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Consideration of Certification of Final EIR/EIS For
The Ccal 0il Point Project, State 0il and Gas Leases
- PRC 208, 308, 309, 3120 and 3242

The following people provided testimony:

Honorable Sheila Lodge
Mayor of Santa Barbara

Supervisor William Wallace
Chairman, Board of Supervisors

Honorable Jack O'Connell
Member of the Assembly

Naomi Schwartz
office of Senator Gary Hart

paniel G. Aldrich, JIr.
Chancellor, University of California

Dee Heckman
;gla Uista Community Council

M. U. Scherb
Rick Management Consultant

Steve Musick
Local Resident

Prentice'Patterson
ARCO ¢il & Gas Company

Teresa Johnson
Local Rdsident

Douglas Yates
student, UC Santa Barbara

Tatiana Michalenko
Local Resident

Michael Phinney
Local Resident
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Scott Day
tocal Resident

Mary 8nn Slutsky
Deputy County Counsel

James F. Case
Professor, UC Santa Barbara

Richard Zimnier-Faust
Professor, UC Santa Barbara

Raymond Sawyer
Professor, UC Santa Barbara

Galen Stucky
Professor, UC Santa Barbara

Carolyn Leavens
california Women in Agriculture

Richard_Ranger
ARCO 0il and Gas Company

Thalia Gelvs
ARCO 0il and Gas Company

W. W. Hewston
CEO, Measurement and Control
Engineering Co.

Ruth Soadi
teague of Women Voters

Robert Sollen
Sierra Club

Tracy Costello
Local Resident

Helen Conuay
l.ocal Resident

sRobert Klawsner
Citizens Planning Association

C. B. Anderson
president, Isla VUista Associatiocn

Scott Gordon

California Public Interest
Research Group
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Janice Keller
Geir 01l Out, Fnc.

Rcbert Serrano
l.ocal Rosident

Erin Lendrihas
Local Resident

Paul Lee
Local Resident

Peter Muennig
Student, UC Santa Barbara

William Penniings
Student, UC Santa Barbara

Emilio Pozzi
student, UC Sartz Barbara

Kimberly Cov
Local Resident

Mark Alling
Student, UC Santa Barbara

Chris Gallery
;ocal Resident

fAndrew Bernal
tocal Resident

Dan Zumwinkle
Student, UC Sar . Barbara

Michael Boyd
Isla Uista Recreation & Park District

Bobbie Rich
Ltocal Resident

Clement Shute
Chambers Group, Inc.

CALENDAR PAGE
MINUTE PAGH




Upon motion made by commission-Alternate Ordway, the Commission
§ unanimously agreed that if the EIR/EIS is certified it would

v contain the Environmentally Preferred Alternative. Provided

’ however, that on the basis of evidence contained in the record,
this alternative does not reflect a project configuration that
i the Commission is prepared to adopt as the basis for any

S potential project approval.

Commissgonge Gray Davis made & motion to have the meeting at
which the Commission will act on the project in Santa Barbara.
Motion was defeated by a vote of 2-1. '

N Ypon moticn made by Commission-Alternate ordway and seconded by
b Commissioner Davis, the Commission unanimously certified the

0 Final EIR/EIS for the frco Coal 0il Point Project, with tha
understanding that staff is directed to develop a preliminary
study of & method by which the Commission could undertake a
comprehensive study regarding future of fshore develcpment in

State and fedaral waters.

Attachment: Calendar Item 1.
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ARCO ©0il and Gas Company {(ARCO) has submitted a
preliminary development plan for the resumption of development
driiling on State oil and gas leases PRC's 208, 308, 309, 3120,
and 3242. ARCO is the operator of PRC's 3120 and 2242 under the
terms of its agreemeats with its co-lessee, Mobil Cil ard Gas

_COmpany .

ARCO seeks the Commission's approval of the placement of
additional ©platforms. pipelines, and other facilities to
gevglop the oil and gas fields contained in its Coal 0il Point

roject.

The Commission's =meeting on March 10, 1987, is solely for
the purpose of deciding whether or not the EIR/EIS for Coal 0il
Point should be certified. The -material 3included inr this
calendar item ig 1limited to a discussion of eavironmental
inpacts and suggested mitigation measures which ara2 contained
in the final EIR/EIS.

CERTIFICATION PROCESS

According to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), certification of a final EIR/EIS is a separata and
distinct acrion taken by the designated Lead Agency prioy to
consideration of the specific elements of a proposed pro)ect
which is subject to the provisions of the Act.

Based upon an agreement between the .California <Sezte
Lands Commission (Commission), the County of Santa Barbara
(County). and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). the
‘Commission has been designated Lead Agency for ARCO's Coal 0il
Point Project. AR copy of the formal Memorandum of
Understanding between these agencies is attached as EXHIBIT A.
As gaspscified in Section 15090 of the CEQA Guidelines, the
Conmisgion, acting as Lead Agency, must cectify that:

“a) The final EIR has been completed in compliance with
CEQA: and )
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The final BIR was presented to the decision-making
body of the Lead Agency and that the decision-making
body reviawed and considereda the infocrmation
contained in the £dnal BIR prior to approving the
project.®

Procedgcal Adequicy

The Commission has followed the procedural requirements
established by CEQA throughout the production of the BIR/EIS
for the Coal 0Oil Peint Project. WNith respect te ather agency
involveament, the Commission has actively engaged the various
;eggonsibla and trustee agenvies jn the preparation of the

EIR/EIS document as well as roviding them with an opportunity
to review and comment on all drafts throughout the process.

mhe Joint Review Panel (JRP) consisting of the
commission, the County and the U.S. Aray Corps of Engineers
(Corps), which supervised the of the EIR/EIS
document, was assisted in thei ce of
state agenciesg jacluding the Universicy of santa
Barbara (UCSB), tTaS California Coastal Commission. the
Department of Fish and Game, tiic Alx Resources Board (ARB). the
Department of parks and Recreation, and the Regional Water

Quality Controel Board., among others.

-

The .University of california at Santa Barbara playsd aa.
especially active role on the task force by having
representatives attend a mz jority of the JRP'S meetings and

reviewing all of the documents prepared during the development
of the EIR/EIS. z

ARCO's original application for development of the Coal
0il Point 0Oil Field was deemed complete on May 24, 1984. The
coatrractor, the Chambers Groap Inc., was selected by the JRP
consisting at that time of the Commission and Santa 3Barbara
County. The contract WwWas awarded on 1984. The
concultant had prepared an administrative Dcaft EIR for review
by the State Lands Commission, <County of Santa Barbara, and
other interested advisory agencies when ABCO withdrew 1its
application in March of 1985.

ARCC's application for davelopment at Coal Oil Poipt was'
resuhmitted 3in September of 1985 and included an additional
platform complex (Haven) to develop renerves which had beenR
discovered in the Embarcadero Ficld. The new ARCO application
was deemed complete on T'ecembez 20, 1985.
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At that time, the Corps getermined that an Eavironmental
ippact statemsant (BIS) was required under the Natiocnal
Envigonmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the permits it would
jgsue. The Joint Review Agreement w2s amended to include the
Corps as @& member of t¢he JRP and to make the docuaent an
BIR/EIS.

The draft EIR/EIS was released to the public oun
saptember 17, 1986 for a 45 day review period as required by
CEQA. Overx 400 copies of the draft BIR/EIS were mailed to
petential ccmraAentors. The official review period endex on
November 1, 1986. ]

To ensure the public had gufficient Qppor:tunity to
comment on the environmeatal document, the JRBP held public
hearings in Ventura County O october 21, 1986 and in Santa
Bacbara on Cctober 24, 1986.

The final EIR/EIS was made available to the public on
January 13. % The final document jincorporated ovetl 2,300
comments received from various interested agencies and the
public. Copies of this finalizing addendum we ent to all
the jndividuals and government agencies that commented ou the
draft BIR/EIS and to anyone who fequested a copY. Copies were
algo made available to the public through the ycss library.
Santa Barbara County Library and Santa Barbara County offices
among athers. .

Although CEQ& does not require any public review oOr
commenting period on the fipal BEIR/EIS before Commigsion review
and certigfication. the Commission's regulations require that
the final B ma available fer public review and

Py

comment at least gifteen (15) days pefore _the Commission
certifies the final EIR (2 cal. Admin. code Section 2906).

in order to provide local residents with additional
opportunities to present their opinions on the project, the
Commission sought and received a 90 day axtension from ARCO to
environmental procesg as provided by

iic Resources Code. Subsequently.

1 hearings were neld ia Santa Barbara., omne onB

Jannary 13, 1987 to receive public cosments on the project and

one onh January 28. 1987 to receive comsents oan the final
BIR/BIS. - -
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The &IR/EIS is a coaprehensive analyesis of a complex
project and altarnativee thereto. The projéct and major
alternatives discussed in the documont are described in
EXHIBIT 3.

Section 15121 of the CEQA Guidelines state in part:

“a) an EIR is an jinformational document which will
inform public agency decision-makers and the public
generally of the ways to minimize the significant
effects, and describe reasonalkle alternatives to the
project. The publie agency shall congsider the
information in the EIR_along with other information
which shall be ptesented to the agency."

Specific standards_ for the adequacy of an RIR are
contained in Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines:

can EIR should be_ prepared with a sufficient degree of
analysis te provide decision-makers with information

-

which enables them to mzk2 a decision which intelligently

takes ancount of environmental  consequ&nces. An
évaluation of the environmental effaécts of a proposed

project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an )

FIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reascnably Q
feasiblé. Disagreement among experts does not make an -
PIR inadequate, but the EIR should sunwarize the main

points of disagreement among the experts. The courts
have 1looked not for perTaection but for adegaacy,

completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.”

The EIR/EIS prepared for the Coal 0Oil Point Project is a
comprehensive analysis of a complex project which includes a

wide variety of project alternatives. it represents almost
three vears of work and an expenditure of nearxly $4.7 million.
The document has bzen subjected to substadtive review by the

JRP, the State ard Federal ageacy task force and the public.
¥whiic the County of Saata Barbara wWas a party to the JIRP, and

the UCSB was 3 task force member active in JRP meetings, they

have also made individual comments on the draft EIR/EIS and at
- the Commission's public hearings.

-~

CRITICAL ENVIBONMENTAL ISSUES

The BIR/EIS identified potentially significant
environmental impacts which would resuit f£rom the proposed
project and aiternatives theretc. EXHIBIT C contains a listirg
of these impacts for the applicant's proposed project:
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Class I. significant impacts not mitigable to insigailicant
lavels; and Class II., significant impacts that can be mitigated
to insignificant levels. A detailed comparison of the proposed
project and alternatives is located on pages S-17 through S-51

of the finalizing addendum to the EIR/EIS.

