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determination of "substantial conformity” with the FDP under the County’s zoning ordinance in
February 1988.

4.9 In August 1988, a draft SEIR ana]yzmg safety impacts of the increased hydrogen
sulfide gas content was released for public review. After close of the comment period on the

draft SEIR, the Planning Commission held hearings in December 1988, at which it denied
Chevron’s request for a determination of substantial conformxty, and required a permit

modification.

4.10 Subsequent to the Planning Commission decision, Chevron proposed to modify its
project description through imposition of an operations plan to constrain the increased hazard
footprint along the pipeline route caused by higher H,S levels in the gas pipeline.

4.11 In April 1989 the County Board of Supervisors reversed the Planning Commission’s
action and made a determination of substantial conformity permitting the higher H,S
concentrations. In connection with this finding, Chevron.agreed to modify its Final
Development Plan to require a three party monitoring and mitigation agreement providing for
an operations plan among the Minerals Management Service, County, and Chcvron (April 4,
1989 "Operations Plan"). :

412 Chevron did not satisfy pcrmJt conditions of the Point Arguello Pro_;cct Final
Developmcnt Plan requiring approval prior to startup until May 30, 1991.

: 4.13 Chevron commenced startup of producnon on or about June 1, 1991 and Point
Arguello crude oil first reached the Gaviota processing facility on June 14, 1991.
By June 1992, 13.7 million barrels of Point Arguello crude oil had been produced, 10.1 million

- of which have been transported to refineries by pipeline; 3.6 million barrels have been tankcrcd

from Martinez to rcﬁncry destinations.

5. CHEVRONS PRIOR APPLICATIONS FOR A SHIPPERS PERMIT

51 On February 13, 1989, Chevron requested that the Board of Supervisors find the
Point Arguello Project participants’ plans to transport oil by tanker in comphance with FDP
Condition Q-6.

5.1.1 On May 2, 1989, the Board of Supervisors approved issuance of a Coastal -

Development Permit to Point Arguello project partners to use marine tankers from the GIMT
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subject. to two conditions: (1) that the permit shall expire on October 1, 1989, or thirty (30)
days prior to the date established for the startup of the All American Pipeline, whichever occurs
first, and (2) that prior to use of the GIMT, each of the Point Arguello project shippers shall
commit to and comply with all relevant conditions of the GIMT to the same extent as the
Gaviota Terminal Company (GTC). Chevron also voluntarily committed to fund a Crude Oil
Transportation Analysis (hereinafter, COTA) to consider alternatives to marine tankering to be
used in connection with any subsequent application for a new or extended tankering permit.

, 5.1.2 The County did not prepare an SEIR in connection with issuance of that
Coastal Development Permit; it found instead that the County Oil Transportation Plan Program
EIR (84-EIR-3) could be used to fulfill the environmental review requirements of the tankering
permit project. Issuance of the permit was appealed to the California Coastal Commission
(CCC) by the Santa Barbara League of Women Voters and Get Oil Out, Inc.

5.13 On August 8, 1989, the CCC granted the appeal, denying Chevron’s
application for tankering. The CCC concluded Chevron’s proposed tankering project "is not in
conformity with applicable LCP policies and with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA)." July-28, 1989 CCC Staff Report, p. 2. The CCC cited the County’s misapplication
of its LCP policies regarding pipeline availability within a reasonable period- of time, and
inadequate CEQA consideration of new information of substantial importance to the project
regarding onshore pipeline alternatives, potential use of other refining centers, and the
maximum feasible mitigation of oil spill impacts.

5.2 On September 14, 1989, Chevron submitted a second application (89-CDP-261) to
tanker from the GIMT to Los Angeles marine terminal destinations for the life of the GIMT.
The County prepared an SEIR (90-EIR-02) to evaluate the environmental impacts of Chevron’s
- proposed crude oil marine transportation project (referred to as "Q-6-2"). '

? 5.2.1 During preparation of the SEIR, Chevron promised to deliver to the County
.information regarding development of its pipeline alternative (the PPS) to transport oil from
Gaviota to Los Angeles along the Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way. In October, 1990, _
Chevron requested that this Board limit the term of its requested permit to four years, based
on its commitment to transport oil by pipeline by the end of that term. Because Chevron’s
Pacific Pipeline System was an ostensibly feasible alternative favored by Chevron and offered
as evidence to its commitment to use of a pipeline when available and as the basis for limiting
the duration of any tankering permit, an alternatives analysis of the Pacific Pipeline System was
required to be incorporated in the SEIR and circulated for public comment. Chevron, however,
failed to provide requested information necessary to complete the SEIR, despite repeated
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promises to do so.

522 On November 12,1990, this Board denied Chevron’s tankering permit

application 89-CDP-261 because, in addition to its failure to comply with CEQA, Chevron failed-

to demonstrate the infeasibility of pipeline transportation of up to 40,000 BPD of Point Arguello
crude oil in the AAPL/Four Corners Line 63 common carrier transportation network to Los

- Angeles, which was feasibly operational within a reasonable period of time subject to Chevron’s

commitment to use. At the November 12th Board hearing, Chevron’s representative refused
to accept a tankering permit requiring transportation of pargal volumes of Point Arguello
production in Four Corners Line 63. Coastal Commission Staff Report, dated March 29, 1991,
p- 9. This Board found that Chevron had failed to fulfill its commitment to take the lead to
cause an industry sponsored pipeline to be built to Los Angeles or transport crude by pipeline
when a pipeline was feasibly available. :

‘ 5.2.3 On Aprl 10, 1991, the California Coastal Commission mace Indings
affirming the Counry’s decision to deny Chevron’s tankering application 89-CDP-261, anding
Chevron’s appeal raised no substantial issue under the County’s certified LCP.

53 Section 30625(c) of the Coastal Act mandates that decisions of the Coastal
Commission, where applicable, "shall guide local governments... in their future actions under this
division period." Therefore, in considering Chevron’s current application for a tankering permit,
the decisions of the Coastal Commission provide direction how to interpret the County’s

- certified 1CP.

5.4 On August 23, 1991, Chevron submitted a Coastal Development Permit application
to tanker from the Gaviota Interim Marine Terminal to Chevron’s Willbridge, Oregon asphalt
refinery and the U.S. Oil and Refining Facility in the Puget Sound area (Tacoma, WA) for up
to 15,000 barrels per day on an annual average, and to Chevron’s Hawaii refinery forupto 5
MBD on an annual average. Chevron’s application acknowledged that Los Angeles remained
Chevron’s preferred refining center of choice. On August 29, 1991, the County notified Chevron
that jts Coastal Development Permit application 91-CDP-144 was incomplete. Chevron
withdrew the application in March, 1992. ‘ :

6.0 CHEVRON’S CURRENT APPLICATION FOR A SHIPPERS PERMIT

6.1  On May 22, 1992, Chevron, on behalf of the Point Arguello Producers, filed a
coastal development permit application pursuant to the Point Arguello Project Final
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Development Plan Condition Q-6 for authorization to use marine tankers to transport Point
Arguello field crude from the GIMT to Los Angeles subject to the following terms:

5 6.1.1 Point Arguello field crude oil, in excess of the first 35 MBD which will be
transportcd by pipeline, will be shipped by marine tanker up to a total of 50 MBD.

6.1.2 Of the initial 35 MBD of Point Arguello field crude to be transported by
plpchne, 15-20 MBD will be transported by existing pipelines to Los Angeles depending upon
prevailing market conditions at the time nominations for pipeline transportation zre made.

» 6.1.3 Only Chevron OREGON Class tankers (double hull) will be used to
transport Point Arguello crude oil. -

6.1.4 The tankcn’ng:of Point Argueﬂo crude to Los Angeles ircm Gaviota will
cease after 3 years or when a new pipeline with capacity to transport full volumes cf neat Point
- Arguello field crude to Los Angeles is operational, whichever occurs first;

6.1.5 Compliance with a series of milestones to promote the permitting,
constructlon and operation of a permanent pipeline to Los Angeles including (1) an agreement
to share funding, as necessary, to permit at least one pipeline capable of transporting the
majority of Santa Barbara County OCS crude oil production to Los Angeles eight months after
the: commencement of tankering; (2) the execution of an unconditional throuahput and
deficiency agreement sufficient to cause a permanent pipeline to Los Angeles to be built 15
months after the commencement of tankering; (3) commencement of pipeline construction 19
_ months after the commencement of tankering; and (4) pipeline operation 32 months after the

- commencement of tankering.

6.1.6 Specific enforcement consequences for failure to meet milestone
requirements were proposed by Chevron as follows: a 25% reduction in allowable tankering for
each missed milestone with the caveat that for each milestone missed and subsequently
achieved, the amount of oil previously not permitted to be tankered would be fully restored and
the remaining milestone dates reset to reflect the intervals presented in section 6.1.5 above.
Furthermore, Chevron’s application proposes that if either the second or third milestones —
requiring the execution’ of an unconditionally throughput and deficiency agreement and
commencement of pipeline construction — are not met, the County Board of Supervisors will
determine whether it is nonetheless probable that a pipeline for the transport of Point Arguello
crude oil to Los Angeles is still feasible and will be in operation within a reascnable time.
Chevron proposes that if the Board determines that it is not probable for such a pipeline to be

|
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completed, tankering will terminate over a four month phase-out period.

6.1.7 In the event cessation of tankering is required and no new pipeline is
operational, Chevron will implement a transportation contingency plan which will rely solely on
the existing pipeline system from Santa Barbara County to refinery destinations.

1
‘

7.0, CEQA FINDINGS

7.1  CEQA requires the preparation of an environmental impact repert for Chevren’s
project application to transport oil by tanker. The County’s issuance of a permit to Chevron
under CZO 35-154.5(i) constitutes a project within the meaning of CEQA Guidelines
15378(a)(3) because it involves the "issuance .. of a permit .. or other entitlement for use” and
requires a discretionary decision of the Board within CEQA Guidelines 15357. A Supplemenial
Environmental Impact Report/Statement (SEIR/S; 92-EIR-04), consistent with the CEQA and
NEPA, has been prepared, submitted as a draft for public review, revised as a Final SEIR/S
including a response to comments received on that draft. :

7.2  Findings Pursuant to CEQA

In considering a project for which an environmental impact report has identided
significant environmental impacts, the decision-makers are authorized to approve the project
only if findings are made under CEQA Section 15091.

