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Response:

an oil platform out there. (Vol. . Ppp.
2.1-18 and 2.1-19.) The 1logic esciipes ms.
With each additicnal platform the chanhces for
a spill quite clearly are increaseld.*

"Moreover, the rgport also asserts that
soffghore o0il processing would not increase
the potential for major oil spills since the
large oil s8pills are asscciated with the oil
extraction activities and not with oil
processing.” (Vol. I, S-55; This is an
irresponsible statement.* -

“More offshore gpills have come from
“gxtraction® than from offshore processing
because theres have been very {ew offshore
processing plants. But the potential for a
8pill from such a facility ie surely
present. Pipelines and stozage tanks can
rupture, valves can fail, and wmaritime

collisions have a 1iocng histozf. There is
indeed more than one way to spill oil."*

The pages referenced (2.1-18 and 2.1-19)
relate to the recreation and ftourism impacts
to the Isla Vista 3zea associated with the No
Project alternative and are not part of the
gystems safety analysis as the context of
Mr. Sollen's comwent appears tc suggest. . In
context, the cited passage was simkpiy @oting
that the No Project Alternative would nog
eliminate the possiblity of an oil spill froa

a platform since Pilatform Holly exists and
could ba the source of a spill aven if no

other facilivies were constructed offshore.

It is a statement of <fact that offshore
processing does not increase the potential of
a major oil spili. Well blowouts, which are
the most severe oil gpill accident, may occur
whether or noet oil is processed offshore.
Such accidents may result in spilis of xore
than 15,000,00C gallons of crude oii. The
collision of a tanker with the platform could
result in cspillage of 100,000 to 15,000,000
galicns of oil -- basically the cargc of the
tanker. Again, the volume of the spill iz
not ralated to whether or not oil -is
procigssed on the platform.
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15.

16.

Comment:

Responsge:

Commant:

‘s

Offshore processing adds to the amount of oil
that could be spilled iz a catastrophic event
since process vessels and surge tanks weuld
be part of the facilities, a fact that was
cliearly stated in the analysis. but the
additional veolume of oil is very small by
comparison to the .amount that could be
spilled from a major well blowout or tanker
collision. Tk, issue is not that no more oil

could be spilled, but whether the amount of

additional oil that could be spilled related’

to offshore processing is great encugh to
gignificantly alter the amount of cil that
would be spilled in a catastroghic event.

[Pinalizing Addendum., Vol. I, pages S-S54,
S$-55; Draft EIR/EIS, Vol. II, pages 4-48,
4-49, 4-4, 4-37 and 5-37]

(Robert Vatter, Page 250 of Transcript)

“How many of the reports and statistics the
Chambers Group has drawn upon in their
compilation of this report were erronecus,
incomplete, or subject to bias. How wili
these discrepancies influence the possibility
of .catastrophe, should any portion of this
project be approved? Where ' is ‘oar
professional watch dog? The truth squad?
And, that. second opinion? Must we depend
8olely on what the Chambers Group dictates?*

The report was prepared by the firm of
Reese-Chambers Systems <Tonsuitants, a noted
systems enginezring firm wlho has conducted
several similar studies for projects in the
Santa Barbara Channel. This analysis has
been prepared undet the direction of the
Jeoint Review Panel and was extensively
reviewed by federal, state and local agencies
during the EIR/EIS process.

f{Hal Kopeikin, Page 259 of Transceipt)

"In case of a disaster, I xight remind you
also, that there are two roads that lead out
0f one of the most densely populated araas in
America. We have 18,000 people in less than
2 half-az-square mile. There is no way to get
out of there during rush hour. In the

-20~
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Negponse:

v

event of a disaster you would have a real
disaster on your hands, because there is no

way of getting out. I didn't see that in the
BIR c¢ither, and I did look*

The EIR/BIS provided a full analysis of the
potential accidents associated with <¢he

operation of the propesed Coal 0Oil Point

Project. This discussion is providea to
address the concerns raised during-  the

hearing and focuses particularly on _the

accidents associated with proposed Platform
Haron.

The following categories of accidents were
included in the analysis:

1. Fire and explosions at the platform;

2. Release of toxic gas from the platfo:m;
3. Ship coiiisioas with platforms: and

4. 0il spills;

Pire and explosions at the ‘plaiforh would

create hazagd footprints around® -the
platforms. These hazard footprints for blast
overpressure, flying debris and radiant heat
are 300 fec¢t, 1500 feet and 800 feet
respectively from the platform. Since the
platform is approximately 12,000 feet froam
nearest onshore point, no public safety
impacts to onshore areas including Isla Vista
iz projected. While onshore areas remain
uningacted. fishermen, boats and ofhers
within the confines of these footprints could
be subdjected to injury or death.

Release of _gas containing toxic hydrogen,
sulfide from all blowoutss or sour Jas
pipeline rupture would create hazard
footprints extending 5,280 feet. The lethal
effects of this gas would not extend to
shore. This estimate is also based on very
conservative assumptions including that of
gas containing 3 percent hydrogen sulfide
would be released even though gas containing
2nly 2 percent hydrogen sulfide is expected.
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Comment:

Response:

Ship collisions on platform accidents and
well blowouts would have the petential to.
create ocil spills that may reach shore.
Although these will create significant
biological and reczreational impacts, there
will be no significant public safety impacts.

‘The EBIR/BIS therefore concludes that
sccidents offshore will not creitée public
safety impacts to onshore areas. Although it
may be desirable for any community to have -
exaergency evacuation plans, the presence of
the <Coal ©0il Point Project will not create
the specific need for thesa plans.

[Draft EIR/EIS, Vol. II, Sectiocn 4.3.1]

(Michael Bovd, Isla Vista Parks and
Recreation District, Page 221 of Transcrip:t)

“Okay, nrow what I wanted to comment on,
specifically., was in this section of the
final EIR where they talked about
recreacional pPrograms, they address te
potential of a Class 1 impact due o a major
oil spill, and they specifically only cite
one- area of the park, which ‘is" the c¢ounty
frontage, the beach park, and no where do
they mention the 1Isla Vista Recreaticn and
Park District and potential impact on the
districe." )

While the EIR/EIS dcoes not specifically
address oil spill impacts to -the Parks and
Recreation District, the overall impacts to
recreation. of oil spilis to recreation
activitieg are addressed both in Section 2.1
of the Isla Vista Supplement and@ in Section
4.3.18 of the Draft EIR/EIS and in Appen&ix
2. O0il spills would produce Class I impacts
te recreatien. The major impact 4Ff the oil
spill will be on beaches and nearshore af@as.

[{Draft PIR/EIS, Sections 2., 4.3.18] w
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1.

Conment:

Response:

ISAUR: AIR QUALITY

(Curtis B. Anderson, UCSB, Page 129 of
Transcript: written comments)

»1. Catastrophe could be an accident or ic
could be caused by & natural event like an
earthquake. Just how sericus a dlaaster
might be is seen in the toxicity of the qus
which is 2% hydroge: sulfide (H2S). The
lowest lethal concentration for H2S (LCEO)
is 600 parts per =illion (ppm; for 30
minutes. Note that 2% B2S is 20,000 ppm..
By way of comparigon, the lowest lethal
concentration for hydrogen cyaanide (HCN)
which is/was used im the California vgas
chamber is about 110 ppm for L hour. if the
gas and oil caught fire, sulfur dioxide
(SO2) would be formed. The lowest lethal

concentration for SOz is 611 ppm for S
hours. The possibility of such &
catastrophe, -accidental or natural, i very

very small, but the conseguences could be
very grim for 1I.V.*" .

The systems safety analysis fully examinad
all potential = ‘accidents due to gatety
failures identified in Professor Anderson’s
comments. The air quality analysis, Section
i5 of Appendix 4, 1included discussion of
H2S, S02. and wmethyl mercaptan {RSH)
impacts, in the context of human oddr
detection thregholds, which are substantialiy
below lethal levels.

Professor Anderson nctes that lethal dosges of
H2S occur at exposures of 600 ppm for 30

minutes. The EIR/EIS impact analyses found
ne onshore H2S impacts from the platformss at

jevels of 0.0947 ppm. which is the odor
detection threshold. The highest levels of
HyS predicted near Isla Vista were at tae

plant beundary for Ellwood -~ where the
concentratiof would be about 76 ug/nsd
{.055 DpR). At this concentration odors

woni3: be detactable as the EIR/EIS states,
but the c¢oncentration is far from health
threatening. 2
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He further notes that 1ethal concentrations
of SO, occur at 611 ppm for 5 hours. The
EIR/EIS impact analysis found no '5502
impacts at levels of 3 ppm (7865 ug/m3)

The highest SO impacts were predicted to
be 2001 ug/m3 or 0.76 ppm at 5.8 km from
the platforx (ahout 3.6 miles) under upset
conditions which would be only momentary
events (i.e., a few minutes at riost), not
cnes lasting 5 hours. The facilisies design
is such that accidents that could happ2n
couléd not result in the volums of enissions
Professor Anderson has assumed would occur.

2. comment: (Curtiy B. Anderson, UCSB, Page 131 of
Transcript; written comments)

w3, Emigsiocns to the atmosphere during
production after construction and drillihg
will probahly be manageable 1like those at
Platform Holly. But the intentional flaring
of gas whelr wells are tested must be
¢liminated as I will show. In some places
the flaring is said to be necegsary for 48
honrs per well at 1 million standard cubic
feet of gas per day.*®

“Simple mlculatioh (Chemistry 1lA) of the
burning of the natural gas which is wmostly
methane indicates -that the composition of the
plume froa the flare wiil be about 10% carbon
dioxide, 18 percent watsr, 72% nitrogen, 200
PpPR S02 and 10 ppm H2S. This assumes
that the minimum of air was used to bura the
gas, but it should be notdd that using a 100%
excess of air will enly caduce - the
concentrations of SO and H2S by a factor
of 2. Also it was assumed that the flare
burng 992.5% of the H2S to S02 (Estimates
ire 99.0 - 99 .5% efficiency.) These
calculatad concentraticns also are undiluted
by convection, diffusion, or turbulénce. Now
if there is & strong onshcre wind of say 20
mph., the plume will reacikr I.V. in & ninutes,
and in so short a time the plume will not be .
significantly diluted.*

"Let us_ now consider the significaiace .of
thess levels of HpS ard 80, The

concentration of H2S in che plume iy just

A
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Responset

under the U.S. Occupational standard which is
20 ppm for &n hour day. Purthermore the
grell of the H2S and Rmercaptans can be
detected with the nose in the range cf 10
parts per billion which ig 1000 times 1less
than in 10 ppm. H2S has the smell of
rctten eggs. This plume will smell badly
even when diluted by a factor of. several
hundreds. “The prevailing westeriy winds will
nmost often carry the smell to Hope Ranch and
Santa  Barbara, aicthvuagh I. V. wili ha

3

downstream from Platform Havea.*

“The SO, at 200 ppm in the undiluted plume
jg 400 timess the U.S. Occupational Standard
of 5 ppm for an 8 hour work day. Even 1if
mich diluted, the air wiil not . be safe.
SN2 under certain conditions in the
atmosphere can transform into sulfuric 3cié
and produce acid rain or acid fog. The EIR
notes that no studies of acid rain or fog
have been done in the area, and no incidents
have been reported, and therefore deciines to
estimate such effects. in this ceontext, 1
million cubic feet of gas with 2% H2S
contains about one Ton of H2S and would
pake about 2 Tons of SO2. There is plenty
there to make acid fog.”™ 1 should 1like to
peint out that the Los Angeles Times p. 2 Ok
5 January reported a case of acid rain in the
port of Jacksonville, Florida, which pitted
the paimt o¢a 2000 new DBMHs requiring
repainting. It could happen hsre, and what
of the effects on people's lungs?” ) .

ARCO  has recently proposed to do 100
jntentional flaring of gas wells. Professor
Anderson assumes that if such flaring were to
occur, the plume containing 10 ppm of H2S8
would reach Isla Vista in 6 minutes and vwill
not be sgignificantly diluted" because the
“calculated concentration . . . are undiluted
by convection, diffusion, or turbulence® in
wind of 20 xplv. The Professor's assumptions
are simply contrary to thé known proceszes af
atmogpheric physics. He neglects the
dilution caused by high wind speads passing
the point of emisgions and erroneously
maintains that other physical processes would
aot ciuse dilution. %he contention that oder

<
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Comment:

R&BPQBSG:

Corment:

impacts from the project will be experienced
zs far away as Hope Ranch and Santa Barbara

is wn3upportable by !nown evidence and is
coptzacy to the analyses within the EIR/EIS.

[Appendix 4, Vol. 11, Section 15.1.1)

No gquantitative relationship between the
emiggion of cheaicals causing acid deposition
and low pH (elevated acidity) in atmospheric
moisture has yet been sstabligshed. It is not
gcientifically supportable toé state in even
an approximate rray that the conversion of x
tong of SOz results in a pH of y in
atmospheric moisture. The EIR/EIS does not
deny the pos3iblity of acid deposition ia the
regiocn. It gimply notes that there is not
evidence to support the conclusion that
significant levals of acid rain or acid fog
wils occur from the projest.”

