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Would you please state your full name, present position, and business addr ess?

My name is Lois N. Epstein. | am a Senior Engineer with the Environmental
Defense Fund, a non-profit environmental research and advocacy organization
with nearly 300,000 members nationwide. EDF has six U.S. offices plus one
project office, and approximately 160 employees. My business address is 1875
Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1016, Washington, DC 20009.

Can you briefly describe for the record your educational and professional
background?

| have a Masters degree in civil engineering, with a specialization in
environmental engineering and science, from Stanford University. Before
attending Stanford, | received a Bachelor of Arts degree in English from
Amherst College and a Bachelor of Science degree in mechanical engineering
from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology as part of a 5-year liberal
artsengineering program. | spent three years prior to graduate school working
for two environmental consulting firms on both public and private contracts, and
a summer after graduate school working for the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency in San Francisco. | have been a licensed Professional Engineer in
Maryland since 1989.

| have been an engineer at the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) for more

than 11 years, and am now a Senior Engineer. My responsibilities at EDF

consist of developing, advocating, and implementing scientifically and
economically defensible policies and practices that protect the environment,

with expertise particularly in the oil, auto assembly, iron and steel, and the
lithographic printing industries. At EDF, | have written numerous technical and
non-technical publications, testified before Congress on six occasions, spoken to

many different audiences on environmental issues, and participated in several
collaborative projects with industry and government. | serve on a number of
governmental and non-governmental advisory committees, including the U.S.
Department of Transportation’s Technical Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety
Standards Committee. My expertise includes extensive experience on
underground and aboveground storage tank and attached piping technical issues,
where many of the environmental, petroleum, and leak detection issues are
similar, though not identical, to those associated with hazardous liquid pipelines.
For more information about my background, please see my attached resume
(Exhibit LNE-1).

You stated that you are a member of the Technical Hazardous Liquid Pipeline
Safety Standards Committee. What isthat?
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The Technical Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Standards Committee is an
advisory committee to the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Office of
Pipeline Safety whose formation was required under Section 204 of the
Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Act of 1979. The Committee makes
recommendations to the Department on new regulations, and serves as a “peer
review” panel for cost-benefit analyses of new regulations, a role given the
Committee when the law covering pipeline safety (49 U.S.C., § 6@i64.)

was reauthorized in 1996. The current law requires that the Committee be
composed of 15 members, five from federal, state, or local government, five
from the hazardous liquid pipeline industry, and five from the general public. |
was appointed to the committee by the Secretary of the Department of
Transportation.

What isthe purpose of your testimony?

| will describe current deficiencies in the federal oil pipeline program that can
and do result in environmental contamination from oil pipeline releases. These
deficiencies are important to keep in mind when deciding whether and where to
site a pipeline, and what protective conditions need to be imposed. Also, | will
discuss particular aspects of Olympic’s proposal based on my review of
portions of its Revised Application. My perspective on these issues is based on
analysis of the federal statute and regulations covering hazardous liquid
pipelines which includes petroleum and petroleum product (or oil) pipelines,
research on the oil pipeline industry’'s release data and its causes, discussions
that occurred while serving on the Technical Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety
Standards Committee, discussions with Office of Pipeline Safety staff, and
examination of portions of Olympic’s Revised Application.

What information can you provide us with concerning releases from hazardous
liquid pipelines?

According to Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS) release data available from the
Internet! during the period January 1, 1990 through December 31, 1998, an
average of 6.3 million gallons of hazardous liquids were released from pipelines
annually (analysis by EDF). The vast majority of these releases were oll
releases and not other types of hazardous liquids like anhydrous ammonia. Note
that pipeline operators are not currently required by federal regulations to report

1 The OPS accident database contains estimates of rel ease size from those reporting the incidents. This database contains

both under-reporting and over-reporting of accidents (the latter through redundant reports).
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spills or leaks of less than 2,100 gallons, releases where estimated property
damages are less than $50,000, and leaks that pollute groundwater rather than
surface water. Thus, the figures provided above likely are underestimates of the
actual quantities of hazardous liquids released from pipelines.