Approval of the Chevron tankering proposal incorporates project conditions which reduce
the 'significant adverse environmental impacts of the project to an insignificant level (Class II
impacts), or, where that is not feasible, which mitigate the environmental impacts to the degree
feasible, recognizing that even with the conditions, residual significant impacts remain (Class I
impacts). Where significant environmental impacts are not mitigated to a level of insignificance,
' ‘a statement of overriding considerations must be made. This statement must be based upon
a balancing of the project benefits against its environmental risks; the decision-maker must find
that the benefits outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, rendering those

effects acceptable.
7.3  CEQA Finding #1

Before making findings regarding significant impacts, CEQA Section 15090 requires the
Board of Supervisors to demonstrate that the SEIR/S (92-EIR-04) has been finalized and that
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the SEIR/S has been considered by the Board of Supervisors. Pursuant to CEQA Section
15090, the Board of Supervisors certifies that: ~

a) The Final SEIR/S has been completed in compliance with CEQA; and

b) The Board of Supervuors reviewed and considered the mformatzon contained in the
Final SEIR/S prior to approvmg the Chevron tankering application.

7.4  CEQA Finding #2

. Upon consideration of the evidence in the Final SEIR/S and the analysis conducted in
this. staff report, the Board of Supervisors makes the following findings:
!
| 7.4.1 Pursuant 10 CEQA Section 15091 (a)(1), the Board of Supervisors
finds that:

(1) Changes or alterations to the project have been required in, or incorporated into,
the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as
" identified in the final EIR.

Introduction: This finding applies to each Class I and II impact identified in the
EIR and described in the following sections. Each impact and its associated mitigation measure,
extracted from the Final SEIR/S Impact Summary Tables, which substantiate this finding is
listed below . For each environmental issue area, a summary is provided of how Class II
impacts have been lessened to a level of insignificance through the project conditions, and how
the measures imposed on Class I impacts reduce the impact to the maximum extent feasible.

The- 1mpacts of Chevron’s proposed tankering project will be reduced to the
maximum ‘extent feasible by implementation of the following three sets of mitigation
measures/permit conditions:

1) Pre-existing conditions on the GIMT FDP
: Approximately 145 mitigation measures were imposed as permit conditions on the
' ~ GIMT to mitigate the potential impacts of marine tankering to the maximum
extent feasible. One of these conditions, A-20, specifies that users of the GIMT
must comply with all applicable conditions. Both the Point Arguello Producers
and Chevron Shipping Company have filed Condition A-20 letters with the
- County, committing to complying with all applicable GIMT conditions.
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2)  New GIMT commitments to mitigations

On June 29, 1992, the marine terminal operator, the Gaviota Terminal Company

(GTC), commirted to twenty six new mitigations derived from 92-EIR-04. Neacly
“all of these mitigation measures were committed to by GTC as new compliance

requirements consistent with its existing Conditions A-28 and A-30.

3) - Conditions imposed on Chevron’s tankering reguest ( 92-CDP-081)
Additional, feasible mitigation measures from the Final SEIR/S, which apply 0

the alternative in the Final SEIR/S that addresses a ‘hree-year project, =Cng

<=2

double-hulled, Chevron Oregon class tankers for shipment t0 Los Angeles, ==
being imposed on 92-CDP-081.

riinag

Taken together, these conditions avoid or substantizlly lessen the signi=:iint
environmental effects identiSed in 92-EIR-04 for the three-year :anzring scenario.

7.4.1.1 Air Quality

| Project-Specific Impacts
’ Chevron’s shori-term tankering proposal would result in the violation of camzo

|
air quality standards. These significant impacts would inclnde the exceedance of the one-22ur

NO, CAAQS (Class I), exacerbation of existing violations of the 24-zour PM;o CAAQS (Clzss
I), and exceedance of the County three-hour PSD increment for ROC (Class I). The preizst
would also result in an increase in 0zone precursors (Class IT) and excessive emissions =23
upset flaring (Class II). ‘

Significant PM,, and ROC impacts have been mitigated by permit conditiors in
the current GIMT permits. In order to mitigate exacerbations of the one-hour O, CAAQS 2nd
NAAQS, GTC has provided emission offsets consistent with APCD regulations. Sufficient
offsets to fully mitigate ozone precursor emissions have been secured by GTC as part of thel
existing GIMT permits. The potential for excessive upset flaring emissions has also been
mitigated by current GIMT permit conditions. An additional mitigation measure which requires
support vessel engines to be retrofitted with a combination of turbocharging, injection timing
retard, and enhanced intercooling to reduce NO, emissions has been committed to by CTC

pursuant to FDP condition A-28.

' | Long-term significant carcinogenic risks associated with emissions from e
permanent marine terminal would be avoided (Class III) due to the short-term nature cf he
Chevron tankering proposal. Therefore, the mitigation measures identified in the Final SEZR/S
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for long-term carcinogenic risks are not necessary for Chevron’s three-year project.
Furthermore, the short-term project would be consistent with the Air Quality Attainment Plan
since emissions would be equal to or less than those included in the AQAP’s inventory and

project emissions would not occur after 1996.

| , Cumulative Impacts
! Although the residual cumulative emissions would remain significant and

unav:oidab]c (Class I), the mitigation measures already imposed on the marine terminal operator
would reduce the project’s contribution to these cumulatively significant emissions to the
maximum extent feasible. No additional mitigations are available or feasible for cumulative air

quality impacts.

7.4.1.2 Man'né Water Resources

Project-Specific Imgacts. : . :
Impacts of ballast discharges, deck and bilge discharges, sewage, spillage,

antifoulants and chronic oil pollution are not significant for the short-term scenario (Class III).
The potential for large oil spills would be a significant, unavoidable impact (Class I).
Mitigations to reduce impacts to marine water resources to the maximum extent feasible have
been imposed on the marine terminal operators and are discussed under Marine Biology and
System Safety, below. '

_ , Cumulative Impacts

i The project would contribute to the cumulative potential for impacts to marine
water resources from an oil spill (Class I). Mitigation measures designed to reduce the risks of
tanker accidents and occurrence of oil spills, as discussed under System Safety, would mitigate
- the cumulative impacts of oil spills on the quality of marine water to the maximum extent
~ feasible. Detailed plans for protection of sensitive areas, as described in the Marine Biology

section of these findings, would mitigate impacts to the intertidal zones to the maximum extent
feasible.

7.4.1.3 Marine Biology

Project-Specific Impacts ,
The potential to introduce non-endemic species through the discharge of ballast

water has been identified as significant (Class I). The marine terminal operator’s commitment
to limit the discharge of ballast at the marine terminal to waters taken on along the west coast
of North America would reduce the impact to the maximum extent feasible. Further mitigation
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is not feasible given important safety considerations. The project-specific effects of chronic oil
spills from a three year tankering project would not be significant (Class IIT). The effects of
vessel traffic on marine mammals are significant and unavoidable (Class I). The effects of
catastrophic oil spills would be significant and unavoidable for several sensitive species
(including southern sea otters and California brown pelicans), kelp beds, pinnipeds, cetaceans,
the intertidal zone, areas of special biological interest, ichthyoplankton, fish, marine birds and
Lo$ Angeles/Long Beach harbor (Class I). Most of the feasible mitigation measures which could
reduce either the likelihood of spills or the potential impacts of spills on marine biota are
already in place as conditions on the GIMT. These include system safety conditions, the oil spill
contingency plan, vessel traffic lanes and a mooring plan. A shoreline inventory is currently
being assembled for Santa Barbara County to provide advanced preparedness for an oil spill
event, strategy for protection of biota and sensitive habitats, and programs for cleanup and
rehabilitation in the event oil contacts marine biota. The marine terminal operators (by letter
of August 3, 1992) have committed to amending their Shoreline Cleanup Plan and other
relevant manuals to incorporate additional mitigations to protect marine biota.

} Cumulative Impacts

, Chevron’s tankering project would contribute to cumulatively significant and
uniavoidable effects on marine biota, including the cumulative probability of a spill greater than
1,000 barrels reaching sensitive species, impacts to marine mammals from vessel traffic, impacts
of ballast discharge, impacts of chronic oil pollution, and impacts of a spill in Los Angeles/Long
Beach Harbor. However, the project-specific mitigation measures would reduce the project’s
contribution to the cumulatively significant impacts on marine biota to the maximum extent
feasible. No additional mitigations are available or feasible for cumulative marine biology

impacts. ‘
7.4.1.4 Marine Resource Harvesting

T . Project-Specific Impacts :

- Impacts to commercial and recreational fishing from Chevron’s tankering project
from interruption of fishing activities in the vicinity of the tanker and marine terminal would be
adverse but not significant (Class IIT). Impacts to commercial and recreational fishing from an
oil spill could be significant and unavoidable (Class I). Impacts to kelp harvesting from
Chevron’s proposed tanker visits are mitigated to the maximum extent feasible (Class IT) by the
new GIMT commitment.that all support and shuttle vessels use established vessel corridors or
otherwise avoid passing through kelp beds. The effects of an oil spill on kelp harvesting are
potentially significant but could be mitigated by compensation to kelp harvesters for their losses

(Class IT). Chevron’s tanker operations would not significantly impact mariculture (Class III),
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butithe impacts of spills to mariculture would be significant and unavoidable (Class I).

The majority of the feasible mitigation measures to reduce the project’s impacts
to marine resource harvesting have been made conditions of the GIMT permit. These include
fisheries training programs, use of vessel corridors, proper mooring of vessels, and contributions
to enhancement, impact and contingency funds. Existing legislation (OPA 90) provides
mechanisms for compensation to parties directly affected by oil spills such as kelp harvesters;
imposition of a project condition to this effect is not necessary. An additional measure,
notification to fishermen of tanker schedules, is being made a condition of Chevron’s tankering
permit. With this additional measure, all feasible mitigation measures capable of reducing the

_project’s impacts on marine resource harvesting have been applied.