[DraZt EIR/BIS, Vol. I, Section 2.1)

\Curtis B. Andersoa, UCSB, Page 134 of
Transcript, written comments)

“I am not discussing the EIR's concern with
nitrogen oxides (NOy) and hydrocarbons (HC)

whose effects are computer =modsled. The
cencentrations of 'NOx and HC needed with

sunlight to produce photochemical cmog are
very small, of the order of 0.1 ppm wh .ch we
already often attain. The common assuxption
that 1lessz HNOx emitted means less oxidant
concentration ig probably not correct. The
chemical system is not that simple.*

Mo claim is made in the BIR/EIS that lower
levels of NOX mean less oxidant. 1In fact,
highly sophisticated models used to simulate
atwmospheric chemistry, demonstzate increased
oxidant (ozones) impacts from the project.

[Draft<EIR/EIS Vol. II, Saction 4.3.6}
(Robert Vatter, Page 247 of Transcript)

"I do not believe that there hag been
adequate, an adequate baseline for air

guality established for the pre-1964 -
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establishment of Platform Kolly. We 4o not
know therefore that in fact ARCO will be
getting offget credit tcwards further
polluting by capturing through geesp
containment structures the pcllution they are

already enhancing through their present
drilling and reinjection methods.®

Reaponse: ARCO's Holly 2and existing Ellwood facilities
are currently regulated by the Santa Barbara
County Air Pollution Control ©Tistrict. Also

ARCO does not currently reinject gas into the
revision.

Qffget credit for the seep emissions is
currently being studied and negotiated with

the APCD and ARCO as a portion of the
authority to construct phase of roject
approval. Baseline air quality prior to
construction of Holly is not relevant to this

prLocess since the seep containment structure
was constricted primarily to offset future
emisgsions and not those from the existing

Platform Helly.

(Draft BIR/EIS., Vol. II. Section 4.3.6.9]

(Janice Keller, GQO, éage 1 of written
comments) .

“Our comment to the draft EIR questions the
clagsification of some air quality impacts as
Class JII. We question the justification for
this decision. The Response blindly accepts
the impact criteria established for the air
zuality analysis as the basis for Class I1I
designation. Thisg is unacceptable.*®

Response: The entire analysis for every issue area,
including air quality, was based on the
significance criteria identified for the
issue area. These criteria were caraefully
defined and reviewed by the EP2, the State

~ ARB the $anta Barbara APCD.*

{Draft BIR/EIS, Vol, 1I, Section 4.3.6}
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5.

7.

8.

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Responsge:

Comment:

(Janice Keller, GOO, Page 2 of written
comments)

i

“g, ORG-66 -~ We are pleasad that a table

summarizing the air quality impacts of the
projects and its alternatives has been added
to the document, but where is it?"

This was included in the gummary in Volume I
of the finalizing addepdum of the EIR/EIS.

é?%g?lizing Addendum, Vol. I, pages S-22 ard

{Janice Keller, GOO, Page 1 of written
comrants)

*l. ORG-57 - GOO recognizes the importance
of keeping the summary table brief. However,
to whimsically omit certaic data while
including other less significant dats is
migleading. This is especially the case in a
document the size of the EIR. Stating what
are the total emissions in pounds/tons and
what is th» percentage reductioa through
mitications is more accurate than using the
meaningless phrase “reéduction in NOx.“

The  requested informaticn concerning
reductions is provided in the air quality

analysis and varies greatly depending upon
the process, project component, and
pollutart. Sach information could not
readily be couveyed in a summary table.

f2ppendix 4, Section 6]

(Janice Keller, GOC, Page 2 of written
comnentsg)

*5. ORG-63 - Since when do the "beliefs" of
the preparers govern the <viability of a
mitigation measure? Seven day work shifts
are used on other platforms and do result in
a reduction of vessel anéd helicopter traffic
and asgociated air quality impacts. This is
based on fact not beliefs:*

-28-
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‘ Response: The location of these platforms close to

shore does not lend itself to this mitigation
geasure since little savirgs 1in enissions
would occur.

9. Comment: (Roger Lagerquist, 1Isla vigsta residsnt, Page
142 of Transcript)

*The most incredible statement in theé
finalzing addendum is that no significant
impacts are expected in Isla Vista from inert
pollutants. That i paragraph 2.1.3.2. This
fantasy is cefuted over nd over again in the

body of the EIR.*®

Resgponse: The EIR/EIS does maintain a consistent
response that no Class 1 impacts from iaert
gollutants will ocecur to Isla Vista. Class I
mpacts from reactive pollutants will occur
within the region however. This conclusion

was based on extensive modeling that has been
reviewed exteansively by both the County APCD
and the State Air Resources Board.

{Finalizing Addendum, Vol. I, Section 2.1:
° section 4.3.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS]

10. Comment: (Roger Lagerquist, Page 14-3 of Transcript:
wvritten comments)

whet's consider a simple proposition. wWhen
there is flaring on Platform Heron and the
wind is blowing onshore, ‘what does it mean to
people accustomed to clean aire®

“platfcrm Heron is expected to have an upset
céndition every 21 days on the average (EIR
5.2.1.1). Each event is expected to release .-
up to 3,778.87 pounds of sulfur dioxide (EIR K
Table S.1).% :

“I don't believe that .87 pounds part, dan

you? It implies a precision to .01 rounds
- * out of 3,870; less than a thousandth of a

percent error! Does the consultant believe

this? What 1S the precision of the npumber?

Where are the assumptions and error analyses .

to support the bare number; 3,776.872" ‘

]
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Responge:

11. Corment:

Response:

sSloppy presentation of data throughout the
report should lead the Commission to suspect
ALL of the data and questicen ALL of the
conclusicns. A student couldn't get into
UcsB doing thiz kind of work, 1let along
graduate. The Comnission is not obligated to
certify an EIR that ijg as poorly done as this

one is.*

#r. Lagerquist has correctly identified the
largest number on Table 5-1 of Appendix 4
(3778.89 pounds per hour of S02). This
pumber is derived as the sum of emissions
from various sources, not all of which are
the same order of magnitude. The raw data
are presented in the tables to report the
nusbers a3 they were calculated. A careful
review of the analysig jtself and the
conclusions reported will indicate that no
gpecial Televance was accorded the .89 pounds.

[Appendix 4. Section _]

(Roger Lagerquist, Page 144 of Transcript:
written comments) .

“An up3et condition . at platform Heron would
violate state, county and federal air -
pollution standards (BIR $.7.1.1). The
current background level of sulfur dioxide ia
Goleta is 52 micrograms per cnbic meter (EIR
Table 3-14). puring wupset flaring of
platforn Heron, the sulfuc dioxide
concentratioen oa shore jg expected to reach
as high as 792 micrograms per cubic meter.
How can the Final.zing Appendix (SIC) £ind
there is "not a significant impact* due To
solfur dioxide whea this pollutant isa
predicted to increase 1,500 percent over
present levels?"

Mr. Lagerquist suggests that a concentration
of 792 ug/m3 compared to a background
concentration of 52 uq/l3 nust “be
significant since the numbér 1is uu:ge
relative to the background. The analysis
indicates that approximately 18 upsets per
year could occur at Platform Heron which
would result in sour gas flaring. (This is
baged on the original proposal by ARCO for

-30-
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Conmnent:

Regponse:

this project, which has since been revised to
further limit flaring.) All but one of thess
upset events would involve flaring at the
rate of 5.5 MMSCFD for one hour (230 thousand
cubic feet total). The remaining one would
result in flaring at the rate of 37 MMSCFD
for one hour (1,542 thousand - cubic feet
total) which was the modeled upset. These
flows are conservative inm that the platform
is agsumed to be full production during the
peak production year. During an upset while
the plarnferm is not at full production, the
expacted flow rate to the flare would be less
due to the availability of excess compressor
capacity. The impact ©presented ir the
document represents the worst-case flaring
svent under worst case meterological
conditions. Impacts for the smaller flaring

events would be correspondingly lower.

fAppendix 4, Section 5]

(Roger Lagerquist, page 144 of Transcript:
written comments) )

“The EIR suggests mitigations for S0,
emissions,” including: “, . . ninimize the
amount of sour gas sent.to the flare during
upset conditions.® That's good. Reduce
pollution by not polluting so much! A
paragrapii later the option is nullified: *,
r . these measures have been implémented as
part of the proposed project and could not be
used 2s mitigation meagures., " (RIR
6.1.5.4). The impact of sulfur dioxide is
significant and it cannot be mitigated.f®

The section referenced (Section 6.1.5.4) does
not say “The impact of sulfur dioxide . . .
cannot beg mitigated.® It simply indicates
thaz most of the standard mitigation measures
that would be applied had already been
proposed by ARCO as part of the project and
vere accouated for in the analysis. Thus,
thege measgsures “could not be used as
mitigation measures . . ." on this project.

The project cannot be permitted under APCD

¥fules unless the sulfur dioxide impacts can
be mitigated.
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13.

14.

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

6.1.5.4]

(Roger Lagerquist. Page 145 of Transcript;
written comments)

“The statement in the staff report (page 12)
that *. . . odors from the offshoi® platforas
would dissipate to levels not detectable by
humans before they reached the shoreline* isg
incorrect.

"The gas being flared is assumed to contain
1.45 mole percent hydrogen sulfide. (EIR
5.2.1.2). The staff report indicates flaring
ic 99.0% to 99.5% efficiert in burning
Aydrogen sulfide, although no source for the
figures is cited. Using the 99.0% figure,
about 20 pounds of inburned hydrogen suifide
will escape during d flaring event. Twenty
pounds of a material whose rotten egg odor is
detectable in cioncentrations as  low as 5
parts per BILLION (EIR Table 15-2) and is
fatal in 30 minutes at 800 to X000 per
million. (Dangerous Propettiss =f Industrial

Materials, Pourth Edition, W. Izving Sax, Van
Nostrand Reinkidé Co.)." .

Please see the responiee to Commants 1 and 2
of thig section relating to ‘the hydrogen
sulfide impacts of gas flaring. The dilution
of the gas by physical atmespheric processes
would reduce concentrationg to leve. ' below
the humsan detection threshold by the time the
gas reached the shorelir-

{Appendix 4, Vol. II, Sections 15.1.1 ang
15.1.3.1}

{Roger Lagerquist, Page 145 of Transciipt)

"Table 15-1 of the EIR estimates 10,518
pounds per hour of hydrogen sulfide emiggions
froz néron during an upset, but this figure
was not included in the odor calculations.
"H28 and RSH emissions were treated - as
fugictive emis.ions while SO2 emissions were
caused by flaring.® (EIR 15.1.3). The
maximum ‘predicted concentration of 4.63

micrograms per cubic metar - in Table 15-3 igs

-32-
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Response:

Commant:

bagsed on the fugitive emission rate of 0.488
pounds per hour and not oa the upset release
quantity of 10 to 20 Dpounds. Hence
Table 15-3 shows virtuaily the same hydrogen
gulfide release for normal and  upset
conditior *. This is incorrect."

“Applying the dilution factor from Table 15-X

to a 20 pound release given a concentration
of 190 micrograms per cubic meter, Or 2,900
percent above the level required for
datection. There will be severe odor impact
despite all the words to the contrary. No

mitigation has been suggested."”

The odor apnalysis for ‘Platform Heron
coasisted Of two parta: normal hour and
upset houz analyses. The normal hour
analysis assumed that non-buayant fugitive
hydrocacrbons containing HzS were being
emitted by the platform. The upset houz
analysls #¥ssumed a £lire avent {onfe per year
likelihood) in addition to the <fagitive
erigsions. These upset raissions were .
inclnded@ in hé wmodeling aralysis and are
reported ir Ta%le 15-3. The commentor's
methodology fer .applying the sane dilution
factor to the flaze as was. used for the
fugitives is incorrect. The plume height
asgociated with the flare is over oneé hundred
meters higher than for the fugitive
emigsions. Theretore, the rosults  for
fugitives cannot be extrapolated to the fiars.

[Appendix 4, Vol. 1II, pages 15-6 through
15-9, Section 15.1.3.1)

(ChancelYor Aldridge, [ 2ge 35 of Transcript)

wFor example, UCSB was fortunate in having as
a consultant on the Air Quality walaatioms -
in the EIR, Dr. Edgar Stephens. a nationaﬁéf
tegpected expert who is a member of +‘he
faculty at UC Riverside. More precisely, ha
conducts continuing research through the Air
Pollution Research Center there."

