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January 29, 2009

Ms. Virginia I. Hyatt

Purchasing Director

Santa Monica Malibu Unified School District
1651 Sixteenth Street

Santa Monica, CA 90404-3891

Subject:  Pipelines, Water Tanks, and Aboveground Fuel Storage Tanks, California Department
of Education (CDE) Checklist Item, Santa Monica High School, Science and
Technology Building and Site Improvements Project, 601 Pico Boulevard, Santa
Monica, California

Dear Ms. Hyatt:

LFR Inc. (LFR) is pleased to present this review of California Department of Education (CDE)
Checklist Item for Pipelines, Water Tanks, and Aboveground Fuel Storage Tanks, for the above
referenced site located at 601 Pico Boulevard, Santa Monica, California (“the Site”). The
information presented herein is based on information obtained from site reconnaissance (conducted
as part of a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment [submitted under separate cover]) and various
utility companies. For ease in reviewing the findings, information identifying features requiring
further evaluation is presented in blue font; all other information is reported in black font.

California Code of Regulations Title 5, Section 14010(h) stipulates that proposed school sites shall
not be located within 1,500 feet of the easement of an aboveground pipeline, or underground
pipeline that can pose a safety hazard as established by a risk analysis study. Additionally, the
regulation stipulates that aboveground water tanks, reservoirs, or aboveground fuel storage tanks
located on or near the proposed school site shall be identified and evaluated'.

» Hazardous Materials Pipelines. According to Ms. Lisa Dowdy of the California Office of the
State Fire Marshal, Pipeline Safety Division (CSFM), no hazardous materials pipelines
jurisdictional to CSFM are located within 1,500 feet of the Site.

! Recent discussions with Michael O’Neil of the California Department of Education (January 15, 2009) indicated that
the 1,500 foot radius applies only to the pipeline search and that the search criteria for aboveground water tanks,
reservoirs, or aboveground fuel storage tanks is “on or near” the Site. Mr. O’Neil indicated that “near” is a
judgment call made by the environmental professional based on site specific conditions (i.e. topography, size of
tank or reservoir, etc).
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o Natural Gas Pipelines. According to Wilson Baldelomar of The Gas Company, no high
pressure natural gas pipelines are located within 1,500 feet of the Site. The medium pressure
natural gas pipelines within 1,500 feet of the Site are listed in Table 1; however, as these lines
are all below 80 psi, a pipeline risk analysis is not required. Low pressure or service/feeder
natural gas pipelines are not listed as further evaluation of these lines is not required.

» Water Pipelines. According to Mr. Jeff Mack with the City of Santa Monica, several water
lines with a diameter of 12 inches or greater? are present in the area surrounding the Site.
Table 2 lists the twelve water pipelines within a 1,500 foot radius of the Site that have a
diameter of 12-inches or greater. Based on a review of the water pipeline locations relative to
the Site, only one water pipeline was determined to be topographically higher and proximate to
the Site. A Stage 2 risk evaluation is recommended for this water pipeline.

e Aboveground water storage tanks and reservoirs. Aboveground water storage tanks and
reservoirs were not identified on or in the immediate vicinity of the Site during the site
reconnaissance activity or review of aerial photographs or maps reviewed as part of the Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment conducted for this site.

e Aboveground Petroleum Storage Tanks. Aboveground petroleum storage tanks were not
identified on or in the immediate vicinity of the Site during the site reconnaissance activity or
review of aerial photographs or maps reviewed as part of the Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment conducted for this site. Additionally, EDR did not identify any aboveground
petroleum storage tanks within a %-mile radius of the Site.

¢ Propane Storage Tanks. Large propane storage tanks (i.e. non-residential usage) were not
observed either on the Site or in the immediate vicinity of the Site during the Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment conducted for this Site. According to the Food Services
division of the Santa Monica-Malibu School District, two 32.7 pound propane tanks are stored
in the cafeteria at Santa Monica High School (considered off-Site for the purpose of this
evaluation), and are used for outdoor grilling. These tanks are not considered by CDE to be
“large” fuel tanks requiring further evaluation.