Based on public comments, both written and at public
hearings, the following impacts appear to represent the
critical environmental issues of greatest concsrn. These
impacts are discussed in the EIR/EIS in detail. Datailed
responses to the comments received at the January 28, public
kearing on the final EIR/EIS are contained in EILHIBIT D.

A. gystens Safety and Reliabiilty

The RIR/ZIS provides a full analysis of the
potentfa) accidents associated with the operation-of
the proucsed Coal Oil Pcint Preject. both offshore
and onshore. The document presumes that in the
event of explosion, fire or release of toxic gas,
whether occurring onshore or offshore, there would
be potential injury eor death to persons within the
hazard footprint. The discussion addresses the
public concerns raised during the hearing process
and focuses specifically on the accidents associated
with probused Platform Heroh. .

The following categories of accidents were included
in tho EIR/EIS*s analys8is: )

o Pire 224 explosions at the platform

Fire and explosions at the platform would
create hazard footprints around the platforms.
These hazard footprints for blagt overptressure,
flying debris and radiant heat are 300 feet.
1,500 feet and 800 feet respectively froa the
platfornm. The EBEIR/EIS finds that any person
within the identified hazard footprints would
guffer possible injury or death. However,
gince tha platform is approximately 12,000 feet
frcm the nearest onshore point, the BIR/BIS
found that no :jinjuries or death would occur to
onshore areas including Isla Vista.

o Fire and explosions at Ellwood

Fire and explosions at the Ellwood processing
plan: would create hazard footprints arouad the
plant. these hazard footpiints for blast

—————
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overpressure, flying debris and radiant heat
are 300 feet, 1,500 feet and 800 feet .
respectively from the plant. The BIR/EIS finds
that any person within the identified hazard

footprint would suffer possible injury or death.
Rsleass of toxic gas

From the Platform:

Any release of gas containing toxic hydrogen
sulfide or SOz from the platform would create
a hazard footprint extending 5,280 feet.
Lethal concenrtrations of H,S could occur at
the platform. However, the lethal effects of
this release from the plat:irom would not extend
to shore. This estimate is based on very
conservative assumptions, specifically £hat gas
containing 3% hydrogen gsulfide ’‘would Dbe
released even Cthough gas containing only 2%
hydrogen sulfide is expected to be produced.

From Ellwood: . .
A -release of toxic comcentrations of gas from

an accident at the Ellwood Oil Processing
faeility was also addresseqd. A worsgt case
accident at this facility would expose persons
within 1,100 feet of tke faciiity to..
concentrations of H2S of. 300 ppm or to 100
ppm of SOz at 790 feet from the facility

neither of which is a lethal dose. Neither of
these wWorst case accidents at the Ellwood

facility would affect Isla vista. However, the
hazard footprint includes portions of
Highway 101, the access road to the proposed
Hyatt Hotel, and pertions of the sandpiper Golf
Ccourse.

The EIR/EIS discusses the need for and components of
contingency plans for such facilities. Such ‘plans
address emergency respcnse. equipment shutdown, fire
control, platform evacuation and notification among
other subjects.

(]

ship collisions with platforme

The EIR/EILS examines ship- collisions with
platform accidents and well blowouts. These
accidents have the potential to cause major oil
gspills that may reach shore. Although these

spills will create significant biological and
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rucreational impacts, there will be no
significant impacts to humans, other than those
directly involved in the accident.

0il spilis

The EIR/EIS examines thé poteni:ial for offshore
oil spilis and the possible resulits.
Significant environmental damage can result
from an oil spill if it is not contained and
controlled quickly. O0il gepils in thewmselves
though are nct a major risk to public safety.

The EIR/EIS concludes that a major oil spill or

other gyctems safety failure would result in
significant impacts to streams and sufface waters,

marine water quality and marine habitsts, sensitive
vegetation communities. aquatic habitat areas, birds
and other wildlife, beaches, the Loz Eadres National
Forest, and other recreational aand tourist areas.,
mariculture and other commercial fishing activities,
and UCSB research activities offshore, ...shore, and
in ths Mariue Sciences laboratories. Mitigation of
these impacts is very 1limited. Ever with the
mitigation discussed in the EIR/EIS (oil spill
contingency plan, oil spill drills, etc.). the
potential of oil spills remains a Class I impact.

Location oi Platform Heron

Many concerns were expressed about the lccation of
Platform Heron. The environmental issues addressed
in the EIR/EIS and raised in the hearing wexx:
(1) the visual impacts caused by the platform;
{2) the impacts on the hard bottom marine habitat:
(3) noise from platform construction and operation:
and (4) tourism and recreation.

1. »isual

The EIR/EIS identifies thc visual impacts - of
Platform Heron as well as the other proposed

platformse.The impact is asssessed as significant
and unmitigable since it is a major change in
the view offshore. Any development offghore
will substantially alter the presant .risual

character of the area. As noted in tha
EIR/ELS, the proposed change to . single

.
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platforms instead of two-platform complexes
will diminish the impacts, but not reduce the
impact to insignificance.

Hardbottom Marine Habitat

The EIR/EIS identifies the location of platform
Heron as a significant environmental habitat.

The proposed glatfozn location 1ig in a
“goftbottom® an cobble area surrounded by

significant rocky features. Scattered rocks in
a soft watrix continue tc the west for
approxiamately 4000 feet and to the east as far
as the boundary of the ©0il and Gas Sanctuary.

Thig habitat type is significant and not common
in the offshore areas of the Santa Barbara

Chanrel. it provides significant habitat for

many Barine organisms including commercgial
speciles.

The EBIR/EIS discusses activities which would
affect thig habitat. They include platform
instaliation; pipeline installationi deilling
discharges; and structural effects. of the
platform.

Noise. ' -

The EBIR/EIS addresses ir detail the issus of
noise which would result from construction
activities and daily operations - on the
platforss. Although the subsequent discussion
is generally applicable to impacts from alil of
the platforms, emphasis i placed on the
analyses which focused on impacts to UCSB, 1isla
vista, and the nearby urban areas.

Noigse levels are commonly measured ir decibels
(db). In order to better understand the
impacts discussed in this material, the
following list of common noise levels is given

to place the discussiop of sound wmeasurements
in perspective:

Acgivity Noise Level
‘Whispers 30 dB (A)
Quiet Office 40 aB (A)
ARverage Conversation -
at 3 feet 65 dB (A)
Noisy Stenographic Room 73 dB (A)
Train passing at 50 feet 90 48 (A)
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Noise associated with platferm imstalilatioa
will cause adverss impacis at the sheraline.
The piledriver used to drive the pileoa teo
anchor Platform Hecea wiil, fer example,
produca a Retal to msetal clanking sound eof
agp:o:iu&tolr 30 4B (A) at the sherslime. This
will inszeass nolse levels »7 approximatsly 7
4B (A} above the existing background level
which is 43 db (A) duriag the quietest
conditions. This impact {is <csported as
significant and unmitigatable in the REIR/EILS.
other anticipated noices during platfors
construction are expected to raise the lowest
background noise level at the shoreline by no
sore than 3 4B (A).

constzuction of the oil processing facility at
Zllwood and onshore pipelimes will also cause
signiffcant noise impacty. Noise generated
during construction of the Ellwood faciiity
will raise levels to 73 dB (A) at the sandpiper
golf course. Onshore - pipeline construction
will raise noise levels to 87 dB(A) at the same
lccation and offshore pipeline construction
will raize noise levels to 70 4B(A).

Opecation of the platforms will also cause
noise to be heard at the: shoreline.  This will
occur particularly during dril¥ing opsrations.
The ncise impact will result from the metal to
metal clanking of equipment. Noise levels from
this activity will be about 50 d4B(A), 7 above
the 1lowest background level. Noise from
fiaring, approximately 63d4B(A), at the platform
will diminish to & level below the background
noige 1level at the shoreline (43dB(A)) In
addition, ARCO has stated (January 28th
hearing) that operational flariang as analyzed
irn the EIR/EIS will not occur.

The EIR/EIS indicates that general operational

noise: levels may be reduced by additional
mitigation neasures such as structural -

enclosures and the use of equipment buffering
materiais.

Tourism and Recreation

Irpacts which may effect tourism and fecreation
include possible oil spill impacts . to

recreational facilities and the visual guality
of the recreutisnal expsrience. .

-9
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The most 1likely recreational facility to bDe
affected by an oil spill is Isla Visca Beach,

the next =most likely is Goleta Esach. Tho most
likely time of year for such a spill to reach

these beaches is during the gimmer months whas
their use is at its maximunm.

In addition. Platform Heron woulé bde alearly
vigible from Isla Vista Bsach and dGoleta Baash
and would contribute to the deterioraticn ef
the visual quality of the zeécreatissal
experience at both.

Comnercial Pishing

Commercial fishing is an impoztant activity withia
the Santa Barbara Channel. Pisi specles tegularly
sought in the area ara lobster, halibut, ses Ddass.,
and the ridge-back prawn, amoag othsts.

The EIR/EIS discuases and assecsds DAAY 1mpacis aa
cormercial fishing. 1Impzcts om commercial €Ciskiag

falli into four major catsgerias: (1) the eoxnelusion

of fishermen from an &2oa O% & Cemporary Basis due

to comstruction of facilities; (2) tke exelusiea of
fishermen from an. 2rea on & POCRAnASAt dasis #xs €O

.the - installation of - piscforse and giwfm:
(3) the .ongoing opezational cortfilets between

fishing vessels and ves3elg servicing the ﬁntnn;

and (4) damage tec fishirng egquipment.

The EIR/EIS ideéntifies significant impasts upom tie
spacific activities of lccal comastelsl fisharme..
Exclusion of gillnetters and ctrappiore during The

peakXk fishing season and 1oss of fishimg ar were
&ddressed. The Coai Oll Point ares ll” mvt§y

fished by gillustters from January to Karck when

hatiput migrate into the acea. Trap fisharmsnr would
be affected if construction activizy cccured after

rid-October when lobster ssagcn daginmse.

Damage and loss of gear during construction are alsd
ccnsidered in the BIR/EIS.

In addition, loss or damzge ie thé commercial
fishing habitat is also &ddeessed. Disturdance of

benthic habitats, or kelp beds. during construction
or coperation could have significant effects on the

productivicy and avaiiablilicy of commercial

species. Vesgsels traveling through kelp beds could
nave considerable effect,

a
N ‘
<

CALENDAR FAGE

0 T

11
MINUTE PAGE .;5\ _12,



The EIR/EIS also addresses potantial impacts on
mariculture. A mariculture 1lsasé just off Goleta

Point conld be atfected by dischargss or oil spills
from the project.