»Dr. Stephens disputes some of the EIR'S

conclugions on air quality problems
agsociated with the proposed ARCO project.
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Reaponge:

Comment:

He sugoasts that the sulfur chemistry of the
0oil and associated gas would be rather
consistent in contrast to the document’s
asgertion that such odors “can vary*® and
would be "“very sporadic.® He further notes
that the potential for H2S dozr impacts is
high because of the large portion of the
petroleum resource which is sour gas.*™

“Moreover, Profaessor Stephens views as
jmprobable the assessment that under upset
conditions, H2S concentrations froam the
offshore platforms are just barely largery
than they are under normal conditjions. And,
he notes, for Platform Holly, the upset
projections are actually said to be smaller
than they are expected to beé on the
day-to-day operations. This, despite the
fact that emissions under upset conditions
are shownx to be very much larger.®

Dr. Stephens may not be tfamiliar with the
characteriscics. of Monterey formation oil and
gas wells whdre production is highly

irregular and sypyoradic. ARCO's propesed scur:

gags system is =21s0 a high pressure system
capuble of withstanding higker than normal
pressures without requiring the release and
flaring of sour gas. Instances where sour
gas -rould need to be flared in such a system
are rare and the time periocds, brief,
specifically 6n the order of minutes.

Upset conditions, given the design of the
gour gas system ncted above, are of shogt
duration. The emissions for norml
operations are presénted for an average hour.
Since upsets only last & few winutes the
comparable hourly averages ar¢, in some
cagses, lower than the hourly +varages of
normal operation fugitive emissions.

N

{appendix 4, Vol. I, Sectiocn 5.2]

<A

(Chancellor Aldridge, Page 36 of Tramscripu)

"Dr. Stenshens'® misqivings aSo&ﬁ tile

credibility of the _air quality wosel‘s
trajectories are shared by his colleagna, DX

wWilliam P.L. Carter, aiso a mamber Hf ke

-34-
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17. Comment:

faculty at UC Riverside, who notes that the
BIR disnisses the yproject's impact upon
visibility and does not address the oxtent to
which SO, will be converted to sulfate.
sneh conversion, of course, can have an
adverse effect upon visikility at very 1low
concentrations. More important, the
potential adverse coansequellces for human
health are somewhat alarming.*

Trajectory modeling is not employed tc assess

visipility impacts as one comment suggests.,
bit only as one way of assessing ozone

(oxidant) impacts. OZoné does not reduce
visibility.

Visibility analysis was doae, as reported in
Section 15.2 of Appendix 4, according to theé
EPA Level 1 screening technique, applying
this widely accepted techanique to the worst

case emissions of pollutants affecting
visibility impact. Purther, the EIR/EIS

notes that visibility impacts may occur
during construction, but that they would be
only of short duration. Reference to page
15-16 of Appendix 4, "ol. II indicates that
‘sulfur dioxide was acluded in the analysis
at an emission rstce Of 16 metric tons per
day. The visibilXity analysis indicated that
any visibility ef€ecZs wonild be two orders of
magnitude - below <he visibility threshold
established by E™E. (Please see the recponge
to ».ofessor Anderscn's comments 1 and 2 for
further discussion of odorous and toric
pollutant impacts and potential deleterious
effects.)

{Appendix 4, Volums II Section 15.2]

{(Chancellor Aldridge, Page 37 of Transcript:
wieitten comments)

“Class I 1impacts related to NOx. ‘TSP,
ozone, and NO2 are predicted for this
project. if the impact analysis taken from
the flawed 2ir gquality model can be
believed. Generally speaking, the response
to comments relatea to ‘these local and
regional air quality impacts refars us tc the
authority to construct permit process when
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Response:

Coanmant:

additiornal mitigations and - offset
calculations models will be considered by the
Air Pollution Control District."

The analysis was based on the use of nultiple
airx quality models, not just one. Inert
pollutants were analyzed using four mogdels,
depending on the type aad location of
emissions, to assure that the model most
appropriate to the situation was used. The
results from all inert pollutant models led
to similar conclusions. Finally, reactive
pollutants were analyzed using two quite
different wmodels and the results of both
models were comparable. We believe that no
more thorough air quality analysis has avet
been done. Lastly., the models were accepte?l
prior to their use by one ot more cof the EPA,
the California Air Resources Board., the the
Ssunta Barbara County Air Pollution Control
vistrict. .
{Appendix 4, Vol. I and II, Saccions 8.1,
9.1, 10.1, 13.1, and 14.1)

The analysis indicates that; even after
applying reasonably availzbie mitigation

 measures, significant 1impacts remain. The

analysis did not rely on the Authority to
Construct (ATC) permit process to state that
no- impacts would occur. The references to

the ATC process were made to indicate that
the project would not be grantid air quality
permits until the impacts identified in the
BIR/EIS wete  fully mitigated to ‘the
gatisfaction of the local APCD.

(Appendix 4., Vol. II. Section 163

(Robert Sollen, Page 15 of ‘Transcript:
written comments)

“»At the October 24, 1986 hearing on the draft
report, I requested that the final report
include numbers on how much gas_ was being
trapped by the ARCG devicas placed over
ocean-bottom natural geeps in the Ceoal 0il

Point area. This experiment was a mitigation
measuzre for this project, and it - seemed

pertinent to have a report on its
effectiveness."

-36-
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Response:

“The final report does not include these
tigures, whicn conld have been disclosed in a
couple lines of copy.*

“Instead, we are told tkat this data will be
disclosed in the application for the
authority to construct. I see no reason that
this information should be delayed.*

“Beyond that, there is a confusing statement
about the seeps in the final report. It says
that. reinjection of sour gas may cause an

increase in oil seepage in the area (p. S-53.
Vol. 1). In a report prepared under the
auspices of the Lands Commission 310 years
ago, however, it was coanciuded that *the
present data do not demonstrate a close
relationship between seepage and petroleum
exploration and seepage ireas are independent
of each other, and that themical analyses of
secp gas do nst among\irate a corrsiaction
between gas seepage and reinjection of
produced, gas, but it adds that "this should
be a matter of ccasideration.*

“Nothing done in the intervening 10 years has
to. nmy kncwledge provided data . to the
contrary. 1 repeat what I said before this
commigsion last October: *“The seeps too long

have been used by the industry as an excuse
for all c¢il found on the waters and Beaches

here, and conversely by others to put all the
blame on the industry. We have everything
but facts . . . Studies to date have been
fragmentary, underfunded, short-term and
incorclusive.* We continue to get guesswork.“

We direct Mrz. Sollen's attention to page
16-12 of Appendix 4 of the draft EIR/EIS for
the data concerning the amounts of teactive
gseep gases capctured by ARCO' g geep
containment structure. A little over 6 tons
per day of reactivs hydrocarbons are
captured, ~~ which we, believe is a reagure
representative of the effectiveness of The
structure.

The total amount of gas captured during the
period of October, 1982 to January, 1957 was
1,7 million cubic feet. Also, 428 bagrels of

oil have been captured. The current rate of
gas capture is 1.5 million cubic feet per day.

«37-
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19.

20.

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

The comment concerning the Application to
coastruct (ATC) process disclosing the
effectiveness of the structure appears to
represent 2 misunderstanding of the issue in
question concerning the ATC. The issue is
not whether the structure ig effective at
capturing reactive hydrocarbons. but at what
ratio the captured gases could be "traded"
against increase in emission of other
pollutants, in this instance NOx. That
trade-off ratio is the subject of the ATC
process and is not asgessed in the EIR/EIS.

We do not dispute Mr. Sollen's conments
concerning the relationship between the seeps
and the reinjection of sour gas. Since data
supporting a link between seep activity ané
gas reinjection or reservoir flooding are
fragmentary at best, we felt it was necessary
to note that a relationship may exist and
that current data  support neither the
conclusion that absolutely no relationship
exigts nor that a definite relationship
exigts. Opiniors on both sides of this issue
have. been expressed at public hearings on the
project. .

(kppendix 4, Vol. 1I, Section 16.4.1: ad
praft BIR/EIS, Vol. .1II, Section 5.3.14]

{Mike Webb, Anthrosphere, Inc., Page 104 of
Transcript) .

“Again, this ie subjective as to whether this
is considered a significant impact, Wwhich
would be Class I or Class 3, which is an
adverse., though not a significant impact."

Any increase in pollutant levuls that
exacerbate the violation of standaris is
considered a Class I impact.

[Dratt BIR/EIS, Vol. II, Section 4.1.6]

n
(Michael Herald, Student UCSB, Page 117 of
Transcript)

»1 feel that the final FEIR ~ does not
adequately consider the jmpacts to the air

quality of 1Isla Vista ag the result of
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Response:

21. Comment:

Response:

22, Comment:
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Platform Heron. During certain times of the
day, at my apartment, I can already smell the
stiong odor of hydrocarbon emissione
generated by _the o0il activities on and
offshore near Isla Vista. These odors would
increase if Heron was approved."

The EIR/EIS provides a thorough discussion of
beth air quality impacts and odor impacts
associated with Heron. ARCO is proposing the
use of a state-of-the-art emission control
system and erissions will be substantially
less than exizting facilities.

{praft EIR/EIS, Vol. 1II, Section 4.3.6]

(Kimberly Coy, Isla Vista resident, Page 187
of Transcript) '

"And, I ask please, Hydrogen sulfide studies,

including results that are coansistent with
itself.”

An intensive analysis of potential impacts
related to sour gas is contained in the
report.

[Draft BIR/EIS, Vol. II, Sections 4.3.1 ‘and
4.3.6] X

(Michael Boyd, Isla Vista Recreation and Park
District, Page 214 of Tranccript)

“And what I would like to comment on is the
-~ I gquess it is the addendum to the Draft
EIR that was done on Isla Vista 1Issues of
Concern, and in there what I would like to
address specifically is under air quality
impacts.*®

“It seems that the study specifies that there
are goiag tc be Class 1 air pollution impacts
on the community of Isla Vista. Yet in the
mitigation section, they basically say the
offsets are what they are propsoing to be
used to nitigate some of the air pollution
impacts, but it says that offsets that have
been proposed to mitigate air quaility
impacts could result in the control of some
regional air pollution offsets or reduction
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Comment:

:”

in emssions from sources other than the
project itself, and may oceur at some
distance from the new sources- of enissions
from the project."

As discussed by Mr. Nelson, Mr. Moory and
Mr. Vrat during the hearing, the ongoing
Authocrity to Construct process ig jdentifying
potential offsets to produce a net air
quality benefit omr & basinwjde basis.
Normally, offsets are ugsed as close to the
proposed project site as feasible.

{Finalizing Addendum, Vol. I, Section 2.1]

(Hal Kopeikin, Rasident, Page 258 of
Transcript)

-

vl would also add that another thing that I
found interesting, the pollution reports
about air pollution? The statement that the
air pollution, that there will be a
significant increment in thke air pollutien.
This assumes that the wind will be blowing 30
milegs down the coast. After 30 miles of it

being diluted, we are still going to have a
gsignificant impact, okay." .

The PARIS modeiing effort .for the reactive
modeling referred to in the comment Zequires
that the pollutants mix and “cook" prioz to
forming ozone. Highest ozone teadings are
normally found in inland areas against the
mountains where the pollutants can no longae
disperse. our modeling is consistent with
this observation. Dilution is not realiy a

factor irn this phenomenon.

(Michael Phinney, Resident, Page 263 of
Transcript)

"First, the flaw of faulty logic,
Section 2.1.3.1, dealing with air quality.
gtates that there is no evidence that aecid
rain or fog exists hnherc at present. It also
gtates that no local studies have been Lade

about its existence.®

~40~
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Response:

“Then, it s:ates that no studies have been
rade relating acid rain and f£og to offshore
0il development, and then, it conciudes that
since there is no evidence and no study theza
is not and won't be any acid fog or zain
here. That is some iogic.®

Br. Phinney fails to quote the following
passage froa the same section:

“*There 3is a -potential for emissions of

sulfur dioxide and oxides of nitrogen to
increase the incidence of acid rain and

acid fog in the Isla Vista area as well

as at other locations along the south
coast of Santa Barbara County.*®

A further passage states:

“...{I)mpacts from acid rain or acid fog

dve to any _project alternatives are
considered insignificant.v

The <tfeport acknowledges that 1impacts may
occur, but it concludes that the evidence
available leads to the conclusion that the
impacts will be so small as to be considered
insignificant. The report nsver .concludes,
as Mr. Phinney claims, that "there won‘t be
any acid fog or rain here.% 1In fact, as the
firgt quotation clearly states. the report
concludes that impacts are possible.