Agency research did not reveal the presence of hazardous or natural gas pipelines, aboveground
water storage tanks or water reservoirs, or relevant aboveground fuel storage tanks within the
search distances required by CDE and State of California regulations. However, the presence of
high volume water pipelines, may require further evaluation.

? According to Mr. Michael O’Neill of the CDE, evaluation is not normally required for water
lines with a diameter of 12 inches or less, unless such lines pose a specific risk to a particular
site.
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LFR appreciates this opportunity to provide consulting services to the Santa Monica Malibu
Unified School District (SMMUSD). If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to
contact either of the undersigned at (916) 786-0320 or (714) 444-0111, respectively.

Sincerely,
Stephanie M. Gentry MartincE. Hamann, PG, CHG, REA 1I
Senior Toxicologist Principal Hydrogeologist

cc: Tom Tomeoni, Parsons

Attachments:
Table 1 Summary of Natural Gas Lines within 1,500 Feet of the Site
Table 2 Summary of High Volume Water Pipelines within 1,500 Feet of the Site
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Table 1. Summary of Natural Gas Lines within 1,500 Feet of the Site*

Santa Monica High School

Is Further 1 likely

Evaluation recommend a
Size of Line - Closest Distance| Needed? (i.e. Stage 2
Diameter (in) Material Location to Site (ft) Stage 1 Analysis) Analysis***?

Medium Pressure Lines within 1,500 feet of Santa Monica High School**

8 Steel Lincoln Bivd 210 YES NO
8 Steel Pico Blvd 510 YES NO
6 Steel Pico Blvd 810 YES NO
6 Steel 6th St 905 YES NO
16 Steel Colorado Ave 1,015 YES NO
6 Steel Bay St 1,040 YES NO
6 Steel 6th St 1,040 YES NO
6 Steel Pico Blvd 1,390 YES NO

NOTES:

*

Distance estimate is from pipeline to closest edge of proposed construction area. Additionally, pipelines 2 - 4 inches in
diameter are not included as they are considered service or feeder lines (and pressures are below the threshold for further
evaluation).

** Medium pressure lines are between 0.25 and 60 psi. The Gas Company generally delineates the high end of the medium
pressure range at 50 psi.

***  Stage 2 Analysis is required for CDE approval if pipeline pressure operates at 80 psi or greater (as all pipelines listed are
medium pressure pipelines which have a maximum pressure of 60 psi, Stage 2 Analysis is not required for any of the listed
lines).

Page 1 of 2
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Table 2. Summary of High Volume* Water Pipelines within 1,500 Feet of the Site**

Santa Monica High School
Water Pipelines Measuring 12 Inches in Diameter*** or Greater Within 1,500 feet of Santa Monica High School
If ruptured, release likely to flow
Location Closest Distance to Site (feet) toward Site? Rationale
Lincoln Blvd 225 Yes Topographically higher
Pico Blvd 485 No Topographically parallel/lower
4th St 780 No Topographically lower
5th St 530 No Topographically parallel/lower
Colorado Ave 1,075 No Opposite side of I-10, Topographically parallel
Main St 1,375 No Topographically lower
3rd St 1,250 No Topographically lower
Between 4th St & 5th St 1,210 No Opposite side of I-10, Topographically parallel
Between 5th St & 6th St 1,075 No Opposite side of I-10, Topographically parallel
Between 6th St & 7th St 1,210 No Opposite side of I-10, Topographically parallel
Between 7th St & Lincoln Blvd 1,110 No Opposite side of I-10, Topographically parallel
Between Lincoln Blvd & 9th St 1,200 No Opposite side of I-10, Topographically parallel

NOTES:

*  High volume water pipelines are defined by California Department of Education (CDE) as water pipelines measuring 12 inches in diameter or greater

**  Distance estimate is from pipeline to closest edge of proposed construction area.

***  These pipelines have been identified by the City of Santa Monica as being at least 12 inches in diameter; however, specific diameters were not identified.