Exclusion of fishermean £rom areas as a result of the
placement. of piatforms is considered an advarse
impact. 'The BIE/EIS also recognizes potential loss
of fishiug gear or traps due to project vessels
traveling outside of designated corridors as &
significant impact.

The EIR identified mitigations which would, if
adopted, reduce the impact to commercial fishing to
insignificance. scheduling construction aétivities
of pipelines outside of principal fishing seasone in
the area, minimizing the construction schedule,
using corridors for pipelines and publishing and
noticing construction for pipelines in advance will
eliminate most of ths adverse jmpacts assoclatced
with construction.

Direct compensation o fishermen for loss or dasage
of fishing gear or equipment ig a recommendad
mitigation.

other mitigation recommended by the EIR/EIS includes

“includes:

(1) Enforcemeit of vessel traific corridors..

(2) Enforcement of an jdentified vessel corridor
bewveen Ellwood pier and the platfozms in order
to eliminate of lessen impacts to the kelp beds.

(3) Restoration of damaged henthic hahitats and
kelp beds.

(4) Prevention of the discharge of wmude and
] cuttings.

(5) Adoption of an o0il spill Continge:zcy Plan
approved by the State Lands Commission.

D. Air Quality (Odors, Flaring)

<

The EIR/EIS contains ap extensive anal gis of the
technically complex subjsct of S%: qngiiz . The a?r

guality analysis accounts for approximately one “half ;
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of the length of the draft KIR/EIS. 1In a zemorandua
to Commission staff dated Februzry 9, 1987.
Jzmes Boyd., Executive Director of the State Alr
Resources Bozrd stated: :

*We have reviewed the air aualit.y sactions of the
Final Envirorzental Impact Heport/Statement (EIR/S)

prepareéd for the ARCO Coal Ofl Point Project. Based

upon our review, we believe the air quality section
of the repor: was prepared with sufficient

information to adeguately -&valuata potential air
quality impacts.*® .

air pollution is a concern in the Santa

Barbara-Ventura area because, as identified in the
EIR/BIS, the area currently exceads PFederal and

State standards for total suspended parciculates and.

oxidants. Under the regulations of the Santa
Barbara County Air Pollution Control District, the
permitting agency for air guality. a net air quaticy

benefit to the area must be shown of the projsct
will not be approved. A discussion of the extent of
the andiysis of air quality.in the EIR/EIS begins on

pags 1 of EXHIBIT E.

Noise - ] . :

The BIR/BIS addresses in detail the igsue of noise
resulting fzom construction and operations on the
platforas. These impacts are discuseged previously
in the section titled Location of Platform Heron.

Offshoze ’Dicyon;,} of Muds and Cuttings

The applicant had originaliy proposed to dispose of
muds and cuttings by direct disposal to the ocean
from the platforms. At the Commaission's January 28
hearing, ARCO amended their project by agreeing to
haul the muds and cuttings away from the proposed
Heron platform. This does not address dJisposal 2t
the other two platform sites.

"Three distinct environmeatal issues have arisen

regarding this aspect of the applicant's proposed
project: -

a4

i. Toxicity of the muds on marine life: e
-l2-
A
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ii. Physical destruction of the hard bottom caused
by the long term deposition and smotharing by
the muds and cuttings; and

jiji. Effects upon the University of California
Santa Barbara's research  and teaching
activities, specifically Naples Reef and the
geawater intake for the University's marine
lab.

The EIR/EIS analyzes these issues based upon the
jatest available published sciosntific information
including ocean current informasion gupplied by ARCO
which was used to demonstrate the direction and
noverert of ocean currents in the project area.

Although the EIR/EIS discusses gseveral mitigation
measures, the xost effective in reducing <the
jdentified impacts to a level of insignificance is
the proanibition against the disposal of muds anad
cuttings at the platforms.

2 detailed discussion of the analysis of wmuds and
cuttings in the EIR/EIS beging on pagel of
EXBIBIT F. .

—~he ERIR/EIS finds that construction and operation of
the proposed project could significantly effect the
marine research activities of UCSB. Marine resear<ch
programs could be affected both by a major oil spill
and through more subtle forms such 2z 1088 of
habitat and interference with research -©orograms.
While research and teaching activities asx2cizied
with UCSB marine programs take place throughout -the
Santa Barbara Channel, there is a concentration of

regsearch and teaching activities in’ the Coal 0il
Point area. .

Many field studies are in progress in the subtidal
and intertidal areas around Coal Oil Point. Field
studies typically take several months to years to

produce results and, in some cases, gtudies in a
particular area have accumnulated xany years werth of

data. The disruption of such reseazch programs by

an oil spill wouid represeat a2 loss of sciantitic
{ntormation and human effort that <cannot be

czlculated. Even if the system recovers fairly
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rapidly. the interruption of the gtudies may be
i re-arable. Teaching programs which use the nearby
in.ertidal area for fileld. work wouid also. suffec
becarse most of these Pprograms attempt to intrecduce

gtr drnts to natural ecosysteme.

Another serious impact an oil spill could have on
University research would be contywination of the

seawater systenr. Several research programs are
investigating systeas that are extremsely gensitive

to small changes in the chemical environment which

could result from ¢ven small amounts of oil entering
the system. As 4is the case for field studies,

disruption of a research programw oI destruction of

an experiment reprasents a joss of effort that is
jnostimable. According to the EIS/EIS, almost 30

percent of Coal oil Point oil cpills would reacn
Goleta Point where the seawater intake is located.

where would also be a potential for oil spills -

‘zffecting the Naples Reef area, 2 major University
reseapch area. University research in this area
conld suffer Class 1 impacts caused bY disruption

from an oil spill.

prill muds and cuttings ‘discharges associated with
the proposed project have the potential to reach
either the seawater jntake .or Naples Reef. . In
aadition., there is potential for a small awmount ot
drilling solids to colliect on the resf. University
research activities could suffer significant impacts
as a result of drill muds reaching Naples Reef.

As previously stated, the most effective mitigation
3g the prohibition of the disposal of muds and
cattings at the platforms.

Produced Water

Produced water is the water produced with crude oil
€rowm  the gubsurface reservoir. The water I8
geparated from the crude oili by emulsion breaking
chemiculs and heat applied during dehydration. This
produced water i3 normally a brine primarily
containing sodium chloride., with traces of other
materials including amumonia.

The applicant does ‘not propose to discharge produced
water directly iato the ocean. The Laz Flores
Caryon oil processing alternative is the oOnrly

-4~
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proposal which wounia result in produced water. aftsr
treatment, being discharged into the ocean through
an ocean outfall. Such a discharge wouid have toO
comply with conditicns specified by the permitting
agency and the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

The EIR/EIS analysis for the Las Flozes Canyonh
alternative identifies two gignificart impacts from
the discharee. The ana'ysis indicated possible
affects to <rine organizms due 'to long term
exposure t¢ Zregular discharges of thie treated
by-product. The data base on these sublethal
effects is limited and therefore the exact sxtent of
the potential damage is unkiown. The analyses also
poted that there could be 2 potential oxygen demand
jmpact which was considered significant. Both of
these impacts are eliminated by reinjecting the

proc.ted water.

Mo impacts to Isla Vista ffom produced water are
i{dentified in the EIR/EIS gsiace no produced water
would be discharged anywhere near Isla Vista.

.Because the final EIR/EIS coacludes that *ho project® is

tse most environmentally preferable alternctive, the document .

alse coatains an -environmentally prefezable alternative in
order to conform with Sectin 15126(d)(2) of the CEQA
Guidelines which reads: 2

wIf the environmentally superior alternative is the *no

project" alternative, the EIR ghall alsc identify an
snvironmentally superior alternative ‘mong the other
alternatives.®

The inclusion of this environmentally preferable

alternative should not be interpreted toc mnean chat it is
preferred by any agency. ineluding the Commission, the
consultant or individual. It is included in order to conform
to the tequirements of the CEQA Guidelines.

The CEQAR Guidelines also define the_ relatioaship of thise

alternative and all other analysis within the IIR/BIS to the
Commissionts decision process. Sectiocn 15121 of the CEQA

Guidelinas states in part:

-15-
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“{b) While the information in the EIR does not sj:&ntml.'o

the agsncy's ultimate discref:ion on the project, the
age;}c¥ Rust respont ¢o each significant effect
idzatiti

Section 15091 and if necessary by making a staiement
of overriding consideration under Section 15093.*

It i3 clear from the above language that the Commission

iz ne: bdound to adopt the stated envl:pnuntau{ preticatle
altecnative merely on the basis of its inclusion in the finag

document.
STAFY RECOOMENDATION
Basad wupon staff's review of the completed EBIR/EIS for
the Coal Gi} Point Projsct and in light «f the provisions of

the cCalifornia Eavironmental Quality Act which apply to this®
project, IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE COMMISSICON:

1. DETERMINE THAT .. FINAL EBIR/LIS HAS BEEN PREPARED FOR
PROPOSED ' ACTION BY . COMMISSICON, POLLOWING
EVALAUTION OF COMMENTS AND CONSULTATION WITH PUBLIC

AGENCIES HAVING JURISDICTION BY LAW, INCLUDINKG ALL
RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES.

2. DETERMINE THAT THE COMMISSION HAS REVIEWNED AND
- CONSIDERED THE FINAL EIR/EIS NO. 401 '(8CH,
HD. 84011195).

3. CERTIFY THAT A PINAL EIR/EIS NO. 401 {SCH.
NO. 84011105) HAS BEEN COMPLETED IN ACC) SF HITH
CEQA, YH® STATE'S EIR GUIDELINES ARD TR
C XAISSION'S RDMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS. i

2d in the B:R by making findings under -

&
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JOINT REVIEW AGREEMENT
FOR PREPARATION OF
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT T
ATLANTIC RICHFIELD COMPANY
DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION FACILITIES
STATE TIDELANDS COAL OIL POINT FIELD

This agreement is entered into this I day of October,
1983 by ana-vetween the following parties: ) :

State ILands Commission, hereinafter referred to AS
SLC; cnd Santa Barbara County, hereinafter referred

to as County.

WHEREAS, Ationtic Richfield Company, hereinafter re&ferred to
as Arco, has propesed to construct and operate platforms in
the Coal 0il Point Fieid of the State Tidelands, as well as
pipelires and onshore prozessing facilities, _hereinafter
referred to as the Arco Project, and will apply for the
pecessary approvals from State and local dovernmental .

agencizs; and

WHEREAS, portions of the Arco project may hzve “gubstantial
adverse impact” (as defined by the California Environmental -
Quality Act, hereinafter referred to. as CEQA), which must be
considered by State and local agencies when reviewing and
acting on projects pursuant to CEQ.. and other applicable State

laws: and

WHEZREAS the parties to this sgreexent now desire to prepare an
environmental document on the proposed Arco Project theZ>
inciludes all relevant information and analysisz before acting
on the Arco applications; and .