{Pinalizing Addendum, Vol. I, Section 2.1.3.2]
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Comment:

Response:

Commant:

ISSUE: VISUAL ARSTHETICS

(David Gebhard, Page 79 of Transcript:
written comments)

"Having myself over the vyears prepared
-segments of EIR's; and having reviewed many
cf them for governmental agencies, I would be
the first to agree that one of the most
difficult segments of any report is that of
addressing the aesthetic element; both as to
what it 1is and of utmost importance. the
question Of how it might be mitigated. The
varied difficulties of identifying and
addressing the aesthetic impact of this large
scale project encounters the usual series of
difficulties often found in EIR‘s.®"

We agree with the observation wmnade by
Professor Gebhard in his testimony on behalf
of the University of California at Santa
Barbara that the assessment of visual-
aesthetic impacts is a difficult task. As
the analysis noted, the subjective -nature of
visual interpretation leads individuals to
come to widely differing conclusions about an
cbject in their environment. Their
conclusions are cclored by their preconceived
notions -about the object and what it
represents as well as the image they actually
see. This is why the analysis did not
attempt to interpret the objects (platforms
and other installationj for the reader but,
instead, presented readers with sufficient
information about what the objects would Yook
like to allow them to come to their own
conclusions.

fAppendix 9B, Section 2.3}

(David Gebhard, Page 79 of Transcript:
written comments)

“The underlying causes of those deficiencies
are an cutconme of two factors: the
inadequacy of professional expertise utilized
in preparing this Report: and of even more.
significance the visual uneasiness of all the
parties concerned to admit the essential
gsignificance of the aesthetic element.*
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Comment:

Rasponsge:

The technical appendix and simulations were
prepared by Archiplan, a highly regarded
architecture and planning firm in Los
Angeles. The work was overseen by Richard W.
Thompson, AIA, AICP, a co-founder of the firm
with a Master of Architecture in Urban Design
from Harvard Uaniversity. David Alpaugh, the
person primarily responsible for the
analysis, holds a Masters of Art degree in
Architecture and an Urban Planaing degree
from the Ualversity of California, Los
Anneles, a sister institution of UCSB.
My Alpaugh was also the project manager for
the South Lake Avenue Planning Framework f£or
the City of Pasadema which received a 1986

award as outstanding planning project from
the Los Angeles Chapter of the American

Planning Association.

(David Gebhard, Page 80 of Transcript:
written comments)

“The proposal before you is a classic
textbook example of this problem. The Report
which is now in your hands ends up either
#voiding any meaningful discussion of the
aesthetic. impact of this proposal (and its
various alternatives)- whatsoever. Or, when
an effort is made to treat it, as in the
Appendix 6B ([sic], it is approached in a
vague manner, as an issue that is so
esphemeral, that it is included only with
embarrassment in what should be an objective,
quantifiable report. The initial problem
evident in the EIR is that those preparing it
totally equated the aesthetic element to
“view impact," i.e., what you or .I, or any

"individual would see standing at this or that

single point, looking out to the ocean and
seeinyg Platform Heron (and/or its

aiternatives). The question of “Viewpoint*
ghould indeed be one facet, a beginning, if
you will. 1If we stop for a moment and think
about it, a visual experience, such as
observing an immense o0il platform in the
ocean, is composed of sgeries of aesthetic
reactione. The object, newly imposed, not
only mcdifies in a major way., our reaction to
the sea at this point, and the coas: that
lies adjacenat to it, but equally it
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Regponse:

Comgent:

~~ggtiezlly effects us as an aestiietic idea.
the nineteenth ceatury autho: John Ruskin

- _¢éserved, our seénsa (aessthetic and othesrwise)

d

of the moment (or of the past) assume reaiity
through thuildirgs, structuree and cther
man-made objects.™ |

We refer YTrzofessor Gebhard to Appendix 9B,
Sections 2.4, 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 for a more
thorough dilscussion. This analysis included
both pkotosimulations as well as description
¢f the potential aesthetic impacts. These
impacts wasre considered significant and
non-mitigable to imsignificant levels.

(David Gebhard, written comments)

“What will be the resslts if platform Heron
(or any of the alternative proposals) is
allowed to be built at the site proposed? AL
present th¢ aesthetic impression created whsn
on apprcaches the UCSB campus from the east
(on Ward lemorial freeway) is a cematkable -
ccmbination of man-induced  elsments --the
grove of palm trees to the left at Goleta
Beach; then nature essentially takes over; it
is the beach, the low ¢liff; the ocean itself
and the island 'beyond. On the top of the
mesa is the University itself--tut here the
man-introduced planting of Eucalyptus and
other vigetation--all of which seomsS
patural--pulls in and hides the numerxscus
buildings of tho campus.®

“What & -completely opposite experience wi”l
prevail if Heron or aa alternative group of
platforms are allowed to be built. Though
two miles 71" to sea, the immense size and
height, (li...ally a miniatucizead city with a
ten-story skycraper) will dcminate this
gscene. The gross nagnitude of this project
will drastically compromise all else which
lays before us. Its dominating effect--both
as a visual object, and for wiat it has to
say about our aesthetic and 3athical values,
will awiait us whenever we obtain a view of

the ccezn from varying points on the campus.” .
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Hlesponse:

The visual simulatioans presented by Professor
Gebhard and purported to ba of Platform Heron.
could not., in fact, be of that platforw. The
location on Goleta Beach, relative to Goleta
point, from which the first photogzaphic
simulation must bave been taken is too far to
the east for botih the proposed platZorm and
Goleta Point tc be visible in the samne frame.

Likewise, the simulation over the lagoon on
thas caapus could not be of Platform Heron
becavse the platform would ot be visible
from that location on the lagoon at ali.
Indeed, the only platform propossd for the
current project that would be vigible ovar
the¢ lagoon is Platform Holly., & photegraph of
which appears in Pigure 3.2-5 of Appendix 9B
and simulations for which were presentsd in
Figures 4.3-7 and 4.5-4 of that appendix.

The scale of the platform  presentad in
Professor Gebhard's simulation is incccurate.
Reference to the above-noted simulacions of
platform Holly in its varicus existing and
proposed configuration will confirm this
observation: .
rigure 4.1-1 in" Appendix SB shows the
relative scale of Holly in its propose?
configuration, including the exiscing
platform, which appears to the left of the
proposed complex in Figure 4.1-1. Reference
again to Figures 3.2-5 (showing Holly as it
appears now) and 4.3-7 (showing the proposed
complex) as viewed over the campus lagoon
ciearly shows that, while the platform 1is
jmposing, it is not nearly as iarge as the
simulations presented at the hearing
suggested. i

in fact, the distance bstween the campus
lagoon viewpoint and Platform Holly (ghown in
Pigures 3.2-5 and 4.3-7) is nearly 1identical
tc the distance between the propossd location
for Platform Heron aad the Goleta Beach
Viewpoint ‘that must have been used .for the
first photo simulation presented by Professor
Gebhard. Thus, even it Platform Reron could
be seon along with Goleta Point in that wivw,
jr wouid not appear as large as the platform

*~

MINUTE FAGE

CALENDAR PAGE .'_Q_Q
£18

I USRI AR )
. I B o ot
. - RS o000 I
o et e

“

22

s

- -




image in Professor Gebhard's: simulatica.
Rather, it zhould appear to be of the same

relative scale a2s the simulation presented in
- Figure 4.3-7 (from this angle, Heron and

Holly wouid appear to be mnearly the same
size). ;

P A great deal of care was taken in the EIR/RIS
visual analysis to simulate the effects of
’ atwospheric conditions on the visibility of
ths platferms. Similarz care was not
. exercigsed in the simuiations presented at the
hearicys. The platform image appoars in
those simulaticns to have been drawn or
pasted directly on the slide.

Especially near water, atmosphéric moisture
. creates a Haze, even on apparently clear
SR days, that tends to wash out the colors and
contrast of <objects in the distancs.
T Reference to Fi_ire 3.2-5 is a clear example
A of the atmospheric effects onr Platform -
RO Holly. All-the photcsimulations prepared for
* . this analysis take account. of this  _
P atmospheric effect on the wvisibility of the
S platforms. The simulations presented at the ~
e ) hearings did Rot account for atwmospheric ~ a TR
N effects at ‘all. . . .

fAppendix 9 generally]

S 5. Comment: (David Gebhard, Page 84 of Transcript; N
written comments)

“It can perhaps bs argued, that there are
P cthar more pragmatic considerations which
would justify the construction of sucih an
e incompatible 3industgial project dominating
g and overlooking a campus of the University of
D California. But. there can be po question,
that, looking at it impartially and
cbjectively, the constructicn of this
P platform will be a major aesthetic disaster
e for the University coamunity. And as. you
. have —- I am certain --- noted in the EIR and
in Appendix 6B [sic], there is no corceivable
b mitigation for this nsgative aesthetic SO

impact. Returning to John Ruskin, it was he
who was one of the first to caution us to

carefully consider the manner in which we




Response:

comment:

Regponse:

manipulate (and thsreby design) the physical
world around us--for we have an cbligation
nrot only to ourselves, but of even more
importance to trose who follow us."“

Professor Gebhard's COmmENnts concerning
aesthetic compatibility with surrounding
architectural and landscape elements are

given f£1ll consideration in Sections 1.2,
2.3, and 2.4 and Fiqure 4.1-1 of Appendix

98. The analysis was basaed on the fact that
the platfozas do, indeed, conflict
assthetically with the surroundingz when
structures and landscape are vigible and

stand in stark contrast to the otherwise
feature.nss near offshore views.

fAppendix 9B, Secticn 4.1.1]

(Nigel Buxton, 1Isla Vista Rental Committee,
Page 155 of Transcriptj

“The wvisual ippact of courss can hardly be
represented by black and white mock ups. The
tcue effnct can only be cealized.
unfortunacely, with the placement of these
monsters and it was shown very g:aphicany by
glidesd which I really appreciated.”

“Tne use of black and white carefully prepared
graphics in a reproducible msdium accurately

and CUErectly portrays the anticipated
impacts te visual aesthetics. The slides
provided by Dr. Gebhard did not show the
current locaticns of the platforas, nor 4aid

they provide the proper scale and the proper
fading within his phocosimlations. :
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2.

Comment:

Response:

Conment:

Response:

. I8SUE: WUDS AND CUTIINES

(Janice Kellar, Q00, Page 2 et vwrittes
comnents)

»11. OR3-71 - GOO'gs coacers deals with ths
effect of oil spills eax marine WTer
quality. We have astked tares specitis
questions relating to this coORwEI=. - o2
the questions were answrsd ia the zeapoase.
The ansvers are cssoncial hefore
certification can cucur.”

We have assusmed on a4 worst case basis that
these measures will nct be effectiva and that
the marine water gjuality iapacts are Class 1
gnd lcannot be mitigated to imsignificant
evels.

(Janice Keller, GJO, Page 137 of Tramscript)

%3, The project deecription in ths Final EIR
must include 2 statement that drilling muds,
cuttings, and processed water will not be
dumpad into our coastal or near—-coastal
waters. We have hsard your staff and BARCO
gay that such dJumping will not occur. To
insure that this ernvironmentally devastating
activity will not take place, the project
description must reflect the intentions of
all parties involved and the projéct must bde
conditioned accordingly.”

The project description states that drilling
muds and cuttings wilil be discharged from the
platform since That is what ARCO proposed at
the time the finralizing addendum to the
EIR/E1S was publisied. Prohibition of muds
and cuttings kas besn recommended inr the
draft RIR/RIS as a way to reduce impacts.
Pronibiciorn of discharge can be mades as a
pr.eait requizement. ]

(Dratr EIR/EIS, Voi. I, Scctiom 2.3.1.1, page
2-17: Voi. 11, page £-200




3.

4.

Comment:

Response:

Comment-

(Rokert SoY¥len, Page 150 of Trenscript;
written comaments)

At the Januvary 13 hearing, thoss whe
expregssed concern about dumping drilling muds
and drill cuttings into the ocean wers
assured by the commission staff that this was
not an issue. The state has not permitted
guch discharges from production platforms, we
were told."™

“But the final impact report states that the

disposition of darilling muds is yet to be

decided (p. S-61, Vol. 1I). Barging mud
ashore is recommended, but this is not part
of the project description. We repeat our
objecticn, then, to disposing of overwhelming
amounte of <rilling muds and driiil cﬁtt!.ngs
in this extremaly valuable and vulnerable
habitat.”

Impacts of the project were identified on the
bagig that the ocean Jdischarge of driiling

muds wovld be prohibited at. the platforms.
Barging to shore was viewed as the most
viable alternative since no approved ocean
disposal site gxists in the Santa Barbara
Channel area. . . )

fDrgft EBIR/BIS, Vol. II, Page 4-200 and
elsewvhere) .

(Dr. Alice Alldredge, UCSB, Page 5% of
Transcript)

“The final EIR contains an appendum by Rcnald
Kolpack, an expert on the sediment transport

and resuspension. His report states that the
rate of compaction of drilling solids will be
on the order of months to years, rather than
the days. claimed by the original sediment
model in the BIR, and that the original model
was unrealistically conservative "in
emphasizing that cchesion and compaction of
muds will inhibit resuspension and transport.”