Identifies those pipelines that are at least 12 inches in diameter and within 1,500 feet. Initial review of water pipeline locations
relative to the Site suggest they are topographically parallel [i.e. if surface water were to drain away from the pipeline, topography
suggests flow would run parallel to the Site] or topographically lower than the Site or have signficant barriers between the pipeline
and Site.

Identifies those pipelines requiring a further pipeline risk analysis (i.e. a Stage 2 Analysis) based on the diameter of the pipe,
proximity to the site, and topographical elevation relative to the Site.
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March 25, 2009 002-11144-14

Ms. Virginia I. Hyatt

Purchasing Director

Santa Monica-Malibu Unified School District
1651 Sixteenth Street

Santa Monica, California 90404-3891

Subject:  Stage 2 Pipeline Risk Analysis of a High-Volume Water Pipeline
Located Within 1,500 Feet of the Santa Monica High School, Science and
Technology Building and Site Improvements Project, 601 Pico Boulevard,
Santa Monica, California

Dear Ms. Hyatt:

LFR Inc. (LFR) is pleased to submit to the Santa Monica-Malibu Unified School District
(SMMUSD) this report presenting the results of a Stage 2 pipeline risk analysis for a high-volume
water pipeline located within 1,500 feet of the Santa Monica High School, Science and Technology
Building and Site Improvements Project. Santa Monica High School is located at 601 Pico
Boulevard, Santa Monica, California (“the Site”; Figure 1). The Site specifically consists of the
Science and Technology buildings, a parking lot, a softball field, an auto shop, a grounds
maintenance office, and landscaped walkways.

LFR conducted a pipeline search in January 2009 to identify hazardous materials pipelines, natural
gas pipelines, and/or high-volume water lines within 1,500 feet of the Site. The pipeline search
entailed submitting requests to the state fire marshal, The Gas Company (the local natural gas
purveyor), and the City of Santa Monica Public Works Department. The pipeline search did not
identify any hazardous materials pipelines or any natural gas pipelines exceeding 80 pounds per
square inch (psi), indicating no further review of either of these pipeline types was necessary.
Twelve high-volume water lines were identified. High-volume water pipelines (defined as pipelines
with diameters greater than 12 inches) are required by the California Department of Education
(CDE) to undergo a risk assessment. This report constitutes the further evaluation of the identified
high-volume water lines.

This risk analysis was conducted using the methodology presented in the CDE “Guidance Protocol
for School Site Pipeline Risk Analysis,” dated February 2007 (“the February 2007 Protocol”).
This report presents an evaluation of potential hazards to identify imminent health and safety
threats posed by the pipelines to students, faculty, and staff within the boundaries of the Site. This
document describes the methodology used to conduct the pipeline risk assessments and summarizes
the findings.
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Executive Summary

The February 2007 Protocol defines high-volume water lines as lines 12 inches in diameter or
greater. This Stage 2 pipeline risk analysis considered the potential impacts associated with

hypothetical worst-case accidental release from the 12 active high-volume water pipelines located
within 1,500 feet of the Site (Figure 2). Table 1 identifies the locations and diameters of the

identified pipelines.

Table 1. Location and Diameter of Identified Pipelines

Pipeline Location (Name) Pipeline Cross Streets Diameter
Lincoln Boulevard Colorado and Strand 12 inches
Pico Boulevard Lincoln Boulevard and 4" Street 12 inches

Mostly 10 inches

and 9" Street

4™ Street Pico and Colorado Avenue (the portion crossing the
freeway is 12 inches)
5™ Street I-10 and Colorado Avenue 12 inches
Colorado Avenue Lincoln Boulevard and 6™ Street 12 inches
Main Street Colorado Avenue and Pico Boulevard 12 inches
3" Street Pico Boulevard and Bay 12 inches
Alley between 4™ and 5™ Streets At Colorado Avenue going northwest 12 inches
Alley between 5" and 6™ Streets At Colorado Avenue going northwest 12 inches
Alley between 6™ and 7™ Streets At Colorado Avenue going northwest 12 inches
Alley l.)etween 7" Sweet and At Colorado Avenue going northwest 12 inches
Lincoln Boulevard