Cumulative Impacts .
Although the residual cumulative impacts to commercial fishing, recreational
fishing, kelp harvesting and mariculture would remain significant and unavoidable (Class I) in
the event of a spill, the project-specific mmganon measures would reduce the project’s
contribution to these cumulative impacts to the maximum extent feasible.
|

7.4.1.5 System Safcty

i Project-Specific Impacts
: The Chevron tankering project would result in the potential for a 51gmﬁca.nt oil

spﬂl and risk of explosion and fires (Class I). It is impossible to completely eliminate the risk
of a spill. However, the mitigation measures imposed on the GIMT and included in Chevron’s
project description reduce the risk of a spill insofar as possible.

Most of the mitigation measures proposed in the EIR to reduce systcm safety
nnpacts — adding a third mate, usmg Ellwood Pier to transport mooring masters, improving

~ bridge simulation training, revising operational limits, improving hose handling operations,

establishing a Sth ‘Traffic Warning System, coordinating with MSRC, monitoring studies on
dispersants and in situ burning — have been recently committed to by the marine terminal

operator pursuant to existing GIMT Condition A-30.

The requirement that all tankering occur in double-hulled, Chevron Oregon class
tankers is an aspect of Chevron’s project description that has been included as a pcrmxt
condition of the tankering permit. Finally, a requirement to add a third leg to the VIRS is a
mitigation measure that has been applied by condition to Chevron’s tankering project. Taken '
together, these mitigations provide the maximum feasible mitigation for the prevention and ’

i
i
i
I

|
i
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cleanup of oil spilis.

Cumulative Impacts ‘

; Although the cumulative system safety impacts would remain significant and

unavoidable (Class I), the project-specific mitigation measures for system safety would reduce
the;projcct’s contribution to these cumulative impacts to the maximum extent feasible.

; 7.4.1.6 Land Use/Recreation

Project-Specific Impacts

The potential for Chevron’s tankering project to significantly impact land use and
recreation is partially mitigated by projects completed through the marine terminal operator’s
contributions to the Coastal Resource Enhancement Fund (existing GIMT Condition N-2).

The marine tefminal operators have committed (by letter of August 3, 1992) to
amend the OSCP to incorporate measures to protect onshore recreational and sensitive habitat

Tresources.

A requirement for additional public access on the marine terminal property would
not be an appropriate condition for Cheévron’s tankering request since no changes are being
made to the marine terminal itself.

!
| Cumulative Impacts . .
| The marine terminal operator’s contributions to CREF mitigate the project’s

contributions to cumulative land use/recreation impacts to the maximum extent feasible.

|
|| ~ 7.4.1.7 Cultural Resources/Paleontological Resources |
|

Project Specific Impacts '
The potential for oil spill cleanup activities to significantly impact cultural or

paleontological resources along the coast (Class II) is adequately mitigated by the recent
commitment by GTC to amend its Shoreline Cleanup Plan to require archaeological and
paleontological monitors during spill cleanup activities involving earth disturbance.

7.4,1.8 Visual Resources

Project-Specific Impacts
The presence of tankers in the nearshore area would represent a Class I impact
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on the visual resources of the Gaviota Coast. Short of moving the mooring further offshore,
which constitutes a project alternative, no mitigation is available to physically reduce this impact.
‘However, the reduced project duration and the reduction in the number of tanker visits both
are mitigating aspects of the project description. The visual effects of an oil spill would be
significant and unavoidable (Class I). Mitigation in the form of projects completed through
contributions to the County’s CREF partially offset the visual impact of tankering. The marine
terminal operator has committed to an additional mitigation measure which requires the
"screening of any oil spill equipment stored offsite. Taken together, these measures will mitigate
' the visual effects of Chevron’s tankering to the maximum extent feasible.

Cumulative Impacts

Although the cumulative visual impacts wouid remain significant and unavoidable
(Class I), the project-specific mitigation measures for visua! resources would reduce the project’s
contribution to these cumulative effects to the maxdimum extent feasible.

7.4.1.9 Socioeconomics

Project-Specific Impacts _

- The impacts of an oil spill on socioeconomic issues such as tourism are significant
(Class I). Preparation and implementation of the County’s Socioeconomic Impact Recovery

Plan, as agreed to by the marine terminal operator, would provide maximum feasible mitigation

for these impacts. All of the mitigating measures for the socioeconomic impacts of an oil spill

are already permit conditions for the GIMT. Therefore, the project-specific and cumulative

- socioeconomic impacts of the Chevron tankering project are mitigated to the maximum extent

- feasible. '

7.4.2 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(2), the Board finds that:-

(2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of
another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have
been adopted by such other agency, or can and should be adopted by such other

agency.

| 7.42.1 Marine Biology

! Project Specific :
The effects of catastrophic oil spills would be significant and unavoidable for
. several sensitive species (including southern sea otters and California brown pelicans), kelp beds,
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pinnipeds, cetaceans, the intertidal zone, areas of special biological interest, ichthyoplankton,
fish, marine birds and Los Angeles/Long Beach harbor (Class I). Most of the feasible mitigation
measures which could reduce either the likelihood of spills or the potential impacts of spills on
marine biota are already in place as conditions on the GIMT. A shoreline inventory is currently
being assembled for Santa Barbara County to provide advanced preparedness for an ol spill
event, strategy for protection of biota and sensitive habitats, and programs for cleanup and
rehabilitation in the event oil contacts marine biota.

However, preparation of shoreline inventories for other areas which could be
impacted by an oil spill from Chevron’s proposed tankering project is a mitigation measure
recommended in the FEIR/S. Implementation of this measure is outside the County’s discretion
and would require actions by other jurisdictions such as the State Lands Commission and could
be imposed by that agency.as part of its review of the GTC lease applization.

7.4.3 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3), the Board finds that:

(3) Specific economic, social, or other considerations make infeasible the mitigation
measures or project altematives identified in the final EIR.

7.43.1 Air Quality

Projcd Specific Impacts -
*-Chevron’s short-term tankering proposal would result in the violation of certain

air quality standards. These significant impacts would include the excesdance of the one-hour
NO, CAAQS (Class I). A water-injection retrofit to Chevron Oregon-class tanker turbines has
been suggested as a mitigation measure to reduce NO, impacts resulting from operation of
marine tankers. Although this mitigation measure ‘appears to be technologically feasible and
should be pursued for a long-term tankering project, the time consuming process of obtaining
Coast Guard approval and the first-time implementation of the technology on marine tankers
renders this control measure infeasible for Chevron’s short-term tanker proposal. :

- 75  CEQA Finding #3
The Board of Supervisors finds that: :

"The Project Alternatives not chosen are either not feasitle, not environmentally
preferable, or not as beneficial as the Proposed Project.
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7.5.1 No Project Alternative/Use of Existing Pipelines

| The "No Pro_]ect" alternative addresses the scenario in which the project is not
permxtted. The "No Project" alternative would involve utilization of all of the existing pipeline
systems (AAPL to Kern County and Gulf Coast; AAPL/FCPL 63 to Los Angeles; and
AAPI /Texaco to San Francisco). . Transportation of Point Arguello crude oil by existing
pipelines is considered environmentaﬂy preferable to the proposed project due to significant
reductions in impacts involving air quality, system safety, marine water quality and marine
biology. However, existing pipelines have limited capacities, and cannot fully transport Point
Arguello production to the Producer’s refinery destination of choice, Los Angeles, at this time
(see discussion of existing pipeline capacities, Section 5.1.1). Considerable expense and effort
has been invested in modifying Los Angeles refineries to accommodate heavy, high-sulfur crude,
such as Point Arguello crude, and the highest capability to refine heavy crude is in Los Angeles.
Additional OCS production is expccted when Exxon’s SYU project commences operation.
Exxon has indicated it is interested in transporting partial volumes of its production to Los
- Angeles. The No Project alternative is not as beneficial as the conditionally-approved project
because the approved project provides Chevron the opportunity to cause the construction of a
new pipeline capable of provxdmg transportatlon for existing and future OCS production to Los
Angeles. As long as Chevron is in compliance with its pipeline commitment, it may use
alternative modes of transportation to transport full production to its Los Angeles refinery
center of choice. Therefore, the "No Project" alternative, or complete reliance on existing
pipeline systcms, is not as beneficial as the proposed project.

7.5.2 Use of Future Proposed Pxpchnes

I
!
] Several proposed pipelines capable of transporting Point Arguello crude oil from
Gaviota to Los Angeles are analyzed in 92-EIR-04. All of the proposed pipeline alternatives
- are cnwronmenta]]y preferable to the proposed marine tankering prO]CCt. However, the time
period needed to develop additional pipeline transportation systems is estimated at three to five

. years. Therefore, use of proposed pipelines to transport full volumes of Point Arguello
production to Los Angeles is not a feasible alternative at this time. Chevron’s.tankering permit
will be terminated as soon as a pipeline capable of transporting its production to Los Angeles
is operational or Chevron fails to meet its commitment to cause the building of a pxpchne to

Los Angeles.
753 Marine Tankering Through a Single Point Mooring

The existing six point mooring at the Gaviota Interim Marine Terminal is the
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facility through which Chevron’s oil would be shipped. Manne tankering through a single point
mooring (SPM) at Gaviota is another alternative addressed in 92-EIR-04; this aiternative would
offer significant environmental advantages in terms of long-term effects on air quality, marine
resources, system safety, visual quality and land use resources due to placement of the SPM
further offshore (10,000 feet rather than 3,500 feet at present) and improved technology. Due
to the construction impacts of an SPM, the short-term nature of Chevron’s proposed tankering
project (three years or less), the limited throughput volume, and Chevron’s commitment to
cause the construction of a pipeline to Los Angeles and use it as soon as it is operational,
converting the existing spread mooring at Gaviota to an SPM is not an environmentally
prcferrcd or feasible alternative at this time. However, if Chevron’s stated commitment to use
a pzpehne is not reinforced by signing a throughput and deficiency agreement (T&D) at the
appropnate milestone, Chevron’s commitment to pipeline transportation cannot be relied on,
and the County must insure that any longer-term tankering occur from the environmentally
supenor marine terminal design. Therefore, Chevron’s tankering throngh the six point mooring
will be required to cease, pursuant to Condition MM-7 of 92-CDP-081, until it can be shipped

. through an envu'onmcntal]y preferred mooring.