OPS data also show that reported property damage from hazardous liquid
pipeline releases averaged over $39 million in the 1990s, with an average
property damage cost per incident of over $194,000 (median cost is $20,000).

Based on an anaysis by Battelle National Laboratory (Ref. 1), and EDF’s
analysis of OPS accident data for 1990-1998, it appears that no more than 18-
30% of hazardous liquid pipeline releases are caused by “outside forces,” or
entities sometimes beyond the control of pipeline companies. The most
common causes of releases from hazardous liquid pipelines are corrosion,
operational incidents, and material defects.

EFA Technologies, Inc., a pipeline industry consultant, analyzed U.S.
Department of Transportation hazardous liquid pipeline accident reports from
1982-91 and concluded that (Ref. 2):

0 0NOPT TO POJEPATE AEVYTN TITEAIVE (£.Y., 50 WAED) WIAA nOwE
O PETOPTAPRAE aXX10eVT W TNIV O 20 YPeap TEPLOD, WITN TNE TPOPRAPBIALT
P o ouxn av axx10evT e&xeedivy 58%;

O Aovy TUTEAIVE (£.Y., 1000 WAEC Op HOPE) WIAA NOWE O PETOPTAR
A€ axX10evT dupIVy avy Yeap; avod

TNE X0OT 0@ aXXIOEVTC TO TITEAIVE XOUTIAVIED 1O GLYWI@XOVTAY
NIYNEP TNOV TNE TPOTEPTY dAUOYE OTATED OV TNE aXXIOEVT PETIDPTO.

What information do you have on the hazardous liquid pipeline industry’s
environmental record?

Figure 1 shows “Annual Releases to the Environment from Hazardous Liquid
Pipelines” from 1990 through 1998 using OPS accident data. As noted above,
these data show that over 6.3 million gallons of oil and other hazardous liquids
are reported released from pipelines on average each year, more than half the
amount released from the Exxon Valdez disaster. Note that Figure 1 shows that
since 1995, the amount released to the environment has increased each year.

BRICKLIN &
GENDLER,
LLP
ATTORNEYS-AT-
LAW
SUITE 1015
FOURTH AND
PIKE BUILDING
1424 FOURTH
AVENUE
SEATTLE, WA
98101
(206) 621-8868



Figure 2 shows that the amount of oil and other hazardous liquids released per
incident has been increasing since 1993, indicating that releases may be
becoming more serious over time. The average amount released in 1998 was
over 45,000 gallons. Annual reporting in the 1990s ranges from 170 to 236
incidents per year, with an average of 200, meaning that there is a pipeline
release of tens of thousands of gallons approximately every other day.

As hazardous liquid pipeline releases can and do contaminate drinking water
supplies, crops, and residential lands; generate greenhouse gases; kill fish; and
cause deaths and injuries from explosions and fires, these two upward trends in
aggregate annual releases and release size are troubling. The following table
lists some of the most serious releases from hazardous liquid pipelines and their
tank farmsin recent years:
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While undoubtedly some pipeline companies do better than others, OPS
accident data show that the industry as a whole is lagging. This situation is
analogous to the environmental protection efforts by non-transportation
companies, e.g., petrochemical companies, in the 1960s, prior to passage of the

Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, and the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act in the 1970s. It took passage of these laws and subsequent
development of regulations by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to
“raise the bar” for environmental protection across entire industrial sectors.
Because OPS has not yet developed environmental protection regulations, the
oil pipeline industry as a whole still has a very poor environmental record, as
discussed above.

With the enactment of the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA 90), Congress
ensured significant improvements in tanker and barge transport of petroleum,
through mandatory design and reporting standards and release liability and
cleanup provisions. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency data show that spills
over 200,000 gallons have been reduced by over 60% since OPA’s enactment
(Ref. 3). Similar federal statutory and regulatory changes are needed to ensure

BRICKLIN &
GENDLER,

LLP
ATTORNEYS-AT-
LAW
SUITE 1015
FOURTH AND
PIKE BUILDING
1424 FOURTH
AVENUE
SEATTLE, WA
98101
(206) 621-8868



that the pipeline industry provides the same level of environmental protection as
its tanker and barge competitors.