Alley between Lincoln Boulevard At Colorado Avenue going northwest 12 inches

Under the February 2007 Protocol, a water line poses a significant risk to a site if an accidental
release can result in a pool (located onsite) with a depth of 1 foot or greater in a five-minute
release period. A 1-foot-deep pool could pose a drowning hazard or lead to flooding and

subterranean erosion, resulting in subsidence or the formation of a sinkhole on the site. Based on
the risk calculations contained in the February 2007 Protocol, the maximum impact distance for a
release from a 12-inch-diameter water pipeline is 59 feet. Since none of the 12 high-volume
pipelines identified above are located within 59 feet of the Site, and are all located topographically
lower than the Site (Figure 3), these water pipelines do not pose a significant risk to the

Site population.

Mar2509 SMMUSD Santa Monica HS Stage 2 Pipeline Rpt.doc:CTS 2
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Introduction

The California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 5, Section 14010(h) stipulates that proposed or
significantly modified school sites must not be located near an aboveground water storage tank or
within 1,500 feet of the easement of an aboveground or underground pipeline that can pose a safety
hazard as determined by a risk analysis study. If the risk analysis shows potential hazards,
exemptions to specific sections of these regulations may be granted, as described under CCR Title 5
Sections 14010(u) and 14011(n), if the risks associated with these potential hazards can be mitigated.

Based on information from the Phase I Environmental Screening Assessment for the Site and a CDE
Checklist Review conducted by LFR, 12 relevant' high-volume water pipelines were identified:

e 12-inch-diameter water pipeline on Lincoln Boulevard

o 12-inch-diameter water pipeline on Pico Boulevard

« 10-inch-diameter water pipeline on 4™ Street (the portion crossing the freeway is 12 inches
in diameter)

« 12-inch-diameter water pipeline on 5™ Street

o 12-inch-diameter water pipeline on Colorado Avenue

e 12-inch-diameter water pipeline on Main Street

« 12-inch-diameter water pipeline on 3™ Street

« 12-inch-diameter water pipeline in the alley between 4™ Street and 5™ Street

« 12-inch-diameter water pipeline in the alley between 5™ Street and 6™ Street

« 12-inch-diameter water pipeline in the alley between 6™ Street and 7™ Street

« 12-inch-diameter water pipeline in the alley between 7™ Street and Lincoln Boulevard

« 12-inch-diameter water pipeline in the alley between Lincoln Boulevard and 9™ Street
Because the SMMUSD proposes to modify the existing school site, a Stage 2 risk analysis is

required to assess the potential imminent health and safety risks from hypothetical worst-case
accidental releases from the pipelines.

Site and Pipeline Information

The Site consists of the Science and Technology buildings, a parking lot, a softball field, an auto
shop, a grounds maintenance office, and landscaped walkways of the Santa Monica High School
located at 601 Pico Boulevard. LFR performed a Phase I Environmental Screening Assessment and

' Other pipelines may have been identified within the 1,500-foot radius of the Site. However, only the pipelines that

fell within the parameters of the February 2007 Protocol were evaluated.

Mar2509 SMMUSD Santa Monica HS Stage 2 Pipeline Rpt.doc:CTS 3
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a pipeline review to identify all pipelines within 1,500 feet of the Site (natural gas, petroleum, and
water pipelines). Based on the information contained in the reports, twelve high-volume water
pipelines were identified. The pipeline locations, diameters, and distances from the Site are listed
in Table 2 and shown on Figure 1.