-7.5.4 ' Mannc Tankering Through an SPM at Las Flores Canyon

The alternative of shipping Chevron’s oil through an SPM at Las Florcs Canyon
is not currently feasible since Exxon has given up its lease from the State Lands Commission
and no longer intends to construct a marine terminal. The significant impacts that would be
required to construct a new terminal, mooring and pipeline would make this alternative less
desirable than use of the GIMT for a short-term tankering project. :

- 7.5.6 Reduced Throughput Alternative

' Chevron’s tankering project is a subset of the reduced throughput a.ltcmanve
: analyzed in 92-EIR-04 and therefore its approval by the Board, with conditions, implements this
alternative. As such, Chevron’s project incorporates and improves upon the environmental
advantages of the rcduced th.roughput alternative.

|
' 7.6  Statement of Overriding Considerations
7.6.1 Introduction

CEQA Sccnon 15092(b) states that, for pI'OJCCtS that will have a significant effect -
on the environment:
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: A public agency shall not decide to approve or cary out a project for which an EIR
! - was prepared unless:

(2)  The agency has:

(a)  Eliminated or substantially lessened all significant effects on the
environment where feasible as shown in findings under Section 15091,

and

(b)  Determined that any remaining significant effects on the environment
found to be unavoidable under Section 15091 are acceptable due to
ovem'ding concerns as described in Section 15093.

In order to approve the project, the Board of Supervisors is therefore required
to deterrmne that the significant impacts are acceptable due to overriding considerations
outlined in Section 15093 of CEQA. Pursuant to Section 15093 of CEQA, the Board of
Supcmsors is required to balance the benefits of a proposed action against its unavoidable
environmental risks in determining whether to approve the project. If the benefits outweigh the
unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered

"acceptable”.
| The Board of Supervisors finds that where significant impacts were not reduced
to insignificance, the mmganon measures imposed reduced the impact to the maximum extent
feasible. Impacts which remain potentially significant after maximum feasible mitigation include
air quality, marine water resources, marine biology, marine resource harvesting, system safety,
land use, visual resources, and socioeconomics.

7.62 ‘Reasons for overriding the project’s significant environmental
effects

7.6.2.1 Progress toward development of a pipeline to Los Angeles-

| The overriding consideration for approvmg Chevron’s tankering project despltc
its significant unavoidable impacts is that the permit will be tied to a set of milestones requiring
measurable progress toward the pcrmlmng and development of a common-carrier pipeline to
Los lAngcles This permit for marine transportation of oil, a less environmentally preferred
mode of transportation, will be valid only insofar as progress toward dcvclopmcm of a common-
carrier pipeline to Los Angeles, is demonstrated. Pipeline transportation is the environmentally
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preferred mode of transportation, offering significant environmental advantages in terms of long-
term effects on air quality, marine resources, system safety, visual quality and land use resources.
Should a new pipeline to Los Angeles develop as part of this project approval, pipeline
transportation of crude oil production from existing projects in Santa Barbara County, such as
Exxpn’s Santa Ynez Unit project and possibly ARCO’s Eliwood project, would be assured,
reducing the possibility of marine tankers/barges loading off Santa Barbara County shores in the

future. :

' The construction of new state-of-the-art pipeline capacity for transporting crude
oil produced on the Outer Continental Shelf to the desired markets in Los Angeles will provide
the following important benefits:

a.  Effectuating the pipeline preference policies adopted by the California
Coastal Commission and Sarita Barbara County; .

b. Reducing the total amount of tankering potentially required over the life
of the Point Arguello Project; _

c. Providing an economically reasonable pipeline transportation option for
moving Exxon Santa Ynez Unit production and ARCO Ellwood

production to Los Angeles; and,

d. Providing a new state-of-the-art pipeline to supplement the aging and over-
burdened Southern California pipeline system.

7.6.2.2 Potential reduction in single-hulled tankering

I o, :

| Approving interim tankering will allow full Point Arguello oil production to reach
Los Angeles markets as "neat" crude, allowing refineries to substitute this crude for other crude
currently being tankered into Los Angeles, possibly reducing the number of single-hulled tanker
trips. The tankers and crude oil ultimately backed out of Los Angeles will depend on the
overall crude slate of all refineries in Los Angeles. : C

7.6.2.3 Economic benefits

' The authorization of interim marine tankering in amounts up to a maximum of
50 MBD from the GIMT to Los Angeles will allow the Point Arguello Project to reach full
production levels (estimated at 85 MBD) as allowed under existing permits. This increased level
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of production will result in economic and other benefits at the local, state and federal levels.
These benefits have been previously identified in the EIRs prepared for the GIMT and the

Point' Arguello Project and include:

a.  An increase in royalty revenues to the Federal Government;

b. Increased domestic oil resource production in accordance with Fedcra.l
policy; and

c. Decreased United States c&cpcndcncc on foreign oil prodﬁcﬁon.v

7.6.3 Conclusion

The Board of Supervisors has considered the Project’s unavoidable potential

1mpacts and the mitigation measures required for these impacts, as described in these findings.
In accordance with Section 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Board has balanced these
potential impacts against the benefits of the proposed project. The Board finds that, on
balance, the benefits of the project outweigh the risks of significant unavoidable 1mpacts and
that these impacts are acceptable, based on the overriding considerations described in Section

7.6.2.

Based on the above discussion, the project alternatives analyses, and evaluation
of the feasibility of additional mitigation measures, the Board of Supervisors finds that:

The unavoidable significant impacts of the project are found to be acceptable due to
overriding considerations.

8.0 |COASTAL ZONING’ ORD]NANCE FINDINGS

| 81  No tankering permit can be issued unless all of the necessary findings under the
Coastal Zoning Ordinance can be made. CZO Section 35-154.5(i) states, in its pertinent part,

that

|

Transportation by a mode other than pi:peliné may be permitted only:

(1)  within the limits of the permitted capacity of the alternative mode; and
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(2)  when the environmental impacts of the alternative transportation mode are required
to be mirigated to the maximum extent feasible; and

(3)  when the shipper has made a commitment to the use of a pipeline when operational
10 the shipper’s refining center of choice; and

(4)  when the County has determined that use of a pipeline is not feasible by making one
of the following findings:

(a) A pipeline to the shipper’s refining center of choice has inadequate capacity or

is unavailable within a reasonable period of time;

(b) The costs of transportation of oil by common carrier pipeline is unreasonable
taking into account alternative Iransportation modes, economic costs, and

environmental impacts; or

8.2 CZO §35-154.5(i)(1): Permitted Capacitv of Alternative Mode

8.2.1 Chevron and the Point Arguello producers may only transport crude oil by
tanker within the limits of the permitted capacity of the Gaviota Interim Marine Terminal. The
conditionally approved project for tankering up to a maximum of 50,000 BPD is within the
maximum 100,000 BPD (over a 60 day average) throughput limitation proposed as a condition-

‘of the GIMT Final Development Plan (Condition A-14). The County’s Final Development Plan

for the GIMT has not expired. Termination of the GIMT FDP is triggered by various events
as follows: upon a determination by the County that pipelines to both the Texas Gulf Coast and
Los Angeles areas are operational, and a new consolidated marine terminal at Las Flores
Canyon is not available, the County may require terminal operations to cease within 90 days
(FDP Condition R-1(2)); or, when a new consolidated marine terminal at Las Flores Canyon
is operational (FDP Condition R-1(d)). Because the County bas nat yet made either
determination, Chevron’s proposed project is within permitted capacity of the County’s Final
Development Plan for the GIMT. '

822 In order to operate the Gaviota Interim Marine terminal, the Gaviota
Terminal Company must also receive permits from the California Coastal Commission, the State

' Lands Commission and the Army Corp. of Engineers, which have concurrent jurisdiction over

the ;"marine terminal. Previously-issued permits by the California Coastal Commission and State
Lands Commission have expired. GTC has pending applications before the California Coastal
Commission and the State Lands Commission for a new permit and lease requesting, with
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respect to Point Arguello field crude, a throughput of 50,000 BPD to be tankered to Los
Angeles by Chevron OREGON Class vessels for a period of three years. If GTC'’s applications
to the Coastal Commission and State Lands Commission are approved, the tankering permitted
by tkixis permit would be within the permitted capacity of the GIMT.

1 8.2.3 The conditionally approved project requires that no tankering commence
until Chevron provides the County with copies of permits from the California Coastal
Commission, State Lands Commission and U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers demonstrating that
the GIMT has adequate permits for shipping volumes of crude over time equal to or greater
than those volumes authorized in this permit. Therefore, the conditionally approved project can
be found consistent with CZO § 35-154.5.i(1).

83 CZO §35-154.5(i)(2): Meximum Feasible Mitigation

8.3.1 Chevron and the Point Arguello producers may only transport crude oil by
tanker when the environmental impacts of the alternate transportation mode are required to
be mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. LCP policy 6-8(¢) provides that assurances that
the environmental impacts caused by the ‘alternate transportation mode will be mitigated to
maximum extent feasible may be provided by either the shipper or the transportation facility
operator.

