as presented in Section C.8.5, Paramount Alternative
Segment in the Land Use section) adequate to assess impacts, in accordance with CEQA.

15126, Consideration and Discussion of Environmental Impacts: The City states that significant effects
are not sufficienily described, and that the EIR contains mitigation which is genéral. The EIR provides
an extensive analysis of 12 environmental issue areas, in compliance with CEQA Guidelines §15126(a),
and analyzes both direct and indirect impacts of the proposed project and alternatives. The EIR also
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inctudes close to 100 detailed mitigation measures to raduce or av cnd impacts identifiad, in compliance with
CEQA Guidelines §15126(c).

Commeants from the dt)' of Artesia Qetter dated June 23, 1998)

Each paragraph and bulleted item in the City’s letter has been numbered in sequence; the following
numbered responses relate 10 those numbered comments.

1.

The City strongly opposes the propo#ed pipeline and the Artesia Alternative. The City’s opposition
to the project is acknowledged.

. The City suppotis s¢lection of the Alondra Alternative, and states that this alternative was found to be

environmentally superior to the proposed foute in the Draft EIR. The CPUC acknowledges the City”s
support of the Alondra Alternative. However, the Draft EIR (Section 3.2.2 in Executive - Summary and
Section D.2.2) states that the Artesia Altenative was found to be environmentally superior to both the
Alondra Alternative and the proposed project portion along 166th Street. The Final EIR presents the
same conclusion (Section D.2.5).

. The City- tequests that an Off-site Consequence Analysis study be prepared for the proposed and

alternative routes. The CPUC believes that the Study requésted by the City is not necessary in order
to complefe the system safety impact analysis. The EIR analyzes pipeline safety issues in detail in
Section C.11, which ooks at the probability that an accident ¢ould occur, and describes the potential
impacts of such an accident. The possibility that a pipeline accident could occur was determined to
be a significant and unay ‘oidable (Class I) impact, and 20 mitigation measures are presented to reduce
this impact to the extent feasible. Additional technical safety information is presented in Appendix C
to the FEIR.

. The City recommends that the pro;e-.t be in compliance with State and Federal pipeline safety
standards. SFPP is tequlred t0 Operate in compliance with these standazds; the California State Fire
Marshal regulates pipeline safety and is responsible for compliance with pipeline safety standards. It
should be noted that 20 mitigation measures are recommended in the System Safety section (Section
C.11), several recommend additional pipeline safety features.

. The City states its agreement with Mitigation Measure A-16, and states that it requires advance

notification to potentially affected property owners. Mitigation Measure L-1 requires that 14-day
advance notice be given to property owners and residents within 300 feet of the pipeline route.

. The City states that traffic control plans must be reviewed and approved by the City prior to SFPP

obtaining a construction permit. Mitigation Measure T-2 states that “¢opies of approval letters from
each jurisdiction must be provided to the CPUC prior to the start of construction within that
jurisdiction.”

. The City states that it will require annual review of future pipeline operational plans. The California

State Fire Marshal is responsible for operational pipeline safety reports.

. The City recommends that determination of compensation due to businesses and payment of that

compensation &¢cur without delay. The intent of Mitigation Measure S-2 is that ineetings with business
prior to the start of construction will allow for development of schedules or procedures that would
prevent any darnage or 16ss to businiess along the route. However, if disruption still results in loss of
business, Mitigation Measure S-2 requires that SFPP participate in binding arbitration, if no agreement
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regarding compensation can be reached. The CPUC will ensure compliance with this mitigation
measure.

The City recommends that the lead agency be responsible for monitoring of mitigation measures to
ensute proper compensation and paymenl. The CPUC is committed to monitoring and implementing
the mitigation measures as described in Part F of the EIR. Determination of proper compensation will
be the responsibility of the arbitrator assigned to the case.

. 'The City states that Artesia Boulevard contains more existing old substructure than other alternative
routes. The EIR identified the locations of existing hazardous liquids pipelines based on data obtained
from the California State Fire Marshal (see Figure C.11-1 of the EIR), and there are no hazardous
liquid pipelines shown in Artesia Boulevard between Studebaker Road and Norwalk Boulevard.
However, thé EIR acknowledges the potential impacts felated to co-locational accidents (Section
C.10.2.7) and other safety hazards (Section C.11.3.4), and presénts several mitigation measures to
réduce these impacts: Mitigation Measures SS-1 through SS-5.

. The City states that fire flows in the area appear to be substandard and they are concerned about the
risk of fire or explosion. The EIR acknowledges that the propased project poses a significant and
unavoidable (Class 1) risk of fire or explosion. The Final EIR includes Mitigation Measure $S-22
which requires the preparation of a Fire Protection Plan for the operational phase of the project; this
plan must be approved by each firé prevention jurisdiction. The Plan miust contain details of fire
protection and loss prevention measures that will be implemented by SFPP.

. The City is con¢emed that installation of th¢ pipeline in a stréet where many existing utilities exist witl
make it more difficult to plan alignments for future water main improvements. Because the exact
location of the pipeline within Artesia Boulevard (assuming that this altefnative is approved) would be
subject to the City's approval, this issue should be addressed prior to pipeline installation.