What arethe principal causes of leaks from hazardousliquid pipelines?

According to the Battelle National Laboratory analysis of OPS data referred to
above, the causes of hazardous liquid pipeline spills and leaks are:
« Ovutolde gopxe op TNIPO-TOPTY dapaye — 18%
e OTEPATIOVOA IVXISEVTO (1IVXALAIVY OTEPATOP EPPOPT VO @ PeD) — 45%
+ Xoppoalov - 20%
e MateplaA XovOoTpuLXTIOV dEWEXTO — 16%

This study showed that the largest proportion of hazardous liquid pipeline spills
was operational incidents, including dispatcher errors which can result in major
releases.

Note that different analysts of hazardous liquid pipeline accident reports filed
with the U.S. Department of Transportation might have somewhat different
percentages for the causes of releases depending on how in-depth the analyses
are on the causes of the accidents. Thus, if those filing the reports are contacted
for more information and/or information clarification, the statistics may be
different than from a file review because of inherent problems in the accident
report form.

In another analysis of data reported to OPS, the National Transportation Safety

Board, the independent federal agency that oversees U.S. Department of
Transportation operations for airlines, highways, pipelines, etc., examined in

detail the reports of releases caused by outside forces (Ref. 4). In 135 of 151
outside force releases (89%) caused by “others” and 19 of 27 releases (70%)
caused by the pipeline “operator or its contractor,” damage prevention programs
such as a “one-call” system, which assists excavation contractors in locating
pipelines to avoid damaging them, were in place. Notably, in 62% of the
outside force releases attributed to damage by “others,” the location of the
pipeline was not marked, which means that pipeline owners bear some
responsibility for these accidents.

In your opinion, what safety and environmental protection deficiencies exist in the
federal program covering hazardousliquid pipeines?

As background, oil pipelines can create the following environmental problems
through either fast or slow releases of petroleum: contamination of drinking
water supplies, fish kills, loss of cropland, fires/explosions, physical injuries, air
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pollution, loss of recreational opportunities, and property devaluation.
Unfortunately, once contaminated with petroleum, underground aguifers (i.e.,
groundwater) generally cannot be fully restored to their pre-contamination stete.

The National Transportation Safety Board has identified the following needed
changes for the existing OPS pipeline hazardous liquids program, based on its
investigations of hazardous liquid pipeline accidents (Ref. 4):

pebuipe nalapdouc A1BLIS TITEAIVE OTEPATOPOC TO OOCECC TNE A
0cBuaXY 0P TNEIP TITEAIVED TO OTEPATE AT HO&I LU AAAOWAPBAE OTEPA
TIVY TIPECOUPEC on a periodic basis (emphasis added);

pewloe NAalapdouc ALBUID TETEAIVE PEYUAATIOVO TO IVXAULOE XPIT
EPLA GLUIAOP TO TNE PEYUAATIOVO IV-TAOXE QOP VATUPAA YOO TITEAIVED
TO EWAALATE TNE adeBLAXY 0@ XATNOAIX TPOTEXTIOV (1.€., O XOUHOV TY
TE 0@ XOPPOOI0V TPOTEXTIOV) OYOTEUT @ POT PEXOMUMEVIED BY NTZB |
v 1987 avd ayaiv 1v 1998 a@rep tnE dEATNC 0Q TWO TEEVAYEPO IV TEEOO |
v 1996;

MO @ TNE NAapdoua ALBUIS TETEAIVE OXXIOEVT dOTA XOAAEXTE
OV O HOVVEP TNAT WOLAS OAAOW ONNMZ TO TEPPOP LETNOSOAOYI XOAAY
0o0UVO aXXIOEVT TPEVO AVAAPOCEC AV TO EWOAVATE TITEAIVE OTEPATOP
TEPQOPUAVXE LAIVY VOPHOAILED aXXIOeVT dATA.