WHEREAS, it 3is in the mutual peneficial interest of all
parties to share in the task of preparation of an
environmental Study on the Arco ™roject in order to avoid
duplication in staff efforts, to share staff expertise and
information already existing, to p.6mote intergovernwmental
coordination at the local and State jevels, and to serve the
public interest by produsing a more efficient environmental

xaview process;

NOW, THEREFORE, in considerotion of the mutual covenants and -
conditions hereinafter set forth, it is cgreed as foliows: .

1. THE STUDY

pursuant to this Agreement, an Environmental Impact Report
hereinafter referred to as the Study, shall be prepared an the
proposed Arco Project, in accordance with CECA and its
Guidelines (CAC 15000 et. seq.) &nd the Perait Streamlining
Act (Chapter 1200, AB 884, Statutes of 1977). °

a
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address the impacts on the environment of the propossd Arco .
Project and alternatives thereto, ‘

2. AGENCY PROJECT REPPESENTATIVES 2ND THEIR DUTIES

A Joint Roview Panel shall be composed of one representative
or designee from esch decision-making agency party to thia
agreament, The following members of the Joint Rzview Panel
are appointed by their respective agencies: N

~

Randall Moory ‘ -
State Lands Commissi.n CEQA Lead Agency
Sacramento, Califor~iia

Janice Yonekura
Santa Barbara County Resource Mangement Dept.
Santa Barbara, Califcrnia

The successful preparation of the Study reguires corplete and -5

full communication Detween @il parties involved. It is the ‘

duty of the agency project reprcsentatives tc ensure close

consultation throughout ths process of preraration of the

e document. The agency project repvesentativas shall keep each

SO other advised of the devoiopments affecting the preparation of :

e the. Study. A representative shall aotify the other ‘
representative in writing of a change in his or her address or

telephone number, or change in agency representative. oo

To the maximum extent practicable under law and consistent
with agency policy, all parties agree to share ail relsvant
i information. This agreement to share information shall: not

g apply where any party has received information from Arco which -
the party has determined to be exempt from the Public Records
Act and/or the party has agreed with Arco to protect such
information from scrutiny by others. In such &n event the
information may be shared only with the other parties where
Arco has given its consent to distribution of the information
as to the other parties. Yhe burden of obtaining such . >nsent
will rest with the party reguesting the information.

7 In order to ensure that reguests for consultant action are

R documented and to avoid confligting requests of the -

= consultants, the Joint Review Panel members shall use the

. Jdoint Review Panel meetings as the primary forum for
comnunicating with the consultants. ¥When communication on
policy matters with the consultantz becomes necessary at other
times, such communication shall take place only through the
Joint Review Panel Chairperson and shall involve each party to
this agreement, (Exchange of technical information bet 'een <
consultant and agency staff shall be allowed but copies shall 0

cuevosreace 20,
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be provided to the other parties.)
vhe State Lands Commission and County shall recover ghe cost

of their participation jn the Study and shell bill Arce -
dizectiy in accordance witn their adopted fee schedule.

3. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE JOINT REVIEW PANEL

The Joint Raview panel shall carry out the following dutiass:.

a) Prepare and circulate the Hotice of Praparation as
specified in Chapter 12006, Statutes of 1977 as
amended;

b) Determine the format and content of the R’equé;é for
Proposal (RFP), which shall include responses O the
Hotice of Preparation of the Study; An

e

c) Select the consultants who will prepare and coRplet®’ - ‘
any necessary studies; ) NS

Determine the organization, scope and content of the
Study for the Arco Project to ‘ensure that the
requirements of state laws are -satisfied, rrd that -
the statutory findings required of the agen:ies for~
their respective decisions cn the Arco Project &an
be male. The draft study shall be prepared.without -
identifying individual agency responsibility or
authorship where differing viewpoints are presented;

Determiné - whether the work performed &Y the
consuitant is satisfactory, and, if not, how best to
correct the deficiencies in the work; ‘

Conduct noticed public hearings in order to obtain
comments on the Draft EIR from all public agsncies
(including those party to this agreement) and from
the general public. Such public hearings shall bde.
held using procedures jdentified in CEQA and its
Guidelines. public hearings eon permit decisions
ghall be conducted separately by each -party to thig
agreement according to that agency's own rules an

regulations; and

o) Determine the adequacy of the consultant preparad
response to comments.

The SLC.representative shall be the Chairperson cf the 7~ ’'nt
Reviey Panel and shall convere Joint FKevisw Panel nesLings
poricdically. pecisions by the Joint Review Panel namberas

<
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relative to thne Study shall be made by consensus whenaver
possiblie. The Study shall comprehensively reflect the
concerns of all parties to this agreement and will be
accopplished by dincluding all points of wiew whers
apprepriate, I the gvent that the Joint Review Zanel menbirs
cannct reach rgresreat on a particuiar issus, the CThairperson

ghall consider the differing views and shall, after -

consultation with the County and the dSconsultant, decide the
course of #ction to be followed. ‘

A task force of State cesponsible and interasted agencies will
be formed by the SLC to assist it in its duties as chairpsyeon
of the Joint Review ¥enel and to ensure that concarns of such
agencies ar2 considerad in: (1) the preparation of the Study:,
and 1{2) the censideration of the project by the’

Membershin of the task forca will be determined by the SIC in
_ sonsultstien with the Projecy Coordinator and skall inciuvde,
“'put not ba limited to, the CGC, Fish and Game, and the Alx

Rescirces Board.

4. PROJECT SQ?RDI%\TQR AND DUTIES

Goz&tn Duffy, Secrotary of Environsental Affairs and State 008
Préjects Coordinacvor, hereby appoints the following projact
coordinators -

- John Huntey

It shall be the duty of ‘the project codrdinator to assist all
participants in paintaining full comsunication and
coordination throughout the preparation of the Study, and Lo
2id the Jpint Review Pamel in resoiving any disputas which
arise during zhe preparation of the study. . ‘

-

5. ADMINISTRATIVE DUTIES
It shall be the responsibility of SLC to carry out i:he

adninistrative duties associated with Study preparation, 'such

as contract ascounting and public noticing.

6. UPON COMPLETION OF FINAL STUDY

The Joint Review Panel nmembers shall determine thz sufficieéncy
of the Study for their respective agericies use as the document
requirad by CEGA. The Joint Review Panel members shall make a
recomnendation to the agencies party to this agreesent w8 o
the sufficiency of the draft Study. After =2 -cextificaticon
neating open to the publie, the SLC shall then eithex cexrtify

~ -
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the Study as final under CEQA or may after consultation with
other panel members refer the Study back to the consultant for -
revision. Santa Barbara County shall, in separate hearings
and after the State Lands Commission has certified the EIR as
complete, also certify the sawe docurent for their decision=-
making purposes pursuant to CEQA and its Guidelines. Action
on permits shall be taken by SLC prior to any permit decisicn
by Santa Barbara County on the Arco Project. Subsegaent Lo
certification and action by SLC on the Axco Project, SLC shall: .
file the Notice of Determination with the State Ressources
Agency pursuant to CE{A. Unless an extension is otherwise
previcusly agreed upon hy all parties, this agreement shall
expire upon certification of the study by all agencies party
to this agrecment. ’ "

~

7. TIME LIMITS

SLC and Chunty are required by AB 853 {Chapter 1200, Statutes
of 1977, as amended) to comply with certain time limits. The
Joint Review Panel will establish a time table which will
ensure compliance with these time limits. It is understocd -
that best afforts will be made by all parties to comply with
this timetable. o .

-

8. CENERAL AGREEMENTS

The agencies further agree to take whatevel further steps they
deem necessary, including furthex agreements or amendments to

this Agreement, in order to fulfill the purpose of this
Agreement.

It is specifically understocod by the parties tnat this is -
neither a contractual agreement nor a delegation of their
respective zresponsibilities. Its purpose is to clarify au
agreed  upci: cooperative approach. Any party Rmay, upon
notifying ¢he other party, withdraw from the agreement ahd
proceed independently pursuant to CEQA and itz Guidelines.

Therefore, the parties herxsto have caused this Agieenment o ber

duly sxecuted on the respective dates set forth opposite their
signatures. : .
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AMENDMENT T9 JOINT REVIEW
AGREEMENT FOR PREPARATION OF
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT KEPORT/

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
ATLANTIC RICHFIELD COMPARY
DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION FACILITIES
STATE TIDELANDS COAL OIL POINT FIELD

This amendment to the above-referenced agresnent dated
occtober 19, 1983, is entered into this __2__\_:5_, day of August 1986
between the State Lands Commission (SLC) and the Qounty of
santa Rarbara (County), and the United States Army Corps of
Engineers (CORPS). -

Atlantic Richfield Company (hereafter referred fb as
ARCO) has submitted an application for a permit to the CORPS
for its Coal Oil Popint development. The CORPS hxs dévermined.
that ARCO's project requires the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Study (EI3).

The provisions of the cxzlifornia Environmental Quality
Act {CEQA) and the National Environmental Quality Act (NEPX}.
authorize £ederal and state agenéics to cooperate in tHe-
preparation of joint envirommental analyses.

Therefore, the SLC, County &nd CORPS agree that the Joint
Review Agrsement regarding ARCO's groject shall be amonded as
XSiiONS3

1. paragraph 1, The Stwy, shall read as folliows:

pursuant to this Agreement, a Joint Environméntal-
Impact Report/Environmental Impact study,
hereinafter referred to as "The study," shall Dbe
prepared on the proposed ARCO project, in -gtcprdai';é’é
with CEDA and its supplementary Guidelines [(CAC
15000 et. seq.), the Permit Streamling Act (cvha{a‘_ter\
1200, Statutes of 1977), and NEPA. The Study shell
address the impacts on the environment of the
proposed ARCO project and alternatives t:he:eté:. .
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Agency Project Representatives . and O

2. Paragragh &»
nded to add a CORES representitive as e

their Duties shall be asme
a member of the Joint Review panel as follows:

ﬁ Responsible Agent (Clifford Rader)
U.S. Army Cerps of Engineers
L.os Angnles pDistrict
Los Arigeles, California

Reeponsible Agent (Dev Vrat)
, ) Santa Barbara County Resource
r Management Depariment
ganta Barbara, Caiifornmia

3, Paragmiph 3,

Responeibilities of the Joint Review
panej., shall be amended as follows: ‘

\

e i e+ e e

The Joint Review Panel shall carry out the forlowing . s
duties, except that the CORPS shall not participate -

in items (b} and (c). ) Q

3(a) Prepare and clrcriste the Wotice of -
preparation as zpecified in Chdpter 1200, Statutes ‘
of 1977, as anended, and any notices regquired under :

federzal law.