L

8.3.2 In issuing the Final Development Plan for the Gaviota Interim Marine
Terminal, the County found that significant environmental impacts from the marine terminal
facility "will be mitigated to the maximum extent feasible by the implementation of Conditions
noted in the Class I Impact Summary Table." Board of Supervisors Final Permit Actions, CZ0
Finding 8.1.1(b). Approximately 145 mitigation measures were imposed as permit conditions
on the GIMT to mitigate potential impacts to the maximum extent feasible. On August 9, 1991,
the ‘County completed its review of all submittals furnished by the Gaviota Terminal Co. to
comply with the Board of Supervisors’ Marine Emergency Management Study and the permit
conditions to the Final Development Plan for the GIMT. RMD has confirmed that GTC has
complied with all conditions of the FDP that require County approval of submittals prior to
startup. GTC has committed that before startup of marine tankering from the GIMT, it will
conduct a full scale exercise, retrofit Mr. Clean III as a holding vessel, make mooring
modifications, install a VTS at Gaviota, and satisfy the County’s Financial Responsibility
Ordinance. The impacts of Chevron’s proposed tankering project will be substantially reduced
by implementation of these mitigation measures imposed upon the Gaviota Interim Marine

Terminal.
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83.3 On August 9, 1991, this Board acknowledged that, as of that date, the
mitigation measures required by the GIMT FDP conditions and committed to by GTC will, if
implemented as provided in the agreement of that date, assure that the environmental impacts
of the GIMT project facility components are in fact mitigated to the maximum extent feasible.
The final SEIR/S (92-EIR-04) for Chevron’s current tankering application has identified thirty-
five new mitigation measures that the marine terminal operator could implement to further
substantially reduce potential impacts of marine tankering from the GIMT. The Gaviota
Tc;rmina.l Company has committed to implement or be in compliance with each of these
measures on or before the commencement of marine tankering from the GIMT.

8.3.4 Additional feasible mitigation measures from the final SEIR/S have been
imposed upon Chevron as conditions of the issuance of 92-CDP-081. The conditionally
approved project requires Chevron to implement or be in compliance with each of the
mitigation measures required as a condition before commencing tankering pursuant to 92-CDP-

081.

; ~ 83.5 The milestone requirements of the conditionally approved project permit
tankering only if Chevron is in compliance with its pipeline commitment to develop a pipeline
to Los Angeles. These milestone requirements further substantially reduce the potential impacts
of Chevron’s marine tankering project.

8.3.6 Taken together, the actions required by Chevron and GTC as described in
Findings 8.3.2 through 8.3.5 assure that the environmental impacts of Chevron’s. tankering
project are required to be mitigated to the maximum extent feasible.

8.4 CZO §35-154.5(i)(3): Pipeline Commitment

8.4.1 During the 1983 consistency certification review process for Chevron’s Point

Arguello project, Chevron committed to transport its oil through an available pipeline or take

the lead in constructing a pipeline if one was not available by January 1, 1986. By letter dated
Navember 4, 1983, to the California Coastal Commission, Chevron stated the following (partial
quotation):
! : . .

"Chevron commits to transpor its California offshore crude oil produced from the Point
Arguello field by pipeline to ixs El Segundo refinery. This commitment is contingent on .
obtaining the required permits and the construction of an industry-sponsored crude ol
pipeline to Los Angeles... However, if such a pipeline is not under construction by January
1, 1986, Chevron will assume the lead role in arranging for the design, permil, organization
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and capitalization of an industry-sponsored pipeline to Los Angeles."

8.4.2 In January 1984, a joint venture was formed by Chevron Pipeline Company,
Four Corners Pipeline Company, Shell Oil, and Texaco Refining and Marketing Inc. to finance
the construction of an industry pipeline pursuant to the agreement made during the consisténcy
certification of Chevron’s Arguello field platforms to pipeline crude oil and take the lead in
. constructing an onshore pipeline to Los Angeles refineries. The construction and language of
~ the County’s oil transportation policies and Condition Q-6 of Chevron’s Final Development Plan
- were adopted by the County in reliance on Chevron’s promise to implement the pipeline
" transportation agreement made during the consistency certification process.

: 8.4.3 The Coastal Commission has determined with respect to Chevron’s FDP
" that Condition Q-6 was adopted by the County in reliance on Chevron’s agreement, made
- during the consistency certification of Chevron’s Point Arguello field platforms, to pipeline crude
oil tojits El Segundo refinery and to take the lead in construction of an onshore pipeline in the
event that construction of a pipeline to Los Angeles was not underway by January 1, 1986.

Condition Q-6, which s at issue in this appeal, was adopted by the County with the
anticipation that any transportation mode other than onshore pipelines would take place
only on an interim or emergency basis until a pipeline from Gaviota to El Segundo was
complete. In 1984, when the Condition was imposed, a consortium of oil companies was
. proposing to build an onshore pipeline from Gaviota to the Los Angeles basin. Thus, the
- condition allows for non-pipeline transportation only in accordance with LCP policies,
i including LUP Policy 6-8 and CZO 35-154.5(i), which require the use of onshore pipelines
when they become available unless their use would not be feasible for a particular shipper.
Moreover, Q-6 expressly requires pipeline transportation for any oil produced beyond "Phase
- I'" (100,000 BPD); not only does the condition embody the preference for onshore pipelines,
it clearly contemplates only the temporary use of modes other than pipelines. Coastal
Commission Appeal No. A-4-STB-89-33, Staff Report and Recommendation on
Substantial Issue, June 30, 1989. p. 12; Staff Report and.- Recommendation on Coastal
. Development Permit Appeal, July 28, 1989, p.9. :

! 8.4.4 In 1989, during the Coastal Commission’s consideration of the appeal by the
Leagpe of Women Voters of Santa Barbara, Inc. and Get Oil Out, Inc. of the CDP issued by
the County upon Chevron’s first application for a tankering permit, Chevron acknowledged its

pipeline commitment:

"Chevron understands that an oil transportation commitment was made to the .
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| Commission on November 4, 1983, as part of the Commission’s consistency review
i [of Point Arguello platforms related to the Gaviota project]. Chevron had intended
f to provide the Commission with an update of progress on that commitment before
| the end of 1989. Chevron states that it is now reviewing the legal status of the
,' [Angeles] pipeline permit and the potential economic feasibility in light of
f significantly lower production forecast than were available in 1983." Coastal
| Commission Appeal No. A-4-STB-89-33, Staff Report and Recommendation on

‘ Substantial Issue, June 30, 1989. p. 14.

: 8.4.5 On November 2, 1989, in a letter to Catherine Callahan (Santa Barbara
County RMD Energy Division), Chevron provided an update on the progress of its oil
transportation commitment. Chevron stated that it was aware of considerable local
governmental opposition to the SCPS project within the Los Angeles basin by the summer of
1986, and that by October 1987 it knew that attempts to obtain the necessary permits for it to
construct the SCPS would be complicated by litigation and local opposition. Chevron claimed
that the SCPS project ultimately proved infeasible due to increasing political opposition in the,
permitting process, escalating costs, and decreasing estimates of the crude oil production to be
transported by the pipeline. Chevron claimed that the two conditions of its November 4, 1983
commitment — "obtaining required permits and sufficient industry support” — made the SCPS
. project economically infeasible. :

. 8.4.6. Chevron’s failure to build the industry-sponsored SCPS pipeline to Los
Angeles did not satisfy or exhaust its obligation under the 1983 consistency certification to
"asspme the lead role in arranging for the design, permit, organization and capitalization of a
pipfl':]inc to Los Angeles." '

! _ 8.4.6.1. By the summer of 1986, as the environmental review of the SCPS
project proceeded, Chevron was aware of considerable political opposition to construction of
the proposed SCPS pipeline in Los Angeles. Between October 1987 and 1990, Chevron failed
to propose or pursue alternatives to the SCPS, and took no action to acguire permits for a
pipeline to Los Angeles notwithstanding its doubt that political opposition to the proposed
routes of the SCPS pipelines could ever be overcome.

» 8.4.7. Since its abandonment of SCPS, Chevron has acknowledged the technical
and economic feasibility of other proposed pipelines to Los Angeles. '

. 8.4.7.1 At a public workshop before the Planning Commission on October
25,11990, on Chevron’s then pending Condition Q-6 tankering application, Chevron’s
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representative, Richard Hughes, stated Chevron had completed sufficient investigation of heated
pipelines to Los Angeles, including the Pacific Pipeline System alternative and Four Comners
Pipeline (FCPL) Line 90, to be confident one could be developed. Mr. Hughes stated Chevron
was committed to limiting the term of its tankering permit to four years, during which
construction of a pipeline to Los Angeles would be pursued subject to-performance milestones
and a performance bond. (October 25, 1990 Planning Commission Q-6 Workshop, transcript

pag|cs 19-21, 193-94.)

8.4.7.2 On October 30, 1990 Chevron submitted to the County a
"Statement of the Point Arguello Project Sponsors In Support of Application For Approval of
Marine Tankering Under FDP Condition Q-6" (Statement of Project Sponsors). The Statement
of Pro_]ect Sponsors again acknowledged Chevron’s investigation of pxpelmes to Los Angeles.
Based on these investigations, the Statement incorporated a change in the project description
proposed by Chevron to set a limit on interim tankering at no more than four years, said limit
being tied to milestones and a performance bond established for the purpose of assuring that
reasonable progress was being made toward completion of a feasible pipeline to the Los
Angeles area.

8.4.7.3 Chevron’s current application ‘acknowledges the feasibility of -
proposed new pipelines to Los Angeles and retains the rcquircmcnt to demonstrate progress
toward completion of a feasible pipeline to Los Angeles in order to "voluntarﬂy" comply with
Chevron s pxpehne commitment.

o 8.4.8 The Board rejects Chevron’s contention that the LCP intended to eliminate
any inquiry into the feasibility of constructing a new pipeline. The LCP distinguishes between
the 1general pipeline feasibility" of permitting and constructing a pipeline and the subscquent
determination, once a pipeline is constructed and operational, whether pipeline use is not
feasible because the costs of common carrier transportation will be unreasonable. The text of
~the County s Local Coastal Plan provides that "[g]eneral pipeline *feasibility™ will be determined

through the market based on producer choice of refining center, refining capacity in that center,
and economic feasibility being tested through ability to obtain financing and the choice to build
and 50pcratc the pipeline." LCP p. 62.

|

8.4.9 The Point Arguello producers have chosen Los Angeles as their refining
center of choice. No period of tankering is required for Chevron to determine whether Los
Angeles is Chevron’s appropriate refinery destination. There is adequate refinery capacity in
Los Angeles to make a pipeline to that destination feasible.
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' 84.9.1 Chevron invested in the Point Arguello project subject to a
commitment to obtain required permits and construct an industry-sponsored crude oil pipeline
or, if such a pipeline was not under construction by January 1, 1986, to assume the lead role in
arranging for the design, permit, organization and capitalization of an industry-sponsored
pipeline to Los Angeles. Chevron’s selection of Los Angeles as its refinery center of choice is
emphasized by the acceptance of those Point Arguello project members participating as partners
in the Gaviota Terminal Company of a permit condition requiring termination of the GIMT

upon operation of pipelines to Los Angeles and Texas only.