*In fact, he concludes that it will take

abcut one to threr years, rather than the
decades as projectad in the draft EIR, for
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Response:

most -of the discharged materials. including
cuttings., to be carried to the bottom of the
Santa Barbara bazin.® :

“This means 3That most of the discharge
materiai will become rezuspended at some
point, and it will become resuspended on a
fairly short time frame, on the order of a
vear, or slightly more, greatly increasing
problems of water turbidity, and incraseing
concentrations of barium in the watar. Most
marine invertebrates and marine fish native
to the California coast bave larval stages in
the water coimumn, whkich then settle %o the
bottom and become adults. Dr. Case discussed
testinmony with you that indicates that nany
of the toxic¢ materials, including bariym
gulfate, may inhibit that settlement.®

As is clearly stated on page 4-27 of Appendix
5B of the Coal 0il Point EIR/EIS, vory iittie
is known about the resuspension of drilling

wastes. The National Research Council
Review, "Drilling Discharges in the Marine
Environment® says “There is lictlie

infsrmation onm the dispersion of drilling
fluids and cdttings in the bottom boundary
layer.* Most previous envizonmental studies
of <he impacts of drilling discharges have
failed to address this issue at all. Because
of the gensitive nature of the m»arine
environment off Coa} 0il Fvint, this dotument
did not ignore this issue. Therefore, it
undertcok an analysis to address the
potential for resuspension Gf RRCO‘s driiling
discharges from the Coal 0il Point Project.
The analysis in the draft EIR/EIS was done by
Dr. Robert Guza of Scripps Institution of
Ocearography. Dr. Guza is an Associate
Professor of Oceanography with sexpartize in
the x<ield of sediment transport. He used a
sediment suspension wmcdsl to predict the
frequency of reauspension of ARCO's
discharges. The limitations f this analysis
are emphasized in <the document. Again,
because of the importance of tha resuspension
issue, we had another sediment transport

- re, Dr. Ronald Kolpack aview ¢hs
sgg%icns in the Emmlps‘ dealing, with

resuspension of drilling wastes. Dr. Eolpack

CALENDAR PAGE
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uced a different approach, observations on
the transport of sediments carried into the
Santa Barbara Channel by sStorme, and came up
with a dJdifferent opinion ‘about rates of
transport. However, both experts aze in
agregment that discharged muds will be
resuspended, Conclusions on impacts of
drilling wastes 3in the EIR/EIS wers thus
bassd on the belief that discharged wastes
will be rosuspeanded and transparted beyond
the area of initial settlement. Impacts on
marine resources ware consequently considered
to be significant (Class II). :

Appendix SB: Finalizin Addendun, Vol. HI‘
éuggion 7.21 o un '
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18SUE: OIL TRANSPORTATION

1. ‘Comment.: (Janice Keller, GOO, Page 138 of Transcript)

j “If the consultant's preferred alternative is
| to beconme the approved 2lternative,
i additional environmental impacts @ust be
} discussed in the Final EIR before it can be
i certified. Primary among these is a
+ discussion of how oil will be transported
‘ from the offshore processing facilities to

.he refineries. Both pipelines and tankers
i have significant environsental impacts.
& Information on them must be made available to
ybu before yon make your decision.*

NP | A

gff,f?iiff-@}

shipped via pipeline as it would in the other
iy alternatives. The pipelines were analyzed i~
i the BIR/EIS. It makes no difference if tie
b contents of the offshcre pipelines is treated
) or untreated crude oil. Tais is clearly
gtated in the project descripticn. )

é Regponse: The c¢il would be transported to shote and

5

{Draft EIR/EIS. Vol. II, Section 2.3.4]

2. Comment: ‘{Janice ‘Keller, -GOO, Pags 3 of written
comfents)
“27. ORG-95 - The impacts of tankers is

N
fo
i
;
|
:
.
b
|
:
!
M

e significant. ~ The availability of an oil
- pipeline would reduce or possibly even
i eliminate the impact.~ However, the Fro jact
Description should be modified to_say that 2
pipeiine will 'be used if the impacts -of
tankers are not going~ to Dbe discussed
thoroughly." ’

. A
“ * NG : o
OSSR S RGP, AL S ——
- . . \ . PR

Response: The project description clearly states that &
pipeline will be used for the& Coal oil Point
Project if one is available. The naar .
completion of the Celeron Pipeline virtuzlly

agsures that a pipeline will be avaiiable.-

[Draft EIR/EIS, Vol. I, page 278, Section 2} . o
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2.

Regponse:

Comment:

Reaponse:

i88UR: ISLA VISTA

(Roger Lagarquist, Page 141 of rransc/ript:

written comments)

»Ihe EIR and its Minalizing Addendum offer no
clie as to how the project =might be ‘built

/A
without imposing Class I jmpacts on a heavily
populated urban area. The most incredible

gratement that the Pinalizing Addendum made
44 that "no significant impacts are expectad
(in 1giz Vista) (Lrom inert pcilutants."
(Finalizing Addenduas 2.1.3.2). - This fantasy
ig refuted over andg over again in the body of

the BIR."

No inert 'gouutam: impacts W
that woul affect Isla Vista. Pezhaps

Mr. Lagerguist has misunderstood the
distinction, congistent througlhout the
docunent, bstweeén inert vecriteria® pollutants
ard odorous pollutants. The odnsr analysis
jdentified potential impacts to 1sla Vista
from upset condit
resulting in tho release of %S which is
not a *“critecria*® pollutant. Ctherwiss, no
.inert Ppolluzart jmpacts’ that: would affec¢t
Isla Vista were jdentified in the ar lysis.

{Finalizing Addendum, Vol. I, section 2.1}‘
(p~er Lagerquist, Page 142 of Transcript)

wThe news is not all bad. We are making

s wsre identified.

jons at the Ellwood facility

progress. While the original - pIR diam®t

mention 1sla Vista by name, the FPinalizing

addendum devotes gevaral pages to the topic.

reciation of

But the EIR gtill lacks an ap
project.

the environment surrounding this

Igla Vista is widely held to be the mRost

densely populated urban area wes

st of New York
city. The County Sheriff's Department

estimated that the population of Isla vista
jacreased by 30,000 (THIRTY THOUSAND) during

the 1986 Hallowe2n weekend!”®

The statement thas vrhe origin

al EIR didn't

I cion 1Isla Vista by e is incorrect.. .

4o

The *new’ Isla Vista cection is -pot new

&5,
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Response:

material at all, but was taken from other
gsections of the draft EIR/ZIS -and edited to
reduca any redundancy. The information
contained in this "new" section has always
been in the document.

[Finalizing Addendum, Vol. I, section 2.1}

(Joan Marie Michelsen, Student UCSB., Page 195
of Transcript)

vye looked at the old EIR, all undiliylump

pages of it and found that it was atrocious. -
We looked at t.e addendum and found that it
helps, but it still is not gsurfficieps and
still doces not 2address the isgues that we

tepl need addressing."

%It gtill does not cover the issues of Isla
vista. As you can see by the number -of Isla
Vvista residents here we are not happy vith
i+, because it is nct adeguate.”

“one way that would properly address the
jsgues of Isla Vista and the only real
solution that I can see for <Tiu® iss

is the no project alternative. It is, ian the

- first .EIR we received, -1 -bslieve -about six

lines. It is a 1little longer now, but it is
still not -~ there still isn't sufficient
time devoted to it.*

Section 2.1 of the finalizing addendum, and
the various technical anaiyses of the draft
BIR&/BEIS, provide a full impact analysis that
focuses on the particular impacts to Isla
Vista. See response to Comment 2 of this

gection.

The No Project Alternative is discussed in
Section 4.2 of the draft EIR/EIS and is
jidentified as the environmentally superior.
alternative since most impacts would not
occur if the proposed project were not

constructed.

{Pinalizing Addendum, Vol. I. section 2.1:
Draft EIR/EIS, Section 4.2} ’ .

~
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I8SUE: SOCIOECOMOMICS

1. Commenc: (Michael Phinney. Page 264 of transcript)

wThe second flaw is the £flaw of omiesicen.
Any omiseion of major impacts on residents,
pamely plummeting preperty values. No one ia
Isla Vista wants to live where there is
atcocity just off the beach, with its noise,
air, visual pollution ang health hazards,
there will be a definite decrease in property
values. It can reap economic havoc -on many
property owners.” -

Response: The socioeconomics analysis, tar fLom
omitting the impact identified by
r. Phinney, simply came -to 2 different
conclusion. Based on a guantitative
evaluation of the availability of housing
compared to the potential demand for housing
on the south coast Of Santa Barbara Couniy,
the document concludes that housing prices
are 1ikely to rise rather than fall as
Mr. Phinney contends. Page 4-8 of Appendix 8

says: -

it is likely that the increase in demand

for housing in what is clearly a tight

housing “market will force up housing-

prices. Such higher prices will decrease

the affordarility of housing for everyone
"

L4 - Ll
P

The ideiitical wording also appears on page
4-341 in Volume II of the draft RIR/EIS.

The table accompanying this statment (Table )

4.3.13-1 appearing facing page 4-341 in the
EIR/EIS) indicates that 1Isla Vista, along

with Goleta Weat and, for a limited nuwber of
units, Carpinteria. is clsarly the area of
the tightest housing markeu in Santa Bacbara
County. Thus, it is the area to which thie .
conclusion most directly relates. Residents
of Isla Vista may object to the change caused
by the project in the environment o whieh
they have become accustosed. However, this
does not necessarily translate into the
environaent being less desirable  for

=
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2.

3.

4.

Comment:

Regponse:

Comment:

Regponse:

Comment:

potential residents who do not currently live
there or to lower property values brought on
by reduced demand.

[EIR/EIS Vol. 11, Pages 4-341 and 4-342;
App. 8, Page 4-8]

(3anice Xeller, GOO, Page 3 of written
comments)

®22. CBG-89 - The Rasponse ignores GOO's
question about increased revenues from
increased population. Other sections of the
EIR say the population increases are
ingignificant. is this another internal
inconsistency?*” :

As stated, population increases ‘themselves
were not considered as significant, rather

the JTonsegucnces to housing, public services
and public finance of population increases
were evaluated as to their gignificance.

{BIR/BIS, Voi. II, Section 4.3.12]

(Janice Keller, "GOO, Page 3 of written
comments)

“i5. ORG-79 - The suggestion that housing
impacts can be mitigated to a level of
non-significance by providing housing for
workers outside of the Goleta/lsla Vista
region fails to recognize the severity of the
housing shortage elsewhere on_ the South
Coast. A mitigation measure must be viable.
This suggested mitigation is not.*

This mitigation measure is wigble since

gubsidized housing £or workers in VNorth
County coupled with van pools to work situs

is both feasible and effective.
{praft EIR/EIS, Vol. II, Section 4.3.13.2)

(Janice Keller, GOO, Page 3 of writtes
comments) ¢

%17. ORG-82 - The Response axplains why

vincreased demzud on water suppliss already -

in overdraft situations® is identified as
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8.

é.

Regponse:

Comeent:

-

Response:

Cemment:

.

Class I. However, it does not address why Rno

mitigations are discussed. Classifying an
jmpact as Class I does not eliminate the
responsibility of identifying mitigations if
any exist.*

We know of no way to increase the yield of
cquifers already in ovardraft and
infrastructure to import sufficient new water
gupplies into the south coast area of Santa
Barbara County is neither in place nor
planned in the foreseeble future. Mitigation
measures must be both feasible and avallable
at reasonable cost.

{Finalizing Addendum, Vol. III (Section 5)

page 7-26; Draft EIR/EBIS, Vol. II, Section
4.3.14)

(Janice Keller of GOO, Page 3 of written
coggents)

18- ORG-83 - Saying that desalination is
not teasible is incorrect. Recently, even
the Goleta  Water District  has been
researching desalinization to zemedy some of
the District's water ilis.*

Basad on curzent information, desaliaization
does not appear economically feasible in the

|

near term.

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

»The report 1lists as_ beneficial _ impacts
public revenue, recreation and totrism, and

comeercial and sport fishing. I hazre -not se=i
& study that indicates that publi¢ revenue
will exceed the cost of public services to be
demanded by this project. And to say that it
will enhance recreatiocnal activities and
fishing is reaching beycend credibility. Such
assertions should be substantiated or removed
£from the repcrt.*®

“Por reasons I presented Jan. 13, I believe

the project is not justified. But for now.
let _i.t suffice to say that the impact report

57—
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Regponse:

itself is seriously deficient and must be
corrected and completed before we talk any
mcere about the merits of the project.”

Section 2 of Appendix 8 of the draft EIR/EIS
contains the methodo¥ogy for determining
these beneficial impacts. The public
services and public finance section of this
doccument is just such z study. A beneficial
sociceconomic impact wags identified when the
incremental cost ©f providing <ervices in a
jurisdiction was estimated to be less than
the incremental revenue calculated to flow to
the jurisdiction from added taxes
attribitable to the project and its
associ: ted population.

Costs of providing puoblic services were
determined on a per capita basis. Current
costg of service were co=pared to current
population to determine the existing per
capita levels provided by each jurisdiction.
Based on the additional population
attributable to the projsct, by jurisdiction,
future costs were calculated at existing per
capita levels. These costs wera compared to
the separate calculative of additional
revenues that would flow _ to the
jursidiction. A benefit was said to accrue
to the jurisdiction when the added revenues
were e¢stimated to exteed the added costs

attributable to the project. This is. a°

straight-forward mathod of assessing a
*benefitc."

{Appendix 8, Section 2]

Mitigation ‘measures for - some impacts
affecting recreation and tourism entail the
construction of new tourist or recreational
facilities or the provision of access to
currently inaccessible locatiens. Thus, as a
result of the project and the implemuntation
of mitigation measures, facilities or- access
would be provided that do not current’y exist
and that would enhance recreation and tourism
opportunities. This is not to say that there

are no other negative impacts of the project
on recreation and tourism. The EIR/EIS never

58—
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suggests this. However, in some areas, the
project could result in beneficial additions
of facilities or a—cess.