N
.

*
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§ 3(4) Determine the organization; scope and content
of the Study for the Project to ensure that the
5 requirements of state and federal laws are satisfied
. ard that the statutory findings reqguired of the
E s agsncies for their respective decision on the
, froject can be xade. The draft study shall be
iy prepared without jCentifying individual agincy « 3
rcs\ponsibility or aughornhi;: whers differing view- o

b

)

e e A

points are presented:; o N
3{f) Conduct noticed public hearings in order to 7 o
obtain comménts on the Draft EIR/SIS frox all public ’/: |
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agencies {including thos= party. to this agresment)

and from the general public. Such public hearings
ghall be held using procedures identified din CEQA,
jits accompanying Guidelines, and applicay.e federal
1aws and regulations. public hearingZ. /£ required,
for permit or authorization decisiors shall be
- -nducted separately by each party to this =mgreement
according to  that agency's own rules ‘and

raguiations; and
3(g) Determipe the adequacy of the consultant
prepared zéesponse to comments.

miie SLC representative shall be the Chairperson of

the Joint Review panel and shall convene Joint

neview Panel meetings periodically. Decisions by the
Joint Review Panel aspbers relating to the gzcudy
shall Dbe made "by consensus whenever possible. The
Study shalil comprehensively reflect the concerns of
all parties to this agreéement and will b
accomplished by jnoluding all points <f ':»i“é"&:ﬁ'n'e"ré'
appropriate. fn the evzit of dispute among JR®
members as to gcientific iasues relating to the
BPIR/EIS, the EIR/EIS srall contain conflicting
,,ﬁewpoints. Disputes  which relate to procedural
igsues shall, after the project staff level
represzantatives nave exhausted every Rmeans . of
resolution, be subnitted to the next higher level of
the representative agencies: Commander, Los Angeles
pistrict, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; ‘Executive
officer, Scate Lands Commission; and Director,
Regourcis Managament pDepartment, County of Santa

Barbara.




A task force of federal, state and interested
responsible agencisy may be formed by the SLC o
assist it in its duties as chairperson of the Joint
Review Panel and to ensure that concerns of such
agencies are considered in: (1) the preparation cf
the Study; and (2) the consideration of the project
by the SLC in consaltation with the Project
Coordinator and shall include but not be iizmited to,
" the California Coastal (ommisasion, California
Department of Fish and Game, Air Resources Board,
D.8., Pish and Wildiife Service, HNationel Marin
Pisheries Service, and Environmental Protection

agency.

4, Peragraph 6, UPON COMPLEITON OF F_NAL s'run;f,
arended to read as foilows:

The Joint Reviaw Panel members shall determing the

sufficiency of the Study for their respective
agancies use as the document required by NEPA and
€CrRQA. The Joint Review Panel nembars shall make a
recommendation to their respective agencies party to
this agreement as to the sufficiency of the draft
Study. After a ceztification meeting open to the
public, the " shall then, either
zcartify the Study Final under WEPA and CEQA, or may,
afrer consultation with other panel members, refer
the OStudy back to the consultant for revision.

Lo-CEQA—atd—i4e-Cuidelines. Action on peraits shall
be taken by SLC prior to any permit decision by
Santa Barbara County on the ARCO Project,

CAUENDARPAGE 008 ¢
mwvoterace 200 |




Subsequent to certification and action by SLC on the
ARCC Project, SLC shall file the Notice of
p Determination with the State Resources Agency
il pursuant to CEGA. Unless an extension is otherwise
; previously agreed upon by all parties, this
3 agreement shall expire upon certification =f the
| Study by 211 agencies party to this agreement.

5. Paragraph 8, General Agreements iz amended to read

as follows:
The agencies further agree to take whatever further

steps they deem nccessary, including further
agreements or amendments to this Agreement, in order
to £fulfill the purpose of tnis Agreement.

Tt is specifically understood by the parties that
this is neither a contractual agreement nor a
delegation of their respective responsibizaties.
Its purposes is to clarify an agreed upon cooperative’
approach. Any party may, upon notifyiny the other
party, witndraw from the agreement and proceed
independently pursuant to CEQh and iCs Guideélines
and NEPA. '

- Therefore, the parties hereto hava caused this mndnentv
to by duly executed on the respective dates sot forth cpposi ™
their signatures. '

EXECUTIVE OFFICER

‘. : ‘
B Dated 8/24 (b
i

i
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II. COAL OIL POIKNT DEVELOPMEL™’
DESCRIETION OF APPLICANT'S PROJECT
AND OTHER JALTERNATIVES

The Draft EIR/EIS analyzes the "No Project™ silternative,
the project as propesed by ARCO, seven altérnatives to various
aspects of the project as proposed by ARCO .and over 250
possible permutations of the project. The project as proposed
by ARCO and the seven related alternatives are deseribed below.

<

PROJECT PR?POSED‘B! APPLICANT -

ARCO prcooses to develop a new offshore oil and gas
discovery site adjacent to the Santa Barbara coast and the
University of california, Santa Barbara and the unincorporated
community of Isla Vista. The development involves State oil
and gas leases PRC 208, 308, 305, 3120 &nd 3242 which were
issued by the Commission in 1946, 1947, 1964 and 1965.

The applicant proposes either to commingle or segreagate
the produced oil £o processing at Ellwocod. Although ARCO
favors commingling of its own leases, they have stated they
would oppose commingling of its o0il with oil from other
lessees. Each of these optisns provides. for free water

knockout of the oil oEffshore on each of the platforms and

dehydration of the wet oil emulsion to pipeline yguality onshore
at the existing Ellwood facility. Under the segregated option
for *each of the five (5) leases, 0il production would be
segregated on the platforms and processed onshore in separate
processing trains. This option as proposed by the applicant
would use 5 new pipelines in addition to the existing pipeline
for transport of the o0il emulsion onshore. The use of fewer
new pipelines is feasible. The commingled option as proposed
by the applicant would use 2 new pipelines.

The applicant pu.oposes to use three double platform
complexes. The double platform complexes are composed of a
drilling platform arné a proGuction platform connected by a
bridge. Each platform component would measure 180 f=et by 120
feet and have twy (2) decks. The lowest deck would be 50 feet
above the water and the top deck would be 25 feet. above the
lower deck. The drilling derrick mast height would be 250 feet
above the water lewel. The applicant's proposal provides foi
free water knockout of the oil on the production component of
each complex.

The applicant proposes to remove its existing gas
processing operation from Ellwnod and to process all the sweet
and sour gas at a new gas processing facility &> be constructed
at Las Flores Canyon. ¢

o
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dey, up to 60 million cubic feet

—

roduction the three platform complexes proposed
p to £0,000 barrels of oil per
of associated sour gas per day
and up to 90 million cubic feet of sweet gas per day.

APPLIC NT AND EXAMINED BY THE EIR/EIS

At peak P
by the applicant would produce u

.
!

H

i

i
i
1

&

ALTERNATIVES PROPCSED BY

the Commission's staff and Santa

Barbara County the applicant submitted eng*neering designs for

seven alternatives to their proposed project. Under all the
alternatives described below, the estimated peak production and
value of products is the same as for the applicant’'s proposed

project. Under any alternatives which wauld result in
ptocessing at a facility other than Ellwood, the anplicant
would maintain their existing das processing facility at

Ellwood.

At ~he request of

1. Single Platforms

Under this alternativg ARCO would -construct tnree Single
Each platform

platforms each measuring 180 feet by 180 feet.

wouid have three decks with the £first deck 1ocated 50 feet
above the water line and the top deck located 60 feert above the
jower deck. The drilling derrick mast height would be 295 feet

above the water level.

rovides for free water_ knockout of the
farms and dehydration of . the wet oil

les gquality orshore at the existing
use 2 new

This alternative p
0il on each of the plat
emulsion to pipeline &a
Ellwood facility. The applicant proposes to
pipelines to bring the eil emulsion onahore.

2. wotal Offshore 0il Dehydration

Under this alternative ARCU would construct three docuble
platform complexes. Each production component of the platform
complex would measure 130 feet by 205 feet and would have three
decks with the first deck located about 50 feet above the water
1ine and the top deck located about 60 feet above the lower
deck. The drilling component of the platform complex would
measure 120 feet by 180 feet and would have two decks with the
first deck located 50 feet above the water line and the second
deck 25 feet above the lower deck. The drilling derrirsk mast

height would be 25¢ feet above the water level.

The applicant's pro
vil to pipeline sales quality on pach platform and transport of

the dry oil onshore faor temporary storage at Dos Pueblos and
trangport out of Santa Barbara in the Celeron-All American
ziine. The applicant proposes to use 2 new pipelines to

bring the oil onshore.

posal provides for dehydration of the .
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3. Commingled Oil Processing at Las Flores Canyon

‘ Under this alt.rnative the applicant proposes to
iy construct a commingled oil processing facility in Las Flores
I Canyon. The wet oil emulsion would be commingied offshere and
transported onshore in 2 new pipelines to landfall at Ellwood
and transported from Ellwood in a single pipeline £z Las Flores

canyon for final dehydratien.

Under this option ARCO proposes to use either double
platform complexes or single platforms a< discusseqd above.

[ S S R

g s s
N

4. Gas Process ng in Venadito Canyon

For this alternative the gas processing facility required
by the project is jocated in Venadito Canyon instead of Las
Flores Canyon. For analysis purposes, the design and operation
of the facility are assumed to be the same as that in Las

Flores Canyon.

gy

R

5. Plavement of 0il Pipelines to Las __Flores Canyon _in
Offshore was Pipeline Corridor

This alternative would place one to three pipelines
(depending upon whether a commingled or segregated system is
used) within the same corridor as the proposed gas pipelines
Las Flores Canyon. The offshore pipeline corridor . would
require expansion in width by 100 to 300 feet for one to three
pipelines respectively. This alternative would also assume
that the crude oil pipeline between Ellwood and Las Flores:
canyon and the Dos Pueblos South storage facility would not be

constructed.

S S
‘ . 7 .

6. Placement of Gas Pipelines to shore at Ellwood and then
within the Onshore Pipeline Corridor to Las Flores Canyon

This alternative would place the proposed sweet and sour
gas pipelines within the offshore pipeline corridor to Ellwood
and then overland within the oil pipeline corridor to Corral
canvon. An eygansion of 100 to 200 feet (30 to 61 m) in
offshore cerridor from Holly to jandfall at Ellwood would be
\ required. It is expected that the onshore portion of the
. .pipeline would be accommodated within the 100-foot wide
. corridor. This alternative would eliminate the gas pipeline

corridor from Haven to landfall at Corral Canyon.