8.4.9.2 Chevron has consistently identified Los Angeles as its refinery
destination of choice in four applications to the County for a permit to tanker. Even Chevron’s
application to tanker to Hawaii, Oregon and Washington, which was ultimately withdrawn,
identified Los Angeles as its refining center of. There has been no evidence proffered to show
that Los Angeles cannot absorb the crude oil proposed to be tankered by Chevron.

8.4.9.3 Under the LCP, while the County should assure that producers
have access to competitive markets, it need not provide unlimited flexibility to all producers.

LCP, p.62.1.

| 8.4.9.4 The undated Purvin & Gertz Inc. analysis of Point Arguello crude
oil marketing submitted by Chevron identifies Los Angeles area refineries as having the highest
capability to process neat heavy sour crude oils including Point Arguello of any refining center
in the United States. (Point Arguello Crude Oil Marketing, p. 7) The ADL study also shows
that Los Angeles has adequate capacity to refine more than 80 MBD of Point Arguello crude.

) : 8.4.9.5 Point Arguello project partners and independent refiners have
- "made considerable investment to upgrade. their refineries to accept heavy sour crude such as
- Point Arguello crude. : ' :

; 8.4.10 Since 1987, three technically and economically feasible pipelines to Los
Angeles -- the Pacific Pipeline System, the Cajon pipeline and the FCPL Line 90 reversal -
‘have been proposed by the private market. Each of these three pipeline companies have chosen
to undertake the building and operation of a pipeline to Los Angeles and have invested risk

capital in furtherance of that goal. '

! 8.4.11 The determination whether an applicant for a permit to transport oil by
tanker pursuant to CZO § 35-154.5] is in compliance with the CZO pipeline commitment
requirement must be made on a case-by-case basis with reference to the particular facts and
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circumstances relevant to the project, including the oil transportation commitments undertaken
by that applicant. Chevron’s pipeline commitment requires it to take the lead in arranging for
the design, permit, organization and capitalization of a pipeline to Los Angeles. The adequacy
of Chevron’s commitment to use a pipeline when operational must be measured by the
impiemcntation of its oil transportation agreement, i.e., to construct a pipeline to Los Angeles
and juse it when operational. '

-’ 84.12 The County’s CZO pipeline commitment requirement is susceptible to
different interpretations and, therefore, must be understood to further the goals of the County’s
Local Coastal Program. As the legislative provisions governing development within the Coastal
Zone, the County’s LCP is elastic and, in keeping with the growth of knowledge of industry
practice in the development oil pipelines, capable of expansion to meet existing conditions to
further its purpose. The LCP itself reflects a desire for flexibility in the application of the
policies as its encourages periodic review to ensure effectiveness because of uncertainty
regarding industry economics and permits. The County may apply the pipeline commitment
requirement of its Coastal Zoning Ordinance in furtherance of the purpose of the LCP’s explicit
preference for pipeline transportation and to assure compliance with Chevron’s pipeline

commitment made during the consistency certification of its Point Arguello project facilities.
| : '

t

' 8.4.12.1 In 1984, when the County’s LCP and CZO were being formulated,
no independent common carrier pipeline companies, requiring shipper commitments to obtain
financing to construct a pipeline, proposed to service Texas/Gulf Coast and Los Angeles refinery
centers. Instead, the pipeline proposed to serve Texas/Gulf Coast refinery centers was being
independently financed and constructed by AAPL without shippers’ commitments to use the
pipeline. It was also assumed that Chevron would build a pipeline to Los Angeles and that any
tankering of Point Arguello crude would occur only on an interim or emergency basis because
of Chevron’s oil transportation promise made during the Coastal Commission consistency
certification of the Point Arguello project. The Board finds that it is improbable that pipeline
projects funded without throughput commitments from shippers will ever be proposed by the
private market again. : :

» , 8.4.12.2 In light of Chevron’s failure to build the SCPS, the assumption
held in 1983 that Chevron would build its own industry-sponsored pipeline is no longer valid.
Rather, if there is to be pipeline transportation to Los Angeles for full volumes of Point
Arguello crude, it will be through one ‘of the three feasible pipelines currently proposed and
pursuing permits. Standard industry practice now requires acquisition of permits and shippers’
throughput commitments before the financing necessary to construct a feasible pipeline can be
obtained by a common carrier pipeline company. Unless producers or shippers finance pipeline
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construction through prepaid transportation arrangements or similar pre-construction capital
commitments, the ability to obtain financing for an independent pipeline project is tested
through the ability to obtain construction loans secured by throughput and deficiency
agreements. Each of the feasible pipelines jdentified above will require a throughput and
deficiency agreement in order to finance construction of its proposed project. However, the
financing for pipeline construction secured by throughput and deficiency agreements will not
accyr until the proposed pipelines obtain required permits from appropriate governmental

agencies.
| 8.4.13 Chevron has failed to comply with its pipeline transportation commitment
macilc during the Coastal Commission consistency certification process. This history is properly

part of the record defining what constitutes an adequate pipeline commitment from Chevron
in considering Chevron’s compliance with the CZO pipeline commitment requirement.

{ ' 8.4.13.1 Chevron has failed to act deliberately to acquire -permits for a

'pipéline to Los Angeles. Chevron was aware of political opposition to the SCPS pipeline

project by 1986. Chevron failed to assume the Jead in developing and acquiring permits for
alternative pipelines until 1990, after it had submitted a scéopd application to tanker to the

County.

8.4.13.2 Chevron has failed to meet earlier commitments made to the
County to use feasible pipelines. In support of their current application to tanker, the Point
Arguello producers resubmitted the same letters of commitment to use a pipeline when
operational (FDP Condition A-20) that were previously offered by Chevron to demonstrate

' pipé.line commitment. These commitment letters have proven inadequate to ensure compliance

witlf Chevron’s pipeline commitment. The Point Arguello producers refused to use Four
Comers Line 63 to Los Angeles despite having submitted Condition A-20 commitment Jetters
and notwithstanding the County’s finding on November 12, 1990 that this common carrier line

: was!fcasibly available within a reasonable period of time if Chevron would commit to use of the

pipt;‘,linc. On appeal to the Coastal Commission, the Commission found that the AAPL and
Lin? 63 pipeline network to Los Argeles was available within a reasonable period of time
subject to the producers’ commitment to use of the pipelines. Because Chevron improperly
withheld its commitment to use the AAPL and Line 63 pipelines, the pipeline companies were
unable to complete the necessary modifications capable of being accomplished within a few
months to accommodate Point Arguello crude transportation. The. Coastal Commission held

therefore that Chevron could not demonstrate that pipelines to its refinery destination of choice -

were not available within a reasonable period of time. Coastal Commission Substantial Issues
Staff Report, March 29, 1991, pp. ES(v) and 21. ‘
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8.4.14 Inlight of Chevron’s past failures to comply with its pipeline transportation
commitment, the Board finds Chevron’s proposed milestones and enforcement consequences
inadequate. Pursuant to the CZO, tankering of Point Arguello crude must be subject to and
conditioned upon Chevron’s compliance with its pipeline commitment to develop a pipeline to
Los Angeles. Unless Chevron is in compliance with reasonable milestones satisfying its
obligation to assume the lead in developing a pipeline to Los Angeles, findings supportmg
interim tankering cannot be made. The conditionally approved project contains minimum
milestones and enforcement conditions to ensure that tankering will occur only if Chevron is in
compliance with its pipeline commitment. These milestone dates for acquisition of permits,
execution of throughput and deficiency agreements, and commencement of pipeline construction
are consistent with the schedules offered by each of the three feasible pipelines to Los Angeles -
- the Pacific Pipeline system, the Cajon Pipeline, and Four Comners Pipeline.

8.4.15 Chevron’s oil transportation commitment to assume the lead role in
arranging for design, permit, organization and capitalization of a pipeline to Los Angeles
requlires it to contribute venture capital toward the design and permitting of feasible pipelines. -

8.4.15.1 Chevron and Exxon are currently funding at least 75% of the
permitting and design cost of the Pacific Pipeline System. Exxon is also funding permitting costs
for the Four Corners Line 90 reversal. Without industry support of those pipeline companies
who have chosen to risk venture capital on proposed feasible pipelines to Los Angeles, there
can be no testing of the ability to obtain ﬁnancmg to through throughput and deficiency
agreements

8.4.15.2 Based on these current industry Tequirements, Exxon informed the
Deputy Director of the County Energy Division on July 8, 1992 that it is
providing significant financial support to progress engineering and permitting for more than one
pipeline system for transportatxon to Los Angeles.

_ "In addition to Pacific Pipeline, Exxon is providing funds to Four Comners
Pipeline for preliminary engineering and permitting work for the reversal of Line 90
to preserve it as a potential alternarive....To the extent other pipeline projects
connecting to the All American Pipeline system appear viable and competitive with
Four Corners Pipeline 90 reversal, Exxon would consider providing them with similar
Jfinancial support. We expect to continue to support more than one pipeline
alternative until one is clearly preferred, and thereafter would expect to continue to
pursue the preferred pipeline with the intent to enter into a throughput agreement
once the viability of the pipeline in terms of permitting and construction is established
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and mutually acceptable commercial conditions have been negoriated."