{braft EIR/EIS, Vol. 1II, Section 4.3.19;
Appendix 10A, Section 4]

No zattempt was made to 4distilil all the
impacts, either adverse or beneficial, into
one measuze of overall impact. We believe
such an attempt is i1l advised and
inappropriate. The analysis identified
advergse impzcts as well as the beneficial
impacts of potential habitat enhancement once
offshore facilities were in place. These
were never presented in a way to suggest that
they outweighed adverse impacts oSr even that
they somehow coxpensated for them. ‘These
potential beneficial results from the project
were noted only because they would occur from

the installation of Eroject. components. The
purpose of the BIR/EIS is to _identify all
impacts, not just negative impacts.

P
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1. Comment:

Response:

ISSUE: CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

(Marcty Blum, Leagie of Women Voters, Page 87
of Trazscript; written comments)

*Third _Reason _for Noncertification: %he
final EIR does not adegquately address the
contentious subject of cumulative impacts,

The League's critique of October 28 zeroed in
on this cum impact and found the Draft EIR
wanting in several respscts. As EIRs and
BiSg go this ©particular BIR is =moze
cemprehensive on cum impact analysis than any
previocous EIR or EIS dealing with oil/gas
weveloprant or other developmsnt in the Santa
Barbara Planning Area, - but it stops short
of completing the job.*

"On January 13, at your previous hearing in
Santa Barbara, the League commented that
cunulative impacts are closing in on us. And
indeed they are. This project, a precursor
to greatly expanded oil/gas developments and
production on existing and on proposed leases
in the tidelands, brings cumulative impacts

even cloger to home. As Supervisor Waliace

rtated in che hearing held October 23, 1986
at UCSB, this project will have the greatest
impact on the onshore urban area of Santa
Barbara County of all cffshore o0il projects
yvet applied for."

“Since this project initiates an extensive
tidelands program, its EIR, the Leaqgue
submits, is obligated to come up with &
gtate-of-the-art curnulative impact
assessmant/analysis. This EIR fails to go
that extra mile: it does not assess the
area's admitted fragile, 1limited carrying
capacity, nor does the EIR identify trigger
points/thresholds either ‘singly or
collectively for twenty-one issue areas. Cum
inpacts in any one issuve area are bsd enough;
they grow exponentially as cum japacts in
other issue areas are factored into the
equatien.”

We Dbelieve that the cumulative impact

analysis is as thorough as any done to date,
a fact the League c¢penly acknowledges while

60—
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Comrent:

Regponse:

Cozmment:

still maintaining that it is inadequate.
Every issue area was analyzed for the

cumulative impacts of the project and all
other reasonably foreseeable projects and

these impacts were discussed separately in
both the EIR/EIS and the techrical
appendices. In most instances, the
cumulative impicts dwarfed the impacts of the
project by itsclf, a fact never hidden in the
document. We submit that this is a “state of
thke “art* cumulative impact assessment/
analysis.® )

{Michael Boyd, Page 223 of Transcript]

*And, I just think that the EIR, the Final
BIR, is failing to adequately examipe what
the cumulative impacts are going to ba on
vegetation and people in the Isla Vista area.
as the result of these cumulative air
pollution impacts and specifically aciad
precipitation in fog, because we don*t have

fog.*

sectie~ 7 of the EIR/EIS 4s well as the Isla
Vista wection (Finalizing Addeadum, Vol. I,
Section 2) provide a full analysis of the
cusiuliative air quality impacts as well. as the
potential impacts of acid fog and rair to the
community of Isla Vista.

{Draft ®IR/BIS, - Vol. II. ‘Section 7:
Pinalizing Addendum, VoI. I, Se=tion 2}

(Alan Hur, Page 155 of Transcript])

“There is a need to assess the cumulative
effects of all existing and proposed projects
and how they will affect Santa Barbara when
they are all or line at the same time. That
is what is facing us as an industry.*

“and, this 1leads into what we are very
concerned about, in regards to this EiR ang
preceding EIRs and that deals with the key in

all cf the EIRs that have bsen overlookeds; -

and that is consideration of all of the other _

projects ropesed and going on %o date,
consideration of a cumulativs effszcts of all

-$1-
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4.

Response:

Comment:

Responge:

of these projects on line at one time, has
been buried by the complexity ¢f the process

of review for the projects themselvez being
reviewed individuzally.*

Section 4.3.9 of the EIR/EIS as well a3
Appendix 10A provide a descriptién of the
cumulative impacts of 1l existing, approved,
?ropoaed. or reasonably forsgseeable projacts
in the Santa Barbara  Channel. This
cusulative impact analysis on .commercial and

gport fishing provides a full disclosurze of
tne potential cunulative impacts. ,

£pxatt EIR/EIS, Vol. 1II, Section 4.3.9:
ppendix 10A) .

(Marc Evang, Student UCSB, Page 107 of
Transcript)

“I would rike to speak on an impact that the
EIR did not address, an impact that 1is
unmitigable that government as a whole has
chosen not to address. This is the impact of
incremental degradation of the environment.*

. The impact of incremental degradation of the

environment, or ‘cumulative impacts is
discussad in depth in Section 7 of the draft
EIR/EIS. T

f{DratC EIR/EIS, Vel. 1I, Section 7]
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1.

2.

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

1SSUE: GENERAL COMMEZNTS

(Curtis B. Anderson, UCSB, Page 130 of
Transcript: written comments)

“z. WNoise frem the construction of- the
platforms such as pile driving probably
cannot be mitigated as noted im the EIR, but
drilling ané production noises after =
plztform is built can be controlled. The EIR
suggests noise will be at an insignificant
level. Nevertheless we even heard workers
talking on the exploratory drilling ship.
Although a distance of 2 miles on land would
attomeate noise to a minimal level. sound
carries much further over open water. Also
the machinery noise is of different frequency
gound that the sound of surf and can be
detected. This noise problem can be
mitigated greatly if the platforms 2re
constructed with sound deadening wvalls at
leazst on the side toward land. ARCO
engineers can solve this proble=n.”

The well reference in the comment was an
exploratory well drilled from a jackup ons
pile from shore. ARCO's- proposed R;ﬁtco:u

Heron facility is two miles from shore. .
\

We note that ARCO has recently proposed sound
ghielding for its platforms, a proposal that
hags not been tried before in the 3anta
Barbara Channel. This may address Professor
Anderson's concerns. The EIR/RIS jdentified
the noise impacts from the platforms as being
gignificant. It remains to be seen whether
the proposed shielding is effective.

{bratt BIR/EIS, Vol. I1I, Section 4.3.17]

(Bill Wallace, Santa Barbara County Bcard of
Supecvisors, Page 6 of Traunscrcipt) -

win addition to the selection of the
envirormentally preferred alternative, there
have beex other entirely new sections «f the
document. The important new sections have
been added, evaluatirng the impacts on Isla
7ista, originally overlooked, the effects of

‘\
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Response:s

Exxon's SYU project offshore, including
additional air quality modeling, and
gubstantiali new information on the very

complex 2nd controversial issue of comninglsd
versus segregated oil processing."

Figst, 1Isla Vista was not overlooked in the
draft EBIR/EIS. As Wwe noted in response to

other comments, _the isla Vista section
inserted into Volume i of the finalizing

addendum is simply a compilation of data

already in the draft EIR/EIS. 1In response to
the desires of community residents.

jnformation from the document con¢erning 1sla
vista was gathered into one location fcr
ready reference. Wwhere it was necessary to
addrsss gGraft EIR/EIS, some clarifying text
was added, but no new analyses ware erformed
and analysis had been performed prev cusly as

part of the draft BiR/EIS, it was not “

necessary to do new analysis.
{Finalizing Addendum, Vol. 1; Sectionm 2.1]-

gecord., the sections on the potential changes
in the EBExxon SYU project were added at the
specific direction of county representatives

on- the Jo i i. .Data -firom the
ARCO document certified EIR ou
Exxon's project were used to assess the
changes 1n impacts. if any, that may be
attributable to ARCO's projnct if Exxon were

to process its oil offshore. The air quality
modeling reported in the firalizing addendum

wag based on data from these documents and

was _ simsply run ge under different
combinations of project components. The

results of the air qualicy analysis contirmed

the conclusions of the draft EIR/EIS. No new
conclugions were reached as a result of the

exercise.

{Finalizing Addendum, Vol. I, section 2.27
and Vol. 1II. Supplemaental Air Quality TA]

Third. the controversy over conn_inqlinq
versus segregation has expanded beyond the
re2lm of envirenmental issues. it is true
that, as of the time Supervisor Wallace's

comments were made, there  were :tu}
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Comment:

Regponse:

Comment:

substantial differences between the county
and the State Lands Commission statf

concerning the feasibility and desirability
of commingled processing and oil measurement

in such a system. However, we point out that

the environrental issues related to
commingling or segregation have mnot changed
because of the constroversy. These

environmental issues were analyzed in Section
6 of the drait BIR/EIS.

[Dratt EIR/EIS. Section 4]

(Janice Keller, GOO, Page 137 of Transcript:
written comments)

“What document are you and the public being
asked to consider at this ©cectification
hearing? The three volume set we recently
received is called two different and @istinct
things. The outer cover refers to the
contents as a "finalizing addendum.® This
would indicate that the 14-volume draft and
the three volume set together are the Pinal
BIR. However if you look at the title page
of the three volume set, it refers to the
contents .as the “Final Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement for
Proposed ARCO Coal Oil Point Project.” Not
only is this confusing, but it is misleading.*

A8 clearly provided for in CEQA, use of a
finalizing addenda coupled with the Draft EIR
constitutes the Final EIR. Volume III of the
document provides changed pages that can be

inserted in the Draft document to provide the
final EIR/EIS.

(Janice Keller, GOO, Page 137 of Tramscript:
written coaments)

#It is GOO*'s feeling that the Final EIR, be
it three or seventeen volumes, does not Zully
and accurately address the eavironmental
impacts o0f commingling. We know from the
document itself and from statements made,
that your staff prefers segregation and the

consultants prefer offshore grocessinq s
because of the statf's posit that

segregation isgs the only viable wmeans of

CALENDAR PAGE

MINUTE PAGE

'

LR




5.

Response:

Comment:

assessing royalties. On the other hand, the
applicant, the County and the community see
commingling as a viable and the preferable
method. Thezefore, in order for Yyou, in your
role as decision makers on this project., to
make a reasoned decision. you must have all
the facts before Yyou. This includes detailed
information on commingling as well as
gsegregation. The Final EIR should be sent
back to the preparers 80 that this

information is included for your
coneideration.®

The environmental effects associated with

commingling and segregation were presented in
section 6 of the draft EIR/EIS. The

selection of offshore ptocessigg ag the

environmentally preferable alternative _had
absolutely nothing to do with the commingling

vs. gsegregation debate. it was the

elimination of onshore tacilities and their
associated significant impacts that led to

the selection of that alternative.
Additional studies of the fiscal impacts of
gegregation and conqin@ling were added as
response to comments in the final document..

iDraft EIR/EIS, Vol. 1I, Section:6]

(Janice _Keller, GGO. Page 1 of written
comments)

w2, ORG-59 - The Final EIR preparers are
adamant about including all impacts

agsociated with each alternative 1in the

gummary table even though the repetition is

voluminous. They insist this ijs wmore
important than dealing with the differences
in impacts of the various alternative. wWe do
not concur with this conclusion. At the very
least, the summary table ghould be footnoted

to indicate that a discussion of differences
ia impacts 18 located in the text and where.

This footnote should only be included if
indeed a full aiscussion can be found in the

text. This is essent’al before c@;tification(

can occur.”

-66-
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5.

Response:

Comment:

assessing royalties. Oa the other hand, the
applicant, the County and the cormunity see
commingling as a viable and the preferable
method. Therefore, in order for you, in your
role as decision wmakers on this project, to
mcke a reascned decision, you must have all
tha facts before you. This includes detailed
information on cemeingling as well as
segregation. The Final EIR echould be sent
back to the preparers s0 that this
information is included for _your
consideration."

The environmental effects associated with

commingling and segregation were presented_in
Ssection 6 of the draft EIR/EIS. The

selection of offshore processing as the
anvironmentally preferable alternative had
absolutely nothing to do with the commingling
vs. segregation debate. It was the
elimination of onshore facilities and_ their

e

associated significant impacts that led to
the geieccion of that alternative.
Additional studies of the fiscal impacts of
segregation and commingling were added as
tésponse to comments in the final document..

{Draft BIR/EIS, Vol. I1, Section-6] °

(Janice Keller, GOO, Page 1 of written
comments) .

¥2. ORG-59 -~ The Final EIR preparers are
adamant about including all impacts

associated with each alternative in the
summary table even though the repetition is

voiuminous. They insist this is morLe .

important than dealing with the differences
in impacts of the various_ alternative. We do
not concur with this conclusion. At the verw

least, the summary table should be footnoted

to indicate that a discusgion of differences
in impacts is located in the text and where.

This footncte should only be included iIf
indeed a full discussion can be found in *™me

text. This is essentiazl befcore certificat n-

can occur.*® :
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Responsge:

Connment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

The revised summary in Volume I also Dpzovides
sables comparing impacts within each subizct
area for esach alternative.