S —

-

“f; 7. ©0il sStorage at Las Flores.Canyon

. This ajternative would elminate zil storage at 08
pumeblos South but would provide comparable wet and/or

catrnDaRmace 34
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processed crude oil storage at Las Flores Canyosn. This storage
facility would be located at the proposed Exxon marine terminal’.
tankage area east of Corral Caayon.
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4.2 INPACTS OF TRE APPLICANT’S PROPOSED PROJECT

4.2.1 Class I Impact Summary

Significant environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated to
insignificant levels (Class I) have been identified in almost all
technical disciplines, as indicated in the Impact Summary Tables.
These impacts include, but are not limited to:

o Facility damage due to seismic shaking (Geolagy),

o Incteqsed sédiment loads in streams frum erosion (Water
Resourves),

Damage to or disturbance of marine habitat due to construction
of offshore platforms and pipelines (Marine Biology).

Loss of woodlands, criparian areas, and possibly endangered
species due tc facility and pipeline construction (Terrestrial
and Freshwater Biology),

New exceedances and exacerbation of existing exceedances of
air quality standards,

Disturbance of Native American cultural sites during
construction (Cultural Rescurces),

Conversion of agricultural lands to industrial use (Land Use),

Vvisual degradation at viewpoints and beaches\ along the
coastline associated with views of offshore platforms (Visual
Aesthetics and Recreation and Tourism),

Intermittent impact noise from offshore platform construction
and operation which is heard at near shoreline locations
{Acoustics),

o Disruption of Commercial and Sport fishing, and
o Digruption of research activities at UCSB.

Some of these impacts may be partially mitigated as indicated in
the impact summary tables at the end of this Executive Summary,
but the residual impacts would still be significant (Class I).

In addition, a potential major oil spill or other systems safety
failure could result in significant impacts to human safety,
streams and surface waters, marine water quality and marine
habitats, sensitive vegetation communities, aquatic habitat
areas, birds and other wildlife, beaches, the Los Padres National
Forest, and other recreational and tourist areas, mariculture and
other commercial fishing activities, and UCSB research activities
offshore, onshore, and in the Marine Sciences laboratories.
Mitigation of these impacts is very limited.

s-13 .
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4.2.2 Clags II Impact Summary

Class II impacts have been identified in the areas of Geology,
Surface Water, Groundwater Hydrology, Air Quality, Marine Water
Quality, Marine Biology, Tercestrial and Freshwater Biology,
Cultural Resocurces, Sociceconomics, Land Use, Visual Aesthetics,
Acoustics, Transportation, Recreation and Tourism, and Commercial
and Sport Fishing. These impacts include but are not limited to:

© Possible facility damage due to site-specific soil
instability,

Creek sedimentation due to construction,

Possible overdraft or contamination of aquifers and
groundwater basins,

Declines in air quality due to construction activities and

operation of the oil processing and gas treatment facilities,
Alteration of marine water guality from drilling discharges,

Disturbance of marine habitats during offshcre construction
activities and from drilling discharges,

Temporary. vegetation iossesAdue to pipeline cénstruction,

Potential damage to archaeclogic sites durfng consgtruction,

Population increases creating additional demands for housing
and public services,

Temporary disruption of agriecultural 1lands during pipeline
construction,

Disruption of ocean vista along Highway 101 by o0il storage
facilicies,

Poor intersection operation during peak traffic heurs,

Competition for transient accommodations during the
construction phase, and

© Disruption of mariculture and commercial fishing by drilling
discharges.

These impacts may be mitigated to levels of insignificance by
measures such 28 prohibiting ocean discharge of drill muds,
revegetation programs, and upgrading intersections, as described
in the Impact Summary Tables.
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ISSUE: ENVIRORMENTALLY PREFERABLE ALTERNATIVE

Comment: (Bill wWallace, Santa Barbara County Board of
Supervisors, Page 4 of Transcript)

“The document contains substantial new
information and analyses not contained in _the
draft REIR. Thigs information has not been
subjected to public review and comment, with
subsequent responses and revisions to the
text as required by law."

“In ‘order to provide the legally required
public review of this material, we believe
the EIR must be recirculatec “

"It is not our intent to try to bog this
project down in legalese or gtate
:equirenengn. but we believe that the
county's position has got to be protected
specifically with the environmentally
preferred option, set forth ia the BIR.*

Response: The “environmentally preferable option* is
not new. The document indicates not that the
alternative is preferred by any agency.
consultant, or iandividuval, but only that the
alternative is one- that is preferable by
victue of fewer and less extengive
snvironmental impacts -than other project
configurations. This alternative is composed
of components all of which were analyzed
individually ne as part of another
alternative in the EIR/EIS.

[Draft EIR/EIS, Vol. I, Sections 4.4, 4.5.1,
4-7. 5.2.1. 5~3t1]

Comment: (Bill Wallace, Santa Barbara Couaty Board of
Supervisors, Page 5 of Transcript)

“"The county's foremost objection to
certification of the EIR iz raised by the
lagst minute addition of the project
alternative designated as environmentally
preferred 3in the EiIR. Nothirg in this
critical section was contained in the draft
BEIR. The Joint Review Panei, which managed
the preparation of the EIR, has had no
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Response:

‘Response:

-

3. COII&nt:A

oppoctunity to review the analysis which
would justify the selection of the project
alternative chosen prior to its addition to
the final EIR.*

The environmentally ~=~aferable alternative
could not readily have been identified
without the benefit of public input on the
draft EIR/EIS. Thus, it was not prasented
uantil the final document was circulated.

The Joint Roview Panel daid discuss Zthe
alternative in a general way and directed the
consultants- to identify what they determined
to be the combination of project components
regulting in the least overall environmental

impact. Panel members wer2 consulted from
time to time as the alternative was
developed. We note that the Santa Barbara

County panel members specifically advised the

consultants on December 17, 1986 that they
did not wish to be involved in the
jdentification of the environmentally

preferable alternative.
(Bill Wallace, Page 5 of Transcript)

“Final, [sic] our review of the documernt
indicates that the analysis required to reach
the EIR's conclusions is either lacking or is
seriously flawed. Major elements of the
selected project configuration have not been
analyzed in more than a superficial mannet.
The comparative analysis and its deficiencies
have likewise not been calculated for public
review and comment as required by lzw.*

The major components of the enviranmentally
preferable alternative were fully analyzed in
the major alternatives section of the EIR/EIS

(Section 4). These include: ofishore oil

processiang, single platforms in place of
douvhle platform complexes, offshore and
oashore pipelines. The environmentally

preferable alternatir2 eliminates vignificant
project componeats that were par\u of the

propose&d project — offshore s\ur gas
pipelines, the onshore sour gas pricessing
facility., and the onshore oil provessing
facility, all of which account for nuvrerous
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4.

Coament:

Response:

significant environmental jmpacts. While tha
identified environmentally preferable
alternative is a departure from the
applicant's project proposal in terms of the
configuration of components (and lack
thereof), it is made up of components which
ware all analyzed jn the document circulated
for public review and coament.

[Draftt EIR/EIS Sectiona 4.4, &.5.1, 4.7,
5.2.1, 5.3.11]

(Bill Watlace, Page 7 of Pranscript)

»We would 1like to step away from these
procedural mistakes, and point out several
factual errors 4in the EIR which must be
corrected prior to certification. Virtually
all of these comments related to the
recoarended project alternative. We believe
that numerous inconsistenciés and errors
could hava been, and sghould have been,
avoided had the Joint Review Panel reviewed
the recommended project alternative prior to
publication.*

vy~ think 1 will submit the rest of out

discussions about the. project. alternative in
the writtea . . ." .

The use of the words % recommended
alternative® ig misleading. The alternative
is not recommended:; it is merely jdentified
ag one method of achieving major project
goals in a way that reduces the environmental
impacts identified in the draft EIR/EIS and
comments thereto.

{Finalizing Addendum, Vol. 1. Executive
Summary (Section 5), pages S-54t to $-57)

(13111 Wallace, Page 7 of Trangscript)

It is clsar thit the county objects to the
EIR'z designation of the preferred project,
ard to the consideration of any offshore oil
processing. We join ARCO in preferring
onshore processing, which we believe should
be in Las Floras Canyon."

> s
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Response:

“We also question the designated projact

alternative for not reccmmending the removal
of Platform Heron. The final RIR says the
removal or relocation of the pPlatform would
not allow full development of the resource;
however, this same criteria [sic] was not
used when reccfimending that S8O0uUr Jas be
reinjected, since reinjection is, by its
nature, less than full development.
Reinjecting the sour gas avoids significant
impacts. Removing or relocating platform
also avoids sgignificant impacts. The county
stresses that Heron should be eliminated to
mitigate the significant impacts it will
cause.

The designation of the environmentally
preferable alteriative accounted for the
econorics of sour gas processing, as compared
to oil processing, and for the relative
difference in royalty paid on gas versus
oil. The most expensive project component,
agside from platforms, is the sour gas
treatment plant. The percent royalty on gas
is small relative to the nearly 50 percent
royalty on oil at peak production. It wag
felt that the marginal economics of sour gas
production was sufficient ‘reason - for
reinjection to be consideread even though it
would result in less than full development of
the resource at the current time. Much of
the gas could be recovered in the future if
economics or policy favored its development.

[Pinalizing Addendunm, Vol. 1, Executive
Summary (Section 5.5); Draft EIR/EIS,
Vol. II, Sections 4.5.1 and 5.3.1]

Development of the identified oil resource
at Coai Oil Point is the primary purpese for
this project. Therefore, while rolocation of
Heron would reduce impactz (a praspernt that
is being explored). and elimination of the
Platform would avoid impacts, the econonics
of the project, with about 50 percent of its
Production coming from leases to be developed
from the proposed Platform Heron, clearly
place the removal of Heron in a different
category from the reinjection of gour gas.
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6. Comment:

K3

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Specifically, the feasibility of the proposed
preject is not dependent on the production of
sour gas.

(Janice Keller, GOO, Page 138 of Transcript)

“a, GOO still believes that the
anvironnentally' preferred alternative is the

ofect option; however, realizing
pol t and economic r2alities, any
approved project must include, at the very
minimum, the gdeletion of Platform Heron from
the project until such times as fanture
technology will allow recovery of oil from a
less sensitive sgite.”

The No Prnject Alternative is identified 4s
the environmentally superior alternatiws.
CEQR requires that an environmentally
preferable alternative be ideatifisd in this
case.