2. The City states that a water well has been identified along the route and that an EIR mitigation measure
recommends that the pipeline be located no closer than 200 fect to an eustmg well.  Mitigation
Measure H-1 requires that SFPP locate the pipeline mote than 200 feet from existing wells if feasible,
that special design features be incorporated (o reduce the likelihood that a pipeline accident could affect
a well.  Mitigation Measure H-1 also requires preparation of a Wellhead Protection Plan. This
mitigation measure réquires that specific pipeline design measures be developed to minimize the
potential for a pipeline accident to contaminate groundwater, including analysis of the subsurface
geology and consideration of appropriate pipeline design featuces.

. The City states that trenching along Actesia Boulevard will create major traffic disruption and damage
the street surface. The EIR presents 17 mitigation measures to reduce traffic impacts, including
Mitigation Measure T-12 which requires that roads damaged during construction be properly restored
to ensure long-term protection of road surfaces, and that a road maintenance agreement be incorporated
into SFPP's agreement with each jurisdiction.

Responses to Mitigation Measures Proposed by City of Artesia

The items below present additional mitigation measures that the City of Artesia would like implemented
for this project. The discussions below explain how the impacis related to these measures are addressed
in the EIR. If the City determines that additional requirements ar¢ necessary, thosé requirements may be
added to the City's permit documents for SFPP construction.
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. The City states that SFPP must construct water main and fire hydrant improveinents to ensure adaquate
fireflow is available. The EIR acknowledges that the proposed project poses a significant and
unavoidable (Class I) risk of (ire or explosion. Note that Mitigation Measure $S-22 requires
preparation of a Fire Protection Plan for the operational phase of the project; this plan must be
approved by each fire protection jurisdiction. SFPP must demonstrate the availability of fire fighting
capability under this measure.

. The City states that SFPP should install double-wall pipe to contain possible leaks. This system is not
considered technically feasible by pipeline engineers, since double wall pipes greatly increase the
likelihood of pipe corrosion (if the two pipes touch each other at any location, the cathodic protection
systems will not be able to operate propetly), which is one of the most frequent causes of pipeline
leaks. Section C.11.4 (Mitigation Measures for System Safety and Risk of Upset) includes Mitigation
Measures SS-6 through SS-19, to reduce the size and frequency of spills and enhance leak detection.

. The City tequest that the pipe be constructed mth flexible connections (6 allow for a certain amount
of movement during an earthquake without a rupture. Steel pipe by its nature is flexible and can
accommodate significant movement in an earthquake without rupturing (denwmtrated during the
Northridge Earthquake, which caused major ground shaking but gesulted in rupture of only one oil
pipeline that was over 60 years old). Installing any other flexible connectors would reduce the
operational safety of the pipeline by adding weak points in the line where leaks or ruptures would
oceur.

. The City states that SFPP should locate the pipeline more than 200 feet from water wells. This issue
is addressed in Mitigation Measure H-1. This measure requires that the SFPP locate the pipeline more
than 200 feet from existing wells if feasible, and that special pipeline design features be incorporated
to reduce the likelihood that a pipeline accident could affect groundwater. It also requires preparation
of a Wellhead Protection Plan.

. The City statés that ¢onstruction adjacent to major intersections should be conducted only on Sunday
or during evening hours. Mitigation Measures T-1 and N-1 state that det¢rmination of time and days
of construction is subject to review and approval by the local jurisdictions.

. The City states that the entire roadways along the selected routes should be tedbuilt to the City's
satisfaction after construction. The issue of ¢construction impact on road conditions is addressed on
pages C.12-16 and C.12-17 of the FEIR. Mitigation Measure T-12 requires that roads damaged during
construction be properly restoréd to ensure long-term protection of toad surfaces, and that a road
maintenance agreemeiit be incorporated into SFPP’s agreement with each jurisdiction.

. The City requests adequate time to improve existing deficiencies in water line size and fireflow
capacity in areas where the pipeling is to be installed. This issue is beyond the CPUC’s autherity and
should be addressed within the context of the City’s pemnttmg process for SFPP’s construction.
Regarding fire fighting capability, Mitigation Measure $S-22 requires preparation of a Fire Protection
Plan for the operational phase’of the project; this plan must be approved by each jurisdiction.

. The City requests adequate time €0 repair/replace any aging infrastructure while the trench is open.
This issue is beyond the CPUC’s authority and should be addressed within the context of the City's
permitting process for SFPP’s construction. However, we should point out that the installation of a
16-inch pipeline requires a trench only approximately 30 inches wide (as defined in Section B.4.1.7
of the EIR). It may be infeasible for the City to access other infrastructure from the SFPP trench.
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9. The City requests that SFPP be tequired to facilitate implementation of other infrastructure
improvements in accordance with the City Beautification Pian. This issue does not relate (o any
impacts identified in the EIR, and should be addressed within the context of the City’s permitting
process fot SFPP’s construction.
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