[Pinaiizing Addendum, - Vol. I, Exscutive
Summary, pages S-1i7 to S-51)

(Janice Keller, GOO, Page 1 of written
comments)

“3. ORG-60 ~ Again, we must disagree with
the preparers. Mitigation measures and
residual impacts wmust be Jfeflected in the
sunmary table. Also, see %2 above re
references to the main text."

These cumulative impacts are  generally
significant. Although mitigation measures
have been provided, the effectiveness in
reducing these 1impacts to imnsignificant
levels cannot be determined. ‘

[Finalizing Addendum, Vol. I, Executive
Summary, pages S$-365 tc S-383]

(Janice Keller, G0O, Page 2 of written:
comments) :

"4, ORG-62 - Has the text of the EIR been
revised <¢o indicate this solution around the
commingling/segregation issue? If it nasn't,
it should be since this isside scems to be the
main peg on which the congultants recommend
an environmentally adverse ajiternative.*

The fiualizing addendum does provide mere
discussion of the commingling/segregation
issue. Renegotiation of leases is difficult

and there is no assurance that this could be
accomplished for the Coal 0il Point Project.

The environmental consequences of segregation
versus commingling are fully considered in
Section 6 of the draft EIR/EIS. The fact
that policy differences over the igsue
continue does not affect ths environmental
impacts which are described in the document.
Ags stated previously in Response to Comment 4

in this section, the analysis of the
environmentally preferable alternative does

not rely on the conninglinqasaq;pgauion issue.
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RN {Finalizing Addendum, Vol. 1II, pages R.4-322
s - to 4.4-82; Vol. 1II1I, Section 7.1; Draft
‘ EIR/EIS, Vol. 1I, Section 6]

: 8. Conment: (Janice Keller, GOO, Page 2 of written
A comments)

“g. ORG-64 - Although we do not concur with
3 the rationale that Platform Bolly naeds to be
e tripled in size in order to fully deyelop the
. jeases, We appreciate the responsive' answer.

However, this rationale should appear® in the
tex~, not just in the Response to cumments

gection.™

Response: The response to comments becomes part of' the
A Pinal EIR/EIS. ARCO proposed the thrse
S platform complex originally, although %pe
company has indjicated that a single
additional platfora would be built. )

- \
I\ 9. cornent: (fanice Keller, GOO, Pac2 2 of +srcitten\
connents) :

1 “l1G6. ORG-68 -~ Removal of existing platforms
. from low productions leases in which the . :
applicant has an interest should bde 2 '
copnditicn of any new project. The removal of N

platforms associated with <the new project \
shouid also be a concition.” \

Response:d Remcval of platforms after the abandonment of T
oil activities is a condition for all S

projectse. \
SN < \\\
IR {Draft EIR/EIS, Vol. I, Section 2] ‘ Y
?‘ 10. Connent: (Janice Keller, GOO, Page 2 of written
b comments)

wi2. ORG-73 - It is fine and dandy for the
reparers to say that the EIR/EIS has an

:

‘nte:nally conzgistent organization, but is
this reality? oOur concern 1is that in a

document the size of the EIR, raferences to
ocher sections should be specific as to page

ot saction number.® -

e ——————
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Response: Secticn numbers are given as appropriate.

Page number citation is very difficult to

provide since page numbers are zdded in the
final editorial precess of completing the .

document.

1l. ‘omment: (Janice Kellexr, GO0, Page 4 of written
comments)

“31. ORG-103 - A brief addition to an
already brief section on Growth iInducing
Impacts does not remedy the lack of analysis
of this potentially significant impact.*

Responge: This .analysis, though brief, fully describes
the potential growth inducing impact of the

proposaed project.

w 12. Cormant: (Janice Keller, GOO, Page 1 of written
i r. cokments) :

gl ,

'L “References in the Response to Comments

section to uther sections of the E|R should

include page numbers. This is essenjial in a
- . document of this size. It also 1lets the
g decision makers. know if the comment has
a . % actually beer addressed." .

Response: In somn cases, a comment is best responded to

i ) by refuorance to a complete section where a °
- series of related issues is thoroughly--
2iscussed rather than giving a specific page
mimber. Do

e 13. <Commante {Janice Keller, GOO, Page 3 of written
T comments)

"20. ORG-87 - The text should reflect this -
‘Y Response even though it is inadequate.™

Response: This discus:ion was provided in the new Isla
Vista Section. :

[Finalizing Addendum, Vol. I. Section 2.1}

14, commgent: {(Janice Keller, GOO, ®Page 3 of writpea
cCommants) ) :

RN

“21. ORG-88 - This response needs to be in
the text also.®

f
4
3
)

!

e

.
|
|
{

!
vy,
(32

o Response: This analysis was provided Noth within ‘
Appendix 8 and Section 4 of the EIR/EIS.
-69~
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1s.

Commeni:

Responge:

Comment:

Response:

(Maxty Blum, League of Women Voters. Page 85
of "ranscript:; written comments)

wpirst Reagon _for Joncertification: The
Final EIR is impossiZie to cope with insofar
as the public is cdncerned, and mcre than
likely even for you decision makers. “The
go-called Final EIR was received on
January 14, - &all twenty or more pounds o it
in three hefty, unwieldy three-ring binders.
an improessive overwhelming mass of dcta.
The term "so-called* is used advisedly. Iihat
was received was a pre-final Final EIR,
hundreds and hundreds of locse-leaf p7ges

that first had to be collated with the Dratt
EIR's Jeveral volumes of data."

We believe that the introduction to <Che
EIR/EIS., combined with the Executive Summary,
the Table of Conteats and the Index, provides

as useful a reader's guide as one could hope
for in a document as complex as this

(Roger Lagerquist, Page 142 of Transcript:
written comments)

uThe gtatf report to the . State Lands

Commission repeats the factual errors from
the EIR., It adds confusion to already

confused issues. It introduced controversies
and conjectures. not previcusly discussed.
One example: ARCO Las long wmaintained that
re-pressurization fron Holly doesn't increase
geeps because the reservoirs are not
connected. Now, the staff report informs us
that dJde-pressuring the field will diminish
the seeps. You can't have it both ways.
Either the resevoirs are cominected or they're
not connected."

The EIR states there is no known correlation
betweer seep activity and oil preduction.
The EIR does conclud¢, howavar, that gas
injection might stimulate veep actisity.
This conclusion is reached bdcause there is
no conclusiv. data to  support either

hypothesis.

Periodic monitoring of the Coal 0il Poipt
geeps show no correlation between production
O6f o0il from Holly and activity from ias

-70~
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‘ seep. Aerial photographs of the sesps in
1929 show the seep clearly. The seep is also

quite active after Holly began production as
~geen in 1970 aerial photography.

§

b The staff report stated that depressurization
| could diminish the seep activity. Tais is
¥ supported by data showing a general pattern
of sgeepage reduction over the entire Santa
i Barbara Channel since 1946. Howevar, we
| cafnnot conclusively state that the Coal 0il
Point gseeps will diminish as a result of this
propogsed project.

17. Comment: (Mayor Sheila Lodge, Page 22 of Transcript)

“The summary comparison table, praseanted for
the first time in the new Execucive Summary,
needs to be checked thoroughly for
complsteness and accuracy. Preliminary
review suggests errors and omissions. As one
example, in the tables for terrestrial and
freshwatsr biology, Class I or Class II
impacts, due to construction of oil
processing facilities drop out for the
offshore oil processing alternatives,
however, turning to the marine binlogy tablle
there is no discussion. of o0ii processing
facilities, per se.%

Resgponse: These comparison tables were provided in
response to comments on the d&raft REIR/EIS.
The tables cited by Maysor Lodge are correct.
Class I and Class II impacts for terrestrial
and freshwater biology associated with oil
processing drop out for the offshore oil
processing alternative. No additional cClass
I or Class II impacts to marine biology., ir
addition to those associated  with oil
production, are anticipated for the offshore
oil processing alternative.

{Finalizing Addendum, Vol. II, Executive
Summary, pages 5-17 to S-51]

. 1s. Comment: (Chancellor Daniel Aldrich., UCSB, Page 40 of
é Ttanscript) -
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19.

20,

Response:

Comaent:

Responge:

Comment:

“The Final EIR indicates that a good many
unanswered questions remain about effectg of

the ARCO project upon its surroundings. They
range from tangible effects, such as the

effects upon kelp beds, or supply boats and
the outcome of kelp transplanti3 to less
aeasurable impacts such as the potential
change in the character of the wes JBoleta
Valley."

The EIR/EIS provides a thorough impact
analysis based on the best available
information. There are certainly areas where
available data evaluates the -exact degree of
impact or effectiveness of mitigation. A
comservative (i.e., worst case) approach was
used in those ingtances. For example,
although the mitigation of kelp transplant iz
suggested, we do not know the potential
success of this transplant; therefore, we

aave not reduced the poteatial impact to
insignificaut levels.

(Dr. James Cage, UCSB, Page 45 of Transczript)

“That the Coal 0il Point Project has an
experimental flavor is recognized in the
final EIR, because at sgeveral points ongoing
research and monitoring are called for. NOAA

recommends exploration of methods for
detecting and monitoring cumulative effects.

I £ind this a fascinating comment, begause it

is an example of 2 Federal agency worried
about a sgtate wmessing up its own waters,

somewhat the o¢bverse to what one frequently
hears.®

The dJdocument recommends various monitoring

g:ograma to determine the exact levels of
mpacts and the effectiveness of wmitigations

in an effort to supplement the level of
existing information.

(Marc Evans, Student UCSB, Page 148 of
Transcript)

“Ag 1 was walking I notieced there werm littie

sparkles of light every place that I sgtopped
in the pools, 1little phyto-plankton there,

were giving off kioluminescent enerygy

-T2
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22.

Response:

Coament:

Response:

Comment:

whenever 1 disturbed then. The EIR never
agsesged any impacts to these
phyto-plankton. The EIR cannot assess the
impact on all of the organisms, because we
don't know all of the organisms.*®

The Marine Biology analysig provides a
thorough analysis of any potential impact to
phyto plankton including the bioluminescent
species. While it is true that the EBIR/EIS
4nes not mention all possible species that
could be in the study region, it considers
the various ecosystems preséfit which would
include all species in toto.

{braft EIR/EIS, Vol. 1II, Sectiorns 4.3.9.1,
4.5.2.9 and 7.9.1.4])

(Deborah Brown, Student UCSB, Page 198 of
Trangcript)

%7 think the main problem with the EIR is
that it does not make it clear that Santa
Barbara and especially Isla Vista, will bear
the enviromental and social costs, and yet
receive 1little or no bené=*y from this
project."

The EIR/EIS certainly defines the extent.and
location of all environmental impacts and it
ig clear from the anlysis thar much of the
impacts occur around the Coal 0il Point area.

(Joan Marie Michelsen, Student UCSB, Page 195
of Transcript)

"aAnd, the air quality, which in the EIR
grates that we won't be able to smell it. We
gsmell the oil platforms that are there now.
1f anyone spends any time in Isla vista, they
will realize that the EIR is inaccurate in
their assumptions."

“The safety 1is also a concern to us,
especially with the increased air traffic,
most of which will be going over Isla Vista.
We are students. We need to study. You
know, it is hard to study if 24-hours a day
there are airplanes going over your head.
There are clangings, bashings and things

going on right cffshore.“

.o
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Response:

»There is also the issue of toxics with the

drilling muds. ‘They are going to b2 pucting

those within two miles of our beaches. We
have heard about the impacts on the

University of California, the researchers

there all agree that those impacts will be
severe and will do substantial damage to

their area."

"But we haven't heard very much about the
impacts to the people there. It is a very

used beach and we would like tc keep using
our beach in safety."”

The air quality analysis does not project any
odor impacts from the platforms. Emission
control equipment will be auch improved over

that currently on facilities in the Coal 0il
Point Area. Additionally, much of the odor

currencsly experienced by residents may be

from the marine terminal which would not be
used by the proposged project.

Helicopter use by the proposed Coal 0il Point
Project will be extremely limited and will
not present an increased " hazard to the
community of Isla Vista. The . EIR/EIS

addresses the incieased noise- impacts
associated with airport operation.

The impacts of drilling muds are intensively
analyzed in the EIR/EIS and 2 significant
impact to marine rescurces are projected if
drilling muds and cuttings are allowed to be

discharged from the platforms. -

Recreation ~nd tourism impacts on the beaches
are addressed within Section 4.3.19 of the
EIR/EIR.
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Conment :

Response:

Comment:

Response:

ISSUE:

COMMINGLING/SEGREGATION

(Bill WwWallace, Santa Barbara County, Page 8
of Transcript)

“Finally, <this issue can be put behind us;
kowever, the new information in ‘the final EIR
indicates that the operator -~ in this case
ARCO~~ could and will manipulate equipment or
accounting to cheat the state out of
royalties that it deserves. We do not
pelieve that this is the only method to
resolve a deliberate royalty misallocation as
physical segregation of oil streams."