 8.4.15.3 Because of the failure of Chevron to comply with its pipeline
commitment, the Board finds that Chevron’s participation in providing industry support to each -
of the feasible pipelines to Los Angeles will be most effective in resulting in an operational
pipeline to Los Angeles. The Board declares that it is not its intention to make Chevron a
captive shipper of any proposed pipeline to Los Angeles. - Chevron’s duty is to take all
reasonable steps to ensure that at least one of the three feasible pipelines satisfies each of the
milestones required by the conditionally approved project. Because the purpose of Chevron’s .
pipeline commitment is to cause pipeline transportation of Point Arguello field crude to Los
Angeles, Chevron shall be allowed to satisfy the milestone requirements of the conditionally
approved project with only those pipelines to which it will commit its production upon
commencement of pipeline operation. Thus, Chevron may determine whether it will provide
financial support for engineering design and the acquisition of lead and responsible agency
permits for more than one of the feasible pipelines. This market approach towards support of
alternative pipeline projects does not relieve Chevron of its obligation to insure that at least one
pip?h'nc it supports can satisfy each of the milestone requirements of the conditionally approved
project. Chevron assumes the risk of failure to meet milestone requirements of the conditionally
approved project by failing to support more than one feasible pipeline project at'any one time.

8.4.16 Chevron’s tankering application and pipeline commitment requires it to
exci:ut'e a throughput and deficiency agreement sufficient to cause a permanent pipeline to Los
Angeles to be built. The milestone date in the conditionally approved project requiring
Chelvron’s execution of an unconditional throughput agreement adequate to secure construction
financing falls within the schedule of each of the proposed feasible pipelines to Los Angeles and
~will, cause the construction of a pipeline as soon as feasibly possible. Therefore, the
- conditionally approved project is preferable as it is consistent with the CZO. Consistent with
- Chevron’s project application, the conditionally approved project requires Chevron to execute

a throughput and deficiency agreement adequate to cause a pipeline to be built during the term
"of tankering or it must cease tankering to Los Angeles.

8.4.16.1 The Board rejects Chevron’s establishing an unreasonable tariff
criteria for executing throughput and deficiency agreements at this time. The Board has found
that all three proposed pipeline projects are feasible, as addressed in the final SEIR/S. The
Board finds at this time that Chevron’s five criteria for a pipeline can be met equally by all
three pipeline projects, with the exception of the tariff criterion which identifies $2.25/bbl as the
tariff a pipeline must meet in order for Chevron to sign a throughput and deficiency agreement.
The Board finds that it is premature to determine any pipeline is feasible or infeasible for a
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pamcula: shipper based on a tariff of $2.25/bbl because the volumc necessary to meet that tariff
is not specified, because the value of crude oil production when throughput and deficiency
agreements must be signed is not known, because final permitting and engineering have not
been completed and concomitant costs not been finalized, and because financial arrangements
wnhm any throughput and deficiency agreement may contain other financial responsibilities
grcatcr than the proposed tariff. The Board may address these and other issues when
considering the adequacy of the throughput and deficiency agreement at milestone 2.

85 CZO 8§ 35-154.5.1.(4): Pipeline Feasibility

The Board finds that avaﬂab]e capacity in existing operational pipelines
chsLs to allow for shipment of 30 MBD of Pt. Argucl]o crude oil to Los Angeles.

8.5.1 Available Pipeline Cagamg

! 85.1.1 Al] of LCP Policy 6-8 was certified by the Coastal Commission on
August 8, 1984, before approval of Chevron’s PDP. Policy 6-8(b) provides specific direction for
a particular shipper. This subsection states that if a pipeline is in operation to a refining center
of the shipper’s choice, it is presumed.feasible for that shipper. For those situations where
refining centers are served by pipeline, Policy 6-8(e) identifies three circumstances in which
shippers may use modes other than pipelines to transport oil: (1) pipeline unavailability or
inadequate capacity; (2) a refinery upset; or (3) an emergency which may include a national
state of emergency.

85.1.2 The CZO, in Section 35-154.5.i.(4)(a), allows the Board of
Supervisors to issue tankering permits when it finds that "a pipeline to the shipper’s rcﬁmng
cenﬂer of choice has inadequate capacny oris unavailable wnhm a reasonable penod of time".

: 8.5.1. 3 The CZO specifically placcs the burden to prove plpchnc
infeasibility or unavailable capacity on Chevron.

85.1.4 Chevron’s assertions that the LCP and CZO only envisioned
feasible pipelines to be ones that could ship full volumes of neat Pt. Arguello production is not
supported by any evidence or legislative history provided by Chevron and is contrary to the goals
of the policies to promote the use of opcraﬂona] pipelines.

. 85.1.5 The legislative history of the 1984 LCP amendments does not
support Chevron’s contention that only pipelines that can provide capacity for full Pt. Arguello
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production can be considered feasible under the LCP. The record of the Board’s deliberations
in 1984 help define the contours of the policy as an aid in its interpretation and application; it
cannot be applied as proposed by Chevron to avoid the requirement to use available capacity
in operational policies. Nothing in the Board’s policy choice to allow interim tankering during
pipeline construction creates an inference that the Board rejected the concurrent obligation to
use available pipeline capacity. -

8.5.1.6 Chevron has been shipping Pt. Arguello crude oil, blended, in Line
63 to Los Angeles since August of 1991. Volumes of Pt. Arguello crude in that pipeline have
steadily increased from 5 MBD to a peak of 31 MBD of Pt. Arguello crude (35 MBD blend)
in June 1992. Pt. Arguello crude in Line 63 in 1992 has averaged nearly 25 MBD (29 MBD
blex?d). The Board finds that total available physical capacity in Line 63 for Pt. Arguello crude
haslavcraged 34 MBD (39.5 MBD blend) in 1992. The Board further finds that, based on the
August 3, 1992 ADL report provided as an attachment to the staff report, operating Line 63
aboive_ 90-95% of its capacity may lead to operational difficulties, including delivering Pt.
Arguello blend to refineries. A finding that available capacity in Line 63 equals 30 MBD Pt.
Arguello (34.5 MBD blend) can be made at this time. This conclusion is based on the average
available capacity over the past year in Line 63, and the constraints from operating Line 63 at
volumes greater than 90-95%. The condition of the permit that allows Chevron to ship less than
30 MBD should Line 63 reach pro-ration is reasonable and is consistent with the CZO. Lastly,
the ;‘Board finds that, contrary to substantial testimony provided by Chevron during Q-6-2,
alleged difficulties in obtaining blendstock for shipping Pt. Arguello crude oil in Line 63 have
not occurred, nor is there any evidence that they could occur over the three-year life of the

project.

8.5.2 Costs are not unreasonable

85.2.1 The Board reaffirms its finding in denying Chevron’s Q-6-2
application that the Coastal Commission’s finding in adopting Policy 6-8 in 1984 precludes a
determination that a pipeline is not feasible for a particular shipper simply because it is more
expensive than tankering.

! 8522 The CZO, in Section 35-154.5.i(4)(c), allows the ‘Board of
Supervisors to issue tankering permits when it finds that "the costs of transportation of oil by
common carrier pipeline are unreasonable taking into account alternative transportation modes,

ccorixomic costs and environmental impacts"”.

!
' 8.5.2.3 The CZO specifically places the burden of proof as to unreasonable

t
1
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costg on Chevron.

[ 8.5.2.4 Chevron’s assertions regarding a "marketability" finding of
unreasonable costs are without merit, as addressed in finding 8.5.1.5. Nonetheless, Chevron’s
assertion that only 15-20 MBD of Pt. Arguello crude can be marketed, as a Line 63 blend, is
not supported by the August 3, 1992 ADL report. ADL determined, based on interviews with
réefinery operators who have been able to refine blended Pt. Arguello crude for the past year,
that a market exists in Los Angeles for 20-35 MBD of Pt. Arguello crude (24-42 MBD blend).
ADL determined this volume could increase as planned upgrades and operational modifications

to Los Angeles refineries are made.

8.5.2.5 The Board further finds that the transportation costs of using Line
63 for blended Pt. Arguello crude are not unreasonable since an average of 25 MBD of Pt.
Arguello oil (29 MBD blend) has been shipped in Line 63 in 1992 and since Chevron has
elected to transport oil by pipeline to Martinez and on to Los Angeles by tanker at what appear
~ to be higher costs (ADL report).

' 8.5.2.6 The Board rejects Chevron’s contention that isolated statements
in the OTP history of County staff can be elevated to binding pohcy principles that limit the
application of the policies.

8.5.2.7 The Coastal Commission did not adopt the intent of rejected LCP
Policy 6-8A when it certified the CZO in October 1984. The CCC agreed to an amendment to
allo“'{ consideration of reasonableness of the costs to ship via common carrier, CZO subsection
4(c), jbut in thc October 1984 findings stated:

| Ordinance 35-154.5(i) as proposed dzreczs that the tariffs for transporting of oil by pipeline

‘ are to be ]udged as to unreasonableness based on a balancing of public and private interest

| in economic and environmental factors. As stated in the findings for denial for Amendment
6-84, which are hereby incorporated by reference, the term public and private interests
economic and environmental factors is too vague and has the potential to impose differing
standards on the consideration of mitigations and therefore is inadequate to carry out the
standards of maximum mitigations in the LUP.

Subsection 4(c), as finally adopted by the Coastal Commission, requires a
demonstration that the costs for transportation of oil via common carrier plpehnc are
unreasonable. The fact that an alternative may be more expensive or less proﬁtab]e is not
- suffigient to show that the alternative is infeasible. What Chevron must show is that the
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additional costs or lost profitability are sufficiently severe as to render it impractical to proceed
with the project. :

' 8.5.2.8 Chevron’s economic analysis of net present values does not address
the mnreasonable cost of shipping because it compares irrelevant scenarios. The "base case”
scenario assumes full tankering of Pt. Arguello production over a 20-year period; Chevron has
not applied for such a project. The "No Tankering” scenario assumes only 35 MBD is produced
from the Gaviota Facility, all of which is shipped to Los Angeles in Line 63 for 20 years.
Chevron has also not applied for such a project. Chevron’s economic analysis should have
analyzed its proposal as a base case — 35 MBD in pipelines, 20 MBD of which are shipped in
I..inc;: 63; 50 MBD in tankers; PPS, after three years, for the remaining life of the project - and
compared its costs to the approved project — 35 MBD in pipelines, 30 of which are shipped in
Line 63, 50 MBD in tankers; PPS, after three years, for the remaining life of the project. The
incremental cost difference from such a comparison would need to demonstrate that the
additional costs or lost profitability would be sufficiently severe as to render it impractical to
proceed with the Pt. Arguello Project. Chevron has provided no evidence that the costs to fill
Line 63’s available capacity (30 MBD Point Arguello) are unreasonable compared to the costs
to fill Line 63 based on Chevron’s market assertions (20 MBD).