EDF research has identified several additional significant deficiencies in the hazardous
liquid pipeline program which likely result in unnecessary environmental contamination.
At aminimum, OPS needs to:
€0TAPBAION TEPPOPUAVXE OTAVOAPAC POP AEAK OETEXTIOV OYOTEN
0 (IVXALAIVY O VIHUK AEOK OETEXTIOV TNPECNOAD, OV TNE VEED QOP PE
OLVOOVT OYOTEUO TNAT SETEXT Ol PPEPEVT TYTEC 0P PEAENTED IV COLIE 0P
OAA IVOTOVXEQD), 00 TNAT €aXN nadapdouvo AlBLId TITEAIVE LTIAILEC 0O
€Buate AeaK OETEXTIOV;

000PECT TUTEAIVED TNAT TPAVOTOPT AIBUE@ED YOOED (PATNEP TN
OV TNE OIA TNEY TPEWIOVOAY XaPPIED), IVXALAIVY VOTI@XaTiov To ON
0avd TNE TWPRALX 0P TNE XNOVYE IV OEPTIXE OV ATUTPOTPIATE OECIW AV
OTEPATIVY OTOVOUPIOT;

PEBLIPE PETOPTIVY OQ CTIAAC OP AEOKO OQ AT AEAOT OVE PAPPEA
(42 yaAAovo) patnep tnav 50 BappeAo, PEAEACED WNEPE EOTIUATED TPO
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TEPTY dapayeo ape at Asaot [5,000 (a0 wao TPUE IV TNE TIMOT) PATNEP
nav 50,000, avd AEOKO TNAT TOAAUTE YPOUVOWATEP IV 0dAITIOV TO TNO
O€ TNAT TRAAUTE CUPPOXE WATEP; VY,

PEOLIPE TNAT TITEAIVE BPEAKOUT TAVKO, wniXN oTtope nalapdou
0 A1BUIdo avd OPE AV IVIEYPOA TPT OYTNE TPAVOTOPTATIOV 0@ nalap
00L0 A1BLIOO BY TITEAIVED, B deO1YWED VO OTEPATED IV O HAVVEP TNAT
TIPETWEVTO XOVTOLIVATIOV OQ TNE EVIWIPOVLEVT (£.Y., PEBLIPIVY XOPPOT10
V TIPOTEXTIOV QOP OAA BPEAKOUT TAVKO OVO ATTOXNED TITIVY, AV dOLBA
€—BOTTONC QOP VEW BPEAKOUT TAVKO VO O TINOCEDd—IV LTYPUOE OXNEOV
A€ 10 d0LPBAE—OTTONO @OpP EE1OTIVY BPEAKOVUT TOVKO TO XOVTOIV AEOKQ,

ETX.).

Arethere any other reasons why you think the federal program covering hazardous
liquid pipelines is deficient, and why Washington property owners should be
concerned about the ability of the federal government to oversee our nation’s
hazardous liquid pipelines?

OPS’s 105 person staff is quite small for a federal agency that oversees
approximately 3,000 companies operating nearly 2 million miles of pipelines.
This means that OPS has difficulty issuing regulations in a timely fashion, and
does not have enough resources to adequately monitor compliance and enforce
non-compliance. OPS has not met two Congressional deadlines (for 1994 and
1995) from the Pipeline Safety Act of 1992, to identify areas “unusually
sensitive to environmental damage,” and to develop regulations requiring
periodic inspections of pipeline infrastructure in such areas to ensure they have
adequate integrity to continue operations. Moreover, since the 1996
reauthorization of the pipeline safety law, enforcement has decreased, and OPS
has spent extensive amounts of its limited resources on a demonstration program
(the Risk Management Project program), covering few pipeline companies and
minuscule pipeline mileage.