Table 2. Pipeline Location, Diameter, and Distance from the Site

Distance
Type Diameter Pipeline Location from Site
High-Volume Water 12-inch Lincoln Boulevard 205 feet
High-Volume Water 12-inch Pico Boulevard 510 feet
High-Volume Water | 10-inch/12-inch 4™ Street 800 feet
High-Volume Water 12-inch 5™ Street 615 feet
High-Volume Water 12-inch Colorado Avenue 1,070 feet
High-Volume Water 12-inch Main Street 1,400 feet
High-Volume Water 12-inch 31 Street 1,340 feet
High-Volume Water 12-inch Alley between 4" and 5™ Streets 1,220 feet
High-Volume Water 12-inch Alley between 5™ and 6™ Streets 1,060 feet
High-Volume Water 12-inch Alley between 6" and 7™ Streets 1,060 feet
High-Volume Water 12-inch Alley between 7™ Street and Lincoln Boulevard 1,120 feet
High-Volume Water 12-inch Alley between Lincoln Boulevard and 9™ Street 1,200 feet

Risk Assessment Approach

The purpose of a Stage 2 risk analysis is to analyze potential imminent health and safety risks
including potential fatalities to students, faculty, and staff at a school site associated with possible
accidental releases from a pipeline. A Stage 2 pipeline risk analysis for water pipelines does not
predict future events. The indication of risk developed by a Stage 2 risk analysis (significant or not
significant) is intended for use for threat prioritization and planning purposes only.

The CDE requires that high-volume water pipelines be evaluated as part of a Stage 2 pipeline risk
analysis. The February 2007 Protocol defines high-volume water lines as lines that are 12 inches in
diameter or greater. According to the February 2007 Protocol, a water line poses a significant risk
to a site population if an accidental release can result in a pool (located onsite) with a depth of

1 foot or greater. A 1-foot-deep pool could pose a drowning hazard or could lead to flooding and
subterranean erosion, resulting in subsidence or the formation of a sinkhole on the site.

Mar2509 SMMUSD Santa Monica HS Stage 2 Pipeline Rpt.doc:CTS 4
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As stated in the February 2007 Protocol, the diameter of a 1-foot-deep pool is calculated assuming
a full rupture of the water pipeline for a period of five minutes. If the terrain is relatively flat, the
February 2007 Protocol assumes that a circular pool will form from the release point. If the water
line is draining into a channel (i.e., a street bordered by a curb system) it is assumed that a
rectangular pool will form from the release point. Since the pool is assumed to be displaced by a
full diameter towards the school site, the pool diameter is taken as an estimate of the impact
distance. However, topographic features of the site and the surrounding area can be considered
when evaluating the potential for a pool to accumulate on a site.

Water Pipeline Findings

Table 3: Water Pipeline Potential Impact on Site

Impact Distance Potentially
(flat Distance Impact

Pipeline topography) from Site Topography Site?
12-inch-diameter in Lincoln Boulevard 59 feet 205 feet No
12-inch-diameter in Pico Boulevard 59 feet 510 feet No
10-inch/12-inch-diameter in 4" Street 59 feet 800 feet No
12-inch-diameter in 5™ Street 59 feet 615 feet No
12-inch-diameter in Colorado Avenue 59 feet 1,070 feet No
12-inch-diameter in Main Street 59 feet 1,400 feet No
12-inch-diameter in 3" Street 59 feet 1,340 feet Elevation of No

pipeline lower

12-inch-diameter in alley bet 4" Street
mnc l1ameter 1 alley between ree 59 feet 1’ 220 feet than nearest No

and 5™ Street

Site border
12-inch-diameter in alley between 5™ Street

f 1 f
and 6% Street 59 feet ,060 feet No
12-inch-di ter in alley bet 6" Street

inch-diameter in atlh ey between ree 50 feet 1,060 feet No

and 7" Street

P . 0

12-inch: dlamete? in alley between 7" Street 50 feet 1,120 feet No
and Lincoln Boulevard