The additional information in the final EIR
was prevpareé in response to a study prepared
by the CTounty of Santa Barbara and submitted
as comments on the draft EIR/EIS. The
additional information provided by State
Lznds pointed up potential difficulties
azsociated with a commirgling system that the
County did not provide in their study. Other

methods, including renegotiation of leases,’

could be used to reduce ke potential of
cheating in a wet conninql@ng."yéﬁem.

[FPinalizing Addendum, Vol. I1I, Section 7.1]:

{Marty Blum, League of Women Voters, Page 86
of Transcript) X
“Furthermore, cencerning the Executive
Summary, the League notes that there is no
overview mention of the final BIR's
€iction 6, entitled: Envirormental Aspects
of Commingled and Segregated o1l
Dehydration. Brrata sheets were received for
this section, and we understand that we aze
talking about this section., but presumably it
is still in the picture."

yection 3.2 of the Executive Summary provides
a summary of tho contents of Sactionm 6.

[Pinalizing Addendum, Vol. I, Section 8.2 of
Executive Summary (pages 2.-60)] :
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The project will be a major cocatributar of emissions of
nitrous oxides (NOx). reactive organic gases (ROG), sulfur
oxides (SOx), total suspeaded particulates (TSP). and carbon
moncxide (CO). NOx and ROG are important pollutants because
they are necescary components in the formation of oxidant.
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Odors result from the emissions of hydrogen sultide

(H2S), methyl mercaptans, and sulfur dioxide. Acid rain and
arid fog are also of concern.

a cte Identified ir the EIR
Oxidant, NOp, TSP, and odor impacts were defined in the 51

EIR/EIS, Generally, the impacts of all alternatives were
comparable. The imnacts varied depending on the locations of

the various oil and gas processing facilities.

Air gquality impacte during construction are short-term
and localized and while <they may affect average vyearly

emiggions, the impacts will not continue to oceur once
construction is completed.

Under regular operating conditions, when all equipment is
operating properly, the EIR/EIS predicts wrinimal emissions.
Under emergency condjtions caused by short-term equipment
failure or malfunctions, the release of more gignificant
emissions is antigipated which would continue until the
emergency condition is discovered and operations are modiffed
to permit the resumption of routine operations or the plant is
shut down. 7The impact analyses recognize that ARCO's design
reduces the potential for releases during emergency conditions
because of the increased design operatinrg pressures. Although
the project as originally proposed by the applicant could
result in long term sigaificant air quality impacts, the
EIR/EIS ldentified extensive mitigation measures which could be
used by the applicant to meet the standards set by the SBCAPCD. -
The applicant cannot obtain a permit from the SBCAPCD uplessg a
net air qualicy benefit is demonstrated.

)
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The odor and inert pollutant (SO,. H,S, mRercaptans,

and_ toxic air pollutants) analyses used in .the EIR/EIS ail ' h
employ mathematical nodels which simulate physical processes in

the atmosphege. All the models employed for this analysis are
either approved by the EPA, the California Air Resources Board,
or the local Air Pollution Control District or are functionally
equivalent to approved models, having iean modiffied to improwvs -
performance or acccuat for multiple pollutants in one
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simulation run while otherwise porforming identically to those
approved models. These modifications were# made in consultation
withi the SBAPCD and California Air Resources Board modeling

There are three key physical conditions for which the
models account:

Diffusion °

Diffuzion is the physical process whereby molaculcs
in a fluid or gas move by molecular motion from
areas of higher conceatration to areas of lower
concentraction, in the process reducing the' maximum

concentration of pollutants. Diffusion occurs even
in windlegs conditions.

Stability

Stability is a measure' of the amocunt of mechanical
turbulence of the air -- lower stability (greate
turbulence) increases diffusion and decreases the
concentration of pollucants as they are transported
away from the source of emissions. Stability of an
air mass is a functi¢a of wind speed and solar

" radiation with  higbzr wind speeds and greate:s

sunlight incensity bring associated with 1lowez
stahilities ‘(more furhvilence}. - N '

’

-

Wind Speed

Wiid ~peed determines how much air passes the point
of pollutant emissions in a given time 9veriod.
Pollutants are generally emitted at a copgtant rate
over time. in low winds., a cmaller volime of “ir
passes the emission source in a given time gspan and
higher initial concentrations ecccur than in highest
winds. 1I1 winds twice as fast, there is twive the
volume of air diluting the pollutant, rersulting in
corcentrations half as great. Higher wind sDeeds
also cause yreater mixing and even lower pollutant
concentrations than lowver wind speeds.

A worst case air quality situation nccurs when a low
wind speed is combined with highly stable conditions
so that the odorous or toxic gas resaches the highest

possible concentrations at tne fartheat points from

the source of emissions. The low winds and high
stability ninimize dilution ard, thus, mazimize

concentrations. By comparison, during high winds,
twoe factors contribute toward lowsr pollutsnt




concantrations. Pirst, more air passes the point of.
emission in a given time, thus increasing the
dilstion of the pollutant. Second, the zir itself
is8 much 1less stable, iancreasing atmospheric
turbulence and further incréasing dilution between
the point of emission and the raceptor location.

Odors, H28, 802, and Toxic Effects

ARCO has designedl its production facilities on the
pPlatforms in a manner which differs significantly f:om most
existing platforms. These design features allow the gas system
to sustain higher than typical pressures. As such, much 1less
H2s and SOz azfe likely to be emitted from ARCO's pPlavforms
than would be emitted by existing platforms.

The ability of humans to detect odors is a function of

coacentration of the pollutants. Likewise, the
impacts of virious air pollutants is also a function of the
concentration of the pollutants. The mathemacical models usged
in the BIR /EBis's air quality analysis Siziulate the physical
atmospheric rocesses that control diffusica and the other
factors contributing to dilution of air poliiitants.

To assess the potential for toxic effects or odors on
sensitive receptors, the model is run wunder the wind and
stability conditions that would result in the highest
concentrations at the farthe¢st distancirs tirom the exmissions
source. This is the worst case situation reported in the
EIR/EIS. As reported in this document, no emissions of any

toxic¢ or potentially toxic bollutants from the platforms would
reach the shoreline ir toxic concentrations.

Toxic or detectable odor concentrations are determined by
comparison te applicable standards, threshold 1limit values, and
odor detection levels reported in the available literature.
The odor detection thresholds for 2SS, methyl »ercaptans, and
S02 are reported eon page 15-7 of Appendix 4. These are

substantially lower than concentraticns that could be hazardous
to health.

Acid Rain/Acid Fog

The conditions leading to acigd rain and acid sog are
discussad in the draft EIR/EIS and in Isla vista section of the
finalizing addendum. During the dJdocument’'s prepacation, no
documentation for the exigtence of acid rain oz gcia £fog along
the south coast of Santa Barbara County was found ic the
available literature.
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Acid precipitation, in its dry or wet forms, resilts from
complex chemical reactions involving oxides of nitrogen or
suifur and other atmospheric chemicals. These reactions occur
only in atmospheric conditions with the right mix of sunlight.
moisture, and chemical components. Even under conditions most
favorable for the formation of acid droplets in the air, the
reactions occur slowly. The highest concentrations of acid
(the lcwest measured pH) are thus substantially removed in time
and space from ihe emissions source, unless the air mass either
stays in one location or returns to the point of origin. Given
these facte, the close proximity of Isla Vista to project
components does not lead to the conclusion that the community
is auny more subject to acid rain or acid fog impacts from the
proposéd project than any other locality on the south coast.

Studies conducted by researchers at (}al Tech in the early
1980's noted that the worst observed conditiions of acid fog off
of southern Califormnia (Corona del Mar) appeared to occur when
pollutants from many sources were blown ot to sea and mixed.
Worst acid fog appeared to occur when this airmass was blown
back onshore after several houre elapsed. Where the pollutants
came from initially appeared to have virtually notking to do
with which locations are ultimately affccted by the acid fog.

The EIR/EIS does not state that there would not be acid
rain or acid fog impacts to the communities in Santa Barbara
County. It does indicate that data 1linking emnissions of
pollutants necessary L to cause acid precipitation to actual
measured acidic atmospheric conditions 1in the azea 4o not
exist. Therefore, it is not possible to utate categorically
that there is8 a scientific- basis to coaclude that acid
precipitation will result from the project. What the EIRSEIS
does say is that i—pacts from acid rain ard acid fog may very
well occur, but tkat, given the concsntrations of pollutants
that ¢ould cause acid precipitation, thesé impacts acre unlikely
to be significant.

Plaring

Flaring resulting from the malfunctioa of platiorm
equipment occurgs infrequently. The flare is used to burn
released gases and is 99.0% to 99.5% efficient in coaverting
Hz2S to SO3. SO, emissions from the project would not

effect the air quality status of the air basin. »

Impacts to Isla Vista
Generally, Isla Vista will experience air quality iapacts

similar to those experieanced by other communities along the
south coast of Santa Barbara County.
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Residents of 1Isla Vista currently detect odors that have
been attributed to the Seeps, Platform Holly, the ARCO rarine

terminal 1loading operations or some combination of these
sources. Modeling conducted for the BRIR/EIS indicated that

odors from the new offchore facilities would not be detectable

in Isla Vista. It is possible that odors from upset conditions
at an Ellwoed oil and/or gas processing facility could be

detected in 1Isla Vista under certain wind conditions.

Regidents have also indicated concern about acid rain and

acid fog. The Previcus discussion of acid fog and acid cain
conditions is applicable to Isla Vista residents.
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Drilling muds are used to: (1) lubricate the drilling
bit as it cuts through the earth: (2) clean the drill bore of
reck chips and other material cut by the drill bit:; and
(3) control the flow of the well by maintaining overburden
pressure on geoicgic formations capable of producing fluids.

I. Toxicity

The applicant proposes to use E.P.A. -approved drilling
muds. These muds have been determined by the State

Regienai Water OQuality Control Board and  the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to be non-toxic.

As such., ARCO would not be prohibited by these agencies
from di.charging these muds into the ocean.

Drilling muds contain wmany compounds mostly im trace
amounts. The primary constitueats of drilling muds are
Beantonite Clay. Water, drilling solids (sand and clay).
and Barite. Barite (Bariua Sulfate) is tke compound that
pogses th2 greatest toxicity concerzn. Research done by
UCSB scientists has indicated some toxicity to marine
orgyanisms as a result of experiments performed with
Barium Cloride.

Barium Cloride was used in the University's studies

. becaugse it is much more soluable than Barium Sulfate.
Still the research results were applicable, because the
¢xposure to Barium was the ‘important factor in the
research.

These studies indicate that concent:zations far lower than
those permitted under Regional Water Quality Coatroel
Board Discharge Requirements have sub-letiial effects on
many marine organisms. These effects are especialliy
destructive to larval forms and could lead to a reduction
in the population of the organisms. These significant
impacts and potentiail mitigation were described in the

EIR/EIS. The most effective mitigation is a prohibition
against the discharge of any muds and cuttings.

thsica} Smothering Hard Bottom Ha@@tat

The seafloor off Coal ©il Point is composed of areasg of
beulders, rocks and cobbles. These hard bottom reef areas
have bioslogical significance since they are relatively
uncommoa in the Santa Barbara Channel and provide a
substrate for organisms which womnld not be associated
with the soft clayey or turf substrate.
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III.

The propogsed project could also affect Naples Reef which
i3 a hard bottom habitat area located on PRC 208. i

The discharge of muds and cuttings from the platform to
the seafloor would bury the hard bottom habitat directly
underlying the proposed Heron site. However, ARCO in
testimony on January 28, 1987 before the State Lands
Commission has amended their project dQescription to
provide for the hauling of muds and cuttings away from
the Heron site.

However, the EIR/EIS also indicates that the discharge of
muds and cuttings at the other platferm sites c¢ould also
influence hard bottom locations. The zone of sediment
characteristic change from the discharge of wmuds -and
cuttings has been measured tc be 3¢20 meters. While
Naplss Reef 18 more distant than this, resuspension of
muds could have an advecse effect on this Reef.

The EIR discussed these impacts and found them to be
gsignificant. Again, the most éffective mitigation is &
prohibition against the ocean disposal of the muds sad
cuttings at each platform locaticn.

University Research and Tedching

*

The University of California at Santa Barbara has many
research adnd teaching -functions which use the marine
environment offshore the Campus. The discharge and muds
and cuttings could affect these functions. The
University has a sea water intake which suppiies sea
water to the Marine Sciernce Institute, Biology
Departmeat, and other facilities on the campus. The

univergity also uses the Naples Reef and other offshore -

areas for teaching and research.

UCSB has testified about two possible somrces of
contamination that it fears could damage their research
facilities if the contaminants are drawn into the intake:
muds and cuttings and oil spills. 0il spills are
discusgsed in & section entitled System Safety and
Reliability.

The Marine Water Quality analyses in the EIR/EIS
evaluvated impacts to the Sea Water Intake. Modelling of
the muds discharge and the recuspension analysis
indicated that contaminants from the discharge could

reach the intake. The EIR/EIS reported the impact as
significant and mitigable- as previously described. \
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