(Janice Keller, GOO, Page 139 of Traascript:
written commentz)

“The rationale for the consu;tant's prefoerzed
alternative escapes us. it 18 clearly mors
environmentaily harmful than even the
apglicant's proposed project. A full
discuszsion of their “logic. if we can call
it tb4t, i3 in order.™

Tha discussion of the environmentally
preferable altarnative is provided in the
sumrmary oOf the EIR/EIS. (See responses to
Coaments 1, 2 and 3 of Supervisor Wallace.)

{Finalizing Addendum, Vol. I, Pages S-54
through S-57]

(Mayor Shiela Lodge, Page 22 of Transcript)

“Second, on a Aacre technical level, I believe
that the final EIR is inadequate because the
rationale leading to the selection of the
envifcumentally preferred alternative is
sketchily prasented and hae not been
circulated for public review and comment. A
reader is required to s8ift back through

volumegs o material -- and 7 am sure you
{
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Response:

Comment:

RQSEORBG:

really know that it is volum s -- of

materials searching for details and
assumptions thit went into tha analyses of
the wvarious components which have been
corbined to form this alternative.*

Sections 4 and 5 of the EIR/EIS contain a
full impact analysis of all components.
described in the enviroamentally preferable
alternative. The sSuURRary provides a
rationale for the selection of this
combination of components to for= the
environmentally preferable altecnative. This
discussion is supported by the material
contained in Sections 4 and 5. A1l impacts
of each componeat were presented in the Draft
EIR/EIS which was subjected to extengive
public review.

[Draft RIR/EIS, Vol. 11, Sections 4 and 5)

(Mayor shiela Lodge, City of Santa Barbara
(Page 23 of Transcript) -

“The recommended scenario is a combination of
severai alternatives that were reviewed in
varying levels of detail in the.EIR. Several
of the major components chosen, i.e.,
reinjection of sour gas andg offshore
processing of sweet gas, were treated as
other alternatives and were not fully
analyzaed.*

“On page S-1 of the draft EIR, it states 1t
one of the following alternatives is selected
by decision makers., it is probable that
supplemental environmental analysis will be
required after development of a specific
project design.*

“We do not find any changes or additions to
these analyses in the final versicn of the
BIR. How can this be the basis for the

se¢laction of these alternatives as
environmentally preferabla?*

The introduction provided for Saction S was
used to generally describe the vazious
xlternatives for oil prodaction and
Processing as well as gas poocessing.

g
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10. Comment:

L Response:

Components of this alternative wete Inclyzed
in the draft EIR/EIS to ths detail Saat
engineering or environmental information were
available. The roinjection of asewr gas
alternative is one of the simplest of the
alternatives considered, siance mnost of the
aspects of the alternative would ceneiet of
elimination of components, includiag caskore
and offshore ipelines and onshore gas
processing facilities. Since roinjection of
gas will be conductaed as a portion of normal
0il field management, only moderzats amounts
of on-platform equipment would be required,
The environmental analysis in Section S
providegs a full analysis of this szlteznative
which clearly has less environmental impact

than the applicant-3 preferred alternative.

[Finalizing Addendum, Vol. I, pages S-54 to
$~-57: Draft EIR/EIS, Vecl. 1I, pages 5-1, 5-49
to 5-51]

(Marzy Blum, League o¢f Women Voters, Page 85
of Transcript: written comments)

"This is unfortunate since EIS Section & .
contains the bombshell that had been rumored
for days, -the Environmentally Preferable
Alternative, a brand new "cther alteraative®
in lieu of what Section 5 concedes to be the
Environmentally Superior Alternative, the No
Project Alternative. The new alternative
suggested by the consultants (by sgtaff?)
calls for offshore processing of all oil
produced by the project. (ES 54-57).%

“This is a whole new ball game; we're back to
square cne. This new “other alternative* is
not addressed in the DEIR or in the PEIR
except through BS Section S's obligque
Feterence to Sections 3 & 4 of the PEIR.
Such coverage is inadequate.*

See responses to Comments 1, 2 and 5 of
Supecvisor Wallace. The Environmentally
Preferable Alternative is not ‘“new* as
suggested by the League's comments. Every
element of this alternative is snalyzed in
the Draft BEBIR/EIS. These Jqlements wazg -
combined €0 form & complete ‘“prolect® .
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1.

Comment:

Response:

alternative that could achieve the gocals of
the proposed project. This aliernative was
identified as the project configuration that
would achileve the major goals of the proposad
project with the least environmental impact.
The majority of the oushore impacts are
eliminated in this alternative while the
offshore impacts are increased only
marginally. The fact that 1t was identiried
ag environmentally preferable dcee not mean
that no undesirable nnvironmental impacts
would be associated with it.

The No Preject Alternatlive is, in fact, the
least environmentally damaging. However,
Section 1512642 of the EIR Guidelines
requires the BIR to identify another
environmentally preferabie one where the WNo
Project Alternative is the superior one
environmentally.

f -~
[Pinalizing Addendum., Vol. I, pages S-54
through S-57; ©Draft ®I{R/EIS, Vol. 1I,
Sections 4.4, 4.5.1, 4.7, $.21, 5.3.1)

(Marty Bium, League of Women vOtez;..Paqe 87
9f Traascript; written commer 3) A

"Sego%§~ Reason _for No%cggtigicagiog, The
interjection of the “environmental preferable
alternative® into the Final EIR through a
casual recommendation in the Executive
Summary without addressing its Rnany
implications in ensuing narrative and
tachrical appendices compounds the
inadequacies of the FEIR, more than
justifying your  noncectification of the
document.”

See responses to Commen.s 1, 2 and § of
Supervisor Wallace. Az noted above, the
Environmentally Preferable Altecnative is not
new. The impacts of each of its components
were analyzed in the EIR/EIS. The potential
impacts of this alternative are compared to
the impacts identified for the proposad
project and summarized in the Executive
Summary. Despite the suggestion to the
contrary, tk~ Environmentally Preferadls
Alternative was fully analyzed in ths EIR/EIS
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12.

Comment:

Response:

including "“its many implications," which are,
by and large, major reductions in the xumber
and extent of physical environmental impacts,
especially onshore.

fFinalizin Addendux, Vol. I, pagus S-54
thzgggh 5-2 7} ge

{Marty Blum, Leagne c¢f Women Voters., Page 88
of Transcript: written comments)

“IN SUMMARY, the Pinal EIR bscause of its
many inadequacies including those enumerated
above does not warrant certification by the
State Lands Commission, contents &p not
address the Johnny-come-lately, last-minute
Environmental Prefarable Alternazive.
Contents may well be adaquate for other
alternatives but without better organization
and an undecstandable, easily followed

Reader's Guids such data are too elusive to
be viable, not only for the overwhelmad

public, but, the League submits, for you
decision makers as well.”

*How can you in all good conscience certify
that the rinal EIR has beshn complsted in ~
compliance with CEQA, and that in its preseat .
form you will be able to review it and
consider information contained therein prior

to approving the project within your present
time schedule?"

CEQA requires that EIR's be full disclosure
documents, and the final report prepared for
the ARCO COPP meets this requirement. No
information is hidden from the public. All
information available was employed and
substantial original gasearch done to fill
gaps in that information. The complexity of
the project and, therefore, the langth ¢f the
document itself, is evidéence that every
effort was made to assuze that information
was developed for the public - . and
decision-makers.

v
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Comecont:

Response

(Robert Sollen, Page 148 of Transcrips:
written comments) \

*1 support the county‘s contention that the
impact report cannot be certified in its
present form. The introduction of an
entirely new and unreviewed %“environmeantally
preferable alternative" is reason enough to
delay certification. Thigs new alternative,
which includes offshore oil processing, is
unacceptable to the county and the applicant,
and for good reason. It cannot remain in the
report as the policy of the state, county and
federal agencies involved witkhout thoerough
public examination and substantial data to
show ic is indeead “environmentally
preferable.* This designation comes from the
consultants, we are told, and not from the
agencies that this document purports to
represent.”

See responses to Comments 1, 2 and 3 of
Supervisor Wallace. We note, as elsewhere,
that the environmrentally preferable
alternative is' not “sntirely new ' and
unraviewed.* It is wmade up of compsnents
forming a complete préject each of whick was
analyzed in the EIR/EIS. - This alternative
would substantially reduce the identified
physical environmental impacts of the
propcsed project, especially on shore, while
still achieving the major goal of developing
the oil reserves off Coal 0il Point.

The unacceptability of offshore oil
processing appears to have little to de with
environmental impacts. While it is true that
processing oil -offshore dces result in
somewhat greater offshore impacts, a fact
noted explicitly in the discussion, these
impacts are substantially 1less than those
associated with the construction of a similar
facilicy anywhere on shore. The
environmentally preferahle calternative
includes no sour gas processing and, thus. no
sour gas offshore pipelines, no sour gas
onshore pipelines, and no onshore das
processing plaant, all substantial sources of
environmental impacte in the proposed project.

[Pinalizing Addendum, Vol. i, Executive
Sunmary (Section 4)] )

-10-
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The environmentally preferible alternative

does not represent sgtaté or county policy.
simply because it is presented in the
EIR/EIS. CEQA requires the identification of
such arn alternative if the No Project
alternative is environmentally superior.
This alternative serves to identify for the
public and decision makers a project that

regults in fewer or less extensive
environmental impacts than those associated

with the proposed project, but it does not
bind tlke agencies in any way.

[Pinalizing Addendum, Vol. I, pages S-54 to
8-57}

14. Comment: {Dr. BAlice Alldredge, UCSB, pages 57-58 of
Trangcript) -

“The prime goal of an environmentally

preferred option at this unique site, should
be to provide maximum protection to the

marine biological resources which serve as a
natural marine laboratory for the university,
and to reduce to an absolute minimum chances
for any oil gpills, no matter how smali.*

"It is obvicus from- reading the comments in
the draft RIR, and in 1l1istening to the
testimony at two previous hearings, that it
is the impacts on [SIC] the offshore
facilities, not the impacts from the onshore
cne, that are of the greatest concern in this
project.*

“The consultant's preferred option, regarding
offshcre processing, appears unjustified, in
light of the content of the BIR, itself, and
a major conclusion has essentially been drawni
with little substantiating analysis.®

Response: Although it is true that there would be an
increased poténtial for smaller oil spille,
the probability for oil spills such, as
occurred in the 196%. would not bde. increased
since these spills are associated witl
drilling. It should be noted that the
environmentally preferable alternative
reduces other marine biclogical  impacts
including the impacts of oil pipelines  to

* N
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shore. Additionally, construction of gas
Pipelines to shore at Las Flores Canyon would
-not be required, reducing substantial impacts
associated with this construction.
Therefore, the environmentally preferable
alternative would not increase overall marzine
biological impacte. There would algo be &
major decrease in oashore impacts associated
with gas and oil processing. -

{Finalizing Addendum, Vol. I, pages S-54 to
§-57]

15, Comment: (Robert Kxausner, Citizens Planning
Association, Page 175 of Transeript)

*CGne of the things that we are concerned
about is the final document indicating the
preferred secenario and we certainly don't
believe that the information in the document
substantiates the finding that the
consultants came up with as haring the f£inal
scenar'o as being preferred.*® ¢

Reggponse: See LTsyonse to Comments i, 2 and 3 of
Supervisor Wallace. .