Additionally, OPS is primarily a reactive rather than a proactive governmental
agency. For example, though OPS has long known about the problems with
Colonial's Texas to New Jersey pipeline, OPS only issued a hazardous facility
order to Colonial requiring pipeline upgradster several major spills occurred
along that pipeline, the last a one million gallon diesel spill into a South
Carolina river that killed 34,000 fish.

Since only 8% of the nation’s pipeline system is made up of the approximately
160,000 miles of hazardous liquid pipelines, much of the inspection and other
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resources at OPS are directed to gas pipelines rather than hazardous liquid
pipelines. OPS currently has approximately 58 inspectors -- if 8% of these
inspectors cover hazardous liquid pipelines, then there are only 4.6 federal
inspectors overseeing 160,000 miles of existing pipelines. The states have
approximately 300 pipeline inspectors, which add roughly an additional 24
inspectors to the total overseeing hazardous liquid pipelines, or around 28.6
governmental inspectors of hazardous liquid pipelines. This translates into each
governmental inspector covering almost 5,600 miles of existing hazardous liquid
pipeline. Since field inspectors spend substantial time examining new pipeline
construction, the ratio of pipeline miles per inspector is actually worse than
5,600 to one.

On the enforcement side, the OPS web-site shows that the civil penalties OPS
proposes to collect in 1997 and 1998 are less than half what the office proposed
to collect in 1994 ($0.5 million in 1997-8, down from $1.14 million in 1994).
Because the penalties for violations and releases are likely to be so minimal, it
frequently can be cheaper for pipeline companies to pay fines and cleanup costs
than to prevent pollution.
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How much product islost from a pipeline between the time a leak occurs and the
time a dispatcher could begin to shut down a pipeline?

A 1995 U.S. Department of Transportation study of leak detection systems
indicates that any remote system with standard metering devices and a few
pressure transducers is able to recognize leaks greater than 5% of flow within
approximately 5 minutes (Ref. 5). In the case of Olympic’s proposed Cross
Cascade Pipeline, which will have a maximum flow of 7,500 barrels per hour, if
the remote leak detection system requires 5 minutes to work, over 26,000
gallons would be released before the dispatcher could begin to shut down the
pipeline.

What are some of the limitations of internal inspection devices?

Internal inspection devices (or “smart pigs’) are a method of remotely
inspecting the physical condition of the inside of a pipeline in an effort to detect
corrosion, cracks, and other defects. There are several types of "smart pigs"
with varying capabilities and sensitivities. In the absence of a specification in
Olympic's Revised Application of what type of “smart pig” is to be used, it is
impossible to assess the efficacy of this inspection program.

Moreover, any internal inspection program is only as good as the frequency of
its use. In the Revised Application, Olympic commits to using a smart pig only
once every five years. Given that a crack that can become a small leak may be
undetected until a smart pig is run through the pipe, the device should be
employed as frequently as is reasonably possible, perhaps no less frequently
than once every twyears.

What isyour conclusion about the ability of the federal and Washington hazardous
liquid pipeline programsto protect the environment?

Unfortunately, as discussed above, the current federal pipeline program has
serious deficiencies that have resulted in numerous large and small releases to
the environment. Given that over half the amount of the Exxon Valdez spill is
released annually by hazardous liquid pipelines (6.3 million gallons), causing
over $39 million of property damage, it is clear that the industry and its
overseeing agency have a long way to go to ensure adequate environmental
protection.

In summary, the Washington state oil and gas pipeline industry is overseen by: a
tiny, reactive federal agency that has not expeditiously developed necessary
regulatory standards; an inadequate number of federal and state inspectors; and a
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state agency which has done nothing in the regulatory arena other than adopt by
reference  OPS’s inadequate regulations. Furthermore, once serious
environmental harm occurs such as contamination of a drinking water aquifer, it
is difficult, expensive and sometimes essentially impossible to remediate to pre-
contamination conditions. For these reasons, the Washington Energy Facility
Site Evaluation Council should seriously consider whether Olympic’s proposed
Cross Cascade Pipeline serves a true public purpose, or whether it poses an
unnecessary and undesirable risk of environmental harm.
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