12-inch-di ter in alley bet Lincol

inch-diameter in alley between Lincoln 50 feet 1200 feet No

Boulevard and 9™ Street

Based on the February 2007 Protocol, the maximum impact distance of the twelve 12-inch-
diameter water pipelines is 59 feet (Appendix A). Since the water pipelines are located farther than
59 feet from the Site, and the Site is elevated above the pipelines (i.e., water would flow away

Mar2509 SMMUSD Santa Monica HS Stage 2 Pipeline Rpt.doc:CTS 5
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from the Site in the event of a rupture), these water pipelines do not pose a significant risk to the
Site population under the CDE criterion of significant risk.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Based on the February 2007 Protocol, the 12 high-volume water pipelines located within
1,500 feet of the Site do not pose a significant risk to the Site. Therefore, a Stage 3 pipeline risk
analysis is not required.

Per CDE requirements related to findings, based on LFR’s pipeline search and this Stage 2
analysis, the area within 1,500 feet of the proposed school site does not contain one or more
pipelines, situated underground or aboveground, that carry hazardous substances, extremely
hazardous materials or hazardous wastes, unless the pipeline is a natural gas line that is only used
to supply natural gas to that school or neighborhood or other nearby schools, and no pipelines
within 1,500 feet of, or at, the proposed school site pose a safety hazard as determined by a risk
analysis study conducted per CDE criteria.

Limitations

The opinions and recommendations presented in this report are based upon the scope of services,
information obtained through performance of the services, and the schedule as agreed upon by
LFR and the party for whom this report was originally prepared. This report is an instrument of
professional service and was prepared in accordance with the generally accepted standards and
level of skill and care under similar conditions and circumstances established by the environmental
consulting industry. No representation, warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied, is intended or
given. To the extent that LFR relied upon any information prepared by other parties not under
contract to LFR, LFR makes no representation as to the accuracy or completeness of such
information. This report is expressly for the sole and exclusive use of the party for whom this
report was originally prepared for a particular purpose. Only the party for whom this report was
originally prepared and/or other specifically named parties have the right to make use of and rely
upon this report. Reuse of this report or any portion thereof for other than its intended purpose, or
if modified, or if used by third parties, shall be at the user’s sole risk.

Results of any investigation or testing and any findings presented in this report apply solely to
conditions existing at the time when LFR’s investigative work was performed. It must be
recognized that any such investigative or testing activities are inherently limited and do not
represent a conclusive or complete characterization. Conditions in other parts of the project site
may vary from those at the locations where data were collected. LFR’s ability to interpret
investigation results is related to the availability of the data and the extent of the investigation
activities. As such, 100 percent confidence in environmental investigation conclusions cannot
reasonably be achieved.

Mar2509 SMMUSD Santa Monica HS Stage 2 Pipeline Rpt.doc:CTS 6
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LFR, therefore, does not provide any guarantees, certifications or warranties regarding any
conclusions regarding environmental contamination of any such property. Furthermore, nothing
contained in this document shall relieve any other party of its responsibility to abide by contract
documents and applicable laws, codes, regulations or standards.

It has been a pleasure to work with you on this project. If you have any questions concerning the
contents of this report or attachments, please call Alice Hale at (510) 652-4500, Stephanie Gentry
at (916) 786-2132 or Martin Hamann at (714) 755-7216.

Sincerely,

Martin E. Hamann, PG, CHG, REA II Alice M. Hale
Principal Hydrogeologist (P.G. #5482) Staff II Engineer
Attachments

Figures: 1 Site Vicinity Map
2 Pipeline Locations
3 Site Topography

Appendix: A Pipeline Risk Calculations
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CERTIFICATION

This document has been prepared under the supervision of and reviewed by an LFR Inc. California
Registered Geotechnical Engineer and Professional Engineer.
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Jeff R. Raines, P.E., G.E. Date
Principai‘lI Geotechnical Engineer
California Professional Engineer No. C51120
California Registered Geotechnical Engineer No. 2762
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