IS8UE: SYSTEMS SAFPETY

1. Comrent: (Michael J. McDermott, Page 166 of
Transcript; written commernts)

“This 2IR has done a very poor job of
respoading to the Citizen Comment presented
on the Draft Report. It is in many respects
an Academic farce with nc foothold in the
real world. The type of System Safety
Asgumptions contained therein are of _a
magnitude to rival those that cauged the
Disasterous Loss of the Shuttle Zhallenger
lagst year. There is a Tremendous Need for
the State Of California to do so=s REALISTIC
INVESTIGATION INTO THE TRUE FACTS OF OFFSHORE
SAFETY, before the Dire Consequences of our
unpreparedu:ss for Maritime Disasters hits
home." )

1 would 1like to present the following
information in response to the “Response to
-Cemments By Individuals® presented in the
EiR."

“Response #71 “Claims that Data for the EIR.
wag produced - "independently of O0Oil Coampany
Data.¥ This shows a serious 1lack of
understanding of the origins ana c:igingtom
of most safety data and of the many different
pressures on those who generate it. Please

reference the attached articles marked #1 & 2
for further Details.®

Response: A variety of sources were used tc base Degign
Bagis Accidents and assess the probability of
occurrence of these accidents. These data
were from seversl independent sources
iacluding government agencies, in addition to
data supplied by o0il companies. The systems
gafety and reliability sections aiso
projected impacts solely on the consequences
of occuyrrence which is more realistic rather
than on probability of occcurrence. B

{Draft BIX/EIS, Section 4.3.1; Appendix 2,
Section 2 and References] ’
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2. Comaent: {Michael Je
S “Respoanse #78.

SN that has Not

. McDermott,
Transcript; written conments)

The “Fireboat

comment, and vyet

R .

Page 166 of 6

Recommendation®
. currently being considered by the County of
e Santa Barbara is a Seriously Flawed Document
subjected to citizen
inadequate systens

proposed may be all the Maritime Responsge.

Please reference

for further details.*

comments

to The Santa

zéii ‘ Barbara County Planning Canissicn ‘marked #3
i‘ <

Regponse: The EIR/EIS

Section 4.3.1]

3. Comment: {Michael J.

EJ
|
oL
o
L
h
i
1

*Response #77.

P S
B Y P
- - .

:
L

b
.
N
:
;

[Draft EIR/EIS,

4. comaent: (niéhael I

ry

I3 "Response #83.

Tankers currently Saii
Point regularly
approaches to thc

0 =aake fno

~14-

acknowiedges
‘preparedness in

McDermott,
Transcript: written-coaments)

Page 167 . of

The inc¢reaged tratfic does

not consider the nzagm.tude of change from the "
Use of Alaskan Oil. Tankers to- offload at < e e
Santa Barbara and make use of .common carrier

pipelines, see article marked & »

disaster

pages 4-146 to
4-181, Section 4.1l.1:p
Appendix 2, Section 4.2.7]]

McDermott,
Transcript: written comments)

the lack of
County for - major
disasters. The remainder of the discussion
is not germsne to the cosmment or response in
the final documenc.

[Praft EIR/EIS Vol. Pages 4-68, 4-69,

Response: The impacts considered were based on the
congsequences of - I
probability. Additional tanker traffic would O
increase the probability of an occurrence but
not the consegquences.

not o©n the

see genezal

Page 168 of 8-

World War Two vintage T-2
Clogse by Coal 0il

making down wind -«»af;‘

0.5.8T. ?his seons ,
“;:*==£cn 4n  ths.

\\
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authors. Let us hope they make nc Lasting
Impression on Offshore Platforms or Local
Beaclhes.” -

[Dratt EIR/EIS, Vol. II, Section 4.3.1.1}

=
e

Response: Aqain. the conseguences of a disaster would
not change. The document examines the worst

case occurrsnce.

{Draft EIR/EIS, Vol. I, pajes 2-4 to 2-5.
Section 2}

5, Ccmment (Michael J. McDarmott, Page 169 of
Transcript; written comments)

"Response #91 There has been z Port in
operation at Coal ©il Point for some sixty
Years and yet it has never produced a dime of
revenue for the County. The report should of

at the very least acknowledged this oversight
and -the lost revenue as a result,

pacrticularly in ligit of the Sad Story of the
city of Richmond, Ca. and Chevron."

Response: The raport clearly states that the existing
A termii.nl at Coal 0Oil Point would be closed
down with oil transported via piveline.
Potential revenue to the County of Santa
Barbara from an existing oil terminal is not
an impact associated ~witii the projacts

analyzed in the BIR/EIS.
[Draft BIR/BIS, pages 2-4 to 2-5, Section 2]]

(Michael J. McDermott, Page 2 of written
COmRents)

*Responge #92. The 0oil Transportation
Pclicies of the County of Santa Barbara have
been a complete failure. instead of
Climigation of tankers they have produced an
interstate Carrier which- cannot be denjed
access to By RAlaskan and Other Tankers with
Violating PEDER ESTRA [RADE _LANS.
See article ¥4.% o

Response: Since oil would bw tranmsported by piyqﬁgh. ‘
ou® of the County, no additional tanke nyg
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would be associated with the proposed
project. Again, this comment is not related ’ '
to the project analyzed for this RIR/EBIS. ‘.

{Draft BIR/EIS, pages 2-4 to 2-5, Section 2] s

4o 7. Comment: (Michael J. McDermott, Page 2 of written
A comments)

L “Response #24. Speed igs one-of the many good
0 points Demonstrated by the #iraboats used im ,
- Tacoma Washington, whick has the most ~ .
A advapred Maritime Fire Response System on the: ‘
P West Coast.™

Response: rirefighting offshore whez® access is -
difficult and subject to groater distances is
not comparabis tc a2n area within a localized
port.

8. Comment: (Janice Keller, GOO, Page 138 of Transcript:
written comments)

"5, The whole section on systems safety is
; non-responsive to the realities of o0il and
R gas production and the needs of the

a ~ community. In an area as highly populated as
0 . ) Santa Barbara County's South Coast, any type

: of emergency situation could be devastating.
Therefore, this section needs to address the
concerns raised by rthe commentorc.” .

] Response: The systems safety and reliability section
P was prepared with the sensitivity of the
- project in mind. This gsection hasc -identified
L ) those impacts associated with public safety
e as well a3 other system safety considerations.

i 5D:att EIR/EIS, Vol. 1I, Sections 4.1.1 and
.3.13}

9. Comment: (Janice Keller, GO0, PFage 2 of written
" comments) .
“7. ORG-65 -~ The Response only addresses

part of our concern. We would still Yike to
gsee the issue of the practical limitations on

oil &pill cleanup incluasd in the Iapncn
Summary Tables.”

~16-
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10.

1.

Responge:

Comment:

Resgponse:

Coaxent:

Respongea:

‘Haza:zd - footprints associated «ith ‘sour gas

This re-,ct fully recognizes the limitations
of state-of-thae-art oil spill cleanap

equipment. Such limitations are implicit in
the tables. ]

(Pinalizing Addendum, ol. i, Executive
Summary; Draft EIR/31S, Vol. II, pages 4-6.
4-7, 4-18, 4-51: Appendix 2, Section 4.2.7.5]

(Janice Kelier, GOO, Page 3 of writtea
comments) : .

%25, ORG-92 - GO0 strongly disagiees with.
the document preparers ¢that the  hazard -

footprints adequately display the extent of
the potentlial impacts 1Y 4 catastrophic

accidents. Shertsightedness Sow will lead to
lcee of life and property in the fuiure.*

Systems safety impacts were developed by
recogrized experts in the fieid - and
coagidered cn a worst case basis. Thas, the
analyses fully reflect tha range of
catastrophic occurrences. For instance,
hazard footprints were calculated usiag the
worst case meteorologicai assunptions, . A
accident sceparios and concentrations. R

release, assumed full release of materials,
worst case meterological conditions and sour
gas containing up to 3 percent H,S where 2

percent composition is anticipated.
{Draft BIR/EIS, ¥ol. II, Section 4.1.1]

(Tanice Keller, 0O, Page 3 +of written
connents)

%26, ORG-9% -+ State-of-the-art mnitigation

measures ani cleanup equipment are antiquated :
when it comes to discussing oii1 spilis. -
State-of~-the-art is not enough.® .

0il spill impacts hiave been subjected to - ‘ N
mitigatioa to the maximum eitent feasible. :

(Draft EIE/EIS, pages 4-52 to 4-69, -
Section 3.3.1) ‘

_

CALENDARPAGE
|MinuTE PAGE

N



12. Comment:

Regponge:

- comment:

Response:

Coament:

(Roger Lagerquist, Page 147 of Transcript:
written comments)

*Ncw try to imagine the impact from a sour
gas blowout on platform Heron at a time when
10,000 residents and 30,000 visitors are
crowded into the half sguare mile arsa of
Isla Vista. This might well be the maximum
credible accident. We can only hope the gas
wiil catch fire in the event of such a
blowout. According to Sax., *Fatal hydrogen
gulfide poisoning may occur even more rapidly
than that following exposure to a similar
concentration of hydrogen cyanide.* The EIR
(2.1.3.1) considers only o0il spills and the
effects of heat, blast and overpressure and
ignores toxicity of the gas. The Finalizing
Addendum does not correct this oversight.»

As ¢xplained under the response to
Mr. Hal Lopeikin, hazard footprints for fire.
explosion and toxic gas release are contained
far offshore and would not subject Isla Vista
or UCSB to this danger. These footprints
were devised using the =most conservative .
(i.e., worst case) assumptions.

(Roger Lagerguist; Isla Vista ressident, Page~
147 of Transcript) .

“The Finalizing Addendum does not correct the
oversight of igncring the toxicity of the
gas."

Section 4.3.1 of the draft EIR/EIS as wall as
Sectiorn 4.3.6 of the finalizing addendum
anslyze this impact. The toxicity of sour
gas has beea treated in detail in these
sections.

{Draft EIR/EIS Vol. II, Sections 4.3.1 and
4.3.6)

(Robert Sollen, Page 152 of Transcript:
written comments)

“The Teport says that there is no mors chance -

of an oil spill off 1Isla Vista "with
additionsl platforms because thers already is