'8.5.2.9 No evidence has been provided by Chevron to demonstrate that
its proposal offers less environmental impacts than the project approved by the County, with
conditions. Moreover, Unocal’s plans to ship up to 20 MBD of Pt. Arguello crude oil in the
Sisquoc pipeline by October 1992, may lead to less crude shipped via marine tanker with the
project approved by the Board. The costs to ship in the Sisquoc pipeline to the Santa Maria
Refinery ($2.55/bbl) will be competitive with the costs to ship via tanker ($2.35/bbl) and could
thcrtcforc lead to Unocal’s "bidding away" Pt. Arguello crude oil from marine tanker volumes.
Therefore, the project approved by the Board, with conditions, could lead to less environmental
impacts than that proposed by Chevron. ' ' '

9.0 ICONH’LIANCE WITH OTHER FDP CONDITION Q-6 REQUIREMENTS

. 9.1 Condition Q-6 require Chevron’s compliance with the "Contract for Implementation
of Conditions E-4, E-7, and E-9 of the Chevron Point Arguello Project Preliminary
Development Plan no. 83-Dp-32cz” This agreement requires Chevron to provide interim
mitigation for the project until such time as the AQAP is completed. Chevron is in compliance
with its interim mitigation requirements. After completion of the AQAP, the District must
determine and Chevron must comply with an air quality mitigation plan that will provide for
complete mitigation of all project NOy and hydrocarbon emissions that cause or contribute to
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onshore ozone standard violations. Chevron has provided the appropriate pre-AQAP
compliance mitigation measures. The District and Chevron expect to have final post AQAP air

quality mitigation package by September of this year.
10.0 DURATION OF PERMIT

10.1 The CZO states that all permits for the use of a non-pipeline mode of
transportation may specify the duration for such permitted use. : The Board finds that a pipeline
capable of transporting adequate volumes of Point Arguello field crude to Los Angeles area
refineries is feasibly available and operational by March 9, 1995. All tankering of Point
Arguello field crude authorized pursuant to the conditionally approved project shall cease upon
linefill of such a pipeline or March 9, 1995, whichever occurs first.

10.2 The duration of this permit is subject to Chevron’s compliance with its pipeline
commitment. If any time Chevron fails to meet any of the milestones identified in the
conditionally approved project to ensure reasonable progress in the development of an
operational pipeline to Los Angeles, tankering authorized under this permit shall cease
acc{!)rding to the terms of the conditionally approved project.

]

. 103 In the event Mobil’s M-70 pipeline becomes a common carrier pipeline, a
connection of several hundred feet between the All American Pipeline and the Mobil M-70
could be feasible within a reasonable period of time. Once connected, the AAPL and Mobil
M-70 pipelines ‘would constitute a common carrier transportation network that could

- accommodate the transportation of partial volumes of neat Point Arguello crude oil to Los

Angeles. The status of Mobil’s M-70 pipeline is currently in litigation. If, upon resolution of
that litigation, Mobil’s M-70 pipeline is determined to be a common carrier, the Board shall
conduct a public hearing for the limited purpose of re-opening this permit to determine whether

‘additional pipeline capacity may be available and required to be used by Chevron.

Q-64\FINDINGS.Q64
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v ATTACHMENT 2
GIMT MITIGATION PACKAGE

Texaco Trading and Transportation Inc. (TTTI), is the managing partner of the Gaviota
Terminal Company (GTC), the operators of the Gaviota Interim Marine Terminal Company
(GIMT). In their pending application, the Point Arguello Producers’ propose the transport
of Point Arguello crude oil from the GIMT to Los Angeles by marine tanker.

The Gaviota Marine Terminal Supplemental Environmental Impact Report/Statement
(SEIR/S; 92-EIR-04) is being used by the County to address the impacts associated with
Chevron’s application. During the preparation of the SEIR/S, additional mitigation
measures were identified for the operation and use of the GIMT. Since Chevron’s
application encompasses the use of the GIMT, these mitigation measures need to be
incorporated into the GIMT Final Development Plan to support a maximum feasible
mitigation finding for Chevron’s application, as required under the County’s Coastal Zoning

Ordinance Sec. 35-154(5)(i)(2). ’

TTTI submitted mitigation measure packages on June 29, 1992, and August 3, 1992, to
ensure that the impacts of tankering Point Arguello crude from its terminal are mitigated
to the maximum extent feasible. On June 29, 1992, TTTI committed to twenty-six new
mitigations derived from the Draft SEIR/S and public comments received on the Draft
SEIR/S. In addition to the mitigation measures identified in the Draft SEIR/S and public
comments, new mitigation measures were identified in the preparation of the Final SEIR/S.
On|August 3, 1992, GTC submitted a supplemental mitigation measure package based on
the |Final SEIR/S.

Pursuant to GIMT FDP Conditions A-28 and A-30, GTC has submitted letters of
co;.fmjtmcnt and plan modifications to incorporate the mitigation measures into the GIMT
FDP (86-DP-90cz). Pursuant to GIMT FDP Condition A-28, GTC has submitted letters of
commitment to implement new mitigation measures to comply with existing conditions on

‘the GIMT FDP (86-DP-90cz). Condition A-28 reads as follows:

| :
A-28 "All plans, procedures, programs, demonstrations, letters of commiitment, and the project
. description as submitted for environmental analysis of the project, subsequent
- modifications of this permit and the above referenced plans, programs, procedures,

demonstrations, and letters prepared pursuant to this permit are incorporated herein and

have the force and effect of a permit condition. The remedies available to the County -

upon the applicant’s failure to comply with such plans, procedures, etc., include, but are
not limited to, those remedies which are available to the County upon the applicant’s

failure to comply with a permit condition."

Purfsuant to GIMT FDP condition A-30, GTC intends to incorporate additional mitigation
measures into plans required by the conditions of the GIMT FDP permit (86-DP-90cz).

Condition A-30 reads as follows:

A-l
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A-30 "Unless other agency approval is required, a plan subminted by GTC under this permit

" may be modified by written agreement between GIC and the Resource Management
Department. In the absence of such an agreemeny, if the director of the Resource
Management Department makes a determination that a modification to a plan is
reasonable, feasible and necessary for the effective implementation of the intent of the
plan, the director may require the modification to achieve that purpose by giving GTC
written notice of the determination, the reasons therefore and the modification required.

GTC may appeal the director’s determination to the Planning Commission within ten
(10) calendar days of the date that notice of the director’s determination is given t0-
GTC. Any such notice from the director shall include procedures for appeal of the
director’s determination to the Planning Commission and, thereafter, to the Board of
Supervisors pursuant to Coastal Zoning Ordinance Sec. 35.182.3. The directors

determination shall be stayed pending appeal.

" In connection with the determination whether to require a médzﬁcation to a plan, the
. provisions of Condition A-24 shall apply and the remaining useful life of the Gaviota
- Interim Marine Terminal shall be considered.” ,

The basic intent of GIMT FDP condition A-30 is to allow for modifications to plans as
required under GIMT FDP conditions through modifications approved by the Director of
the Resource Management Department which will apply for the remaining useful life of the
Gaviota Interim Marine Terminal.

GTC’s representatives have confirmed that the measures identified in the Condition A-28
commitment letters and A-30 plan modifications must be implemented or complied with on
their "effective date”, i.c., at or prior to the commencement of marine tankering to ensure
maximum feasible mitigation. The implementation of these measures at or before the
commencement of tankering is also a condition of the "Q-6" shipper’s permit. In the event
GTC sought to withdraw commitments made under its Condition A-28 and A-30 submittals,
_Chevron’s tankering permit would be revoked and ineffective since the requirement of

maximum feasible mitigation would no longer exist.
, .

Pursuant to FDP condition A-30 the plan language submittals must have final approval from
the Director of Resource Management. Prior to this approval staff will ensure that the

appropriate County agencies provide review and subsequent approvals. Following this
approval from County agencies, staff will prepare a recommendation package for final
approval by the Director. In order to meet the maximum feasible mitigation finding as
required for the Q-6 permit, all of the plan language must be agreed upon by August 17,
1992 (Q-6 hearing) to ensure A-28 and A-30 compliance.

Staff has divided the mitigation measures into those submitted on June 29, 1992 and

A2 . “ CALENDAR PAGE 409.63 "

| " MINUTE PAGE 955

¢
<



-

[ )

GIMT MITIGATION PACKAGE

1

subscqucnt commitments made as of August 3, 1992. The mitigation measures are further
divided into four categories: 1) applicant-proposed measures that required a modification
to the GIMT FDP; 2) mitigation measures that relate to existing GIMT FDP conditions and
that have been proposed by the applicant to be adopted via letters of commitment pursuant
to conditions A-28 and A-30 of the Gaviota Interim Marine Terminal permit (86-DP-90cz);
3) measures that are unresolved or outstanding but which may be necessary for a findmg
of maximum feasible mitigation to be made; and 4) measures that are identified in the

SEIR/S but not required at this time of the GIMT FDP.

1.0  JUNE 29, 1992 COMMITMENTS - Identified in DSEIR/S & Public Comments

1.1 Mitiecation Measures Implemeﬁted bv ¥DP Modification

The mitigation measures described in this section were added on July 14 and 15, 1992 by
approval from the Planning Commission to the GIMT FDP as new conditions 1.-8 and R-4
as part of required maximum feasible mitigation finding,

1) Mitigation Measure: GTC shal] participate in the continued dcvelopmcnt of the

County Socioeconomic Impact Recovery Plan (SEIRP) report.:

GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC requested a modification of the GIMT FDP (86-
- DP-90cz) to incorporate the following new condition:

L-8: | " GTC shall participate in an industry-wide program with the Resource Management

. Department, the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments, and the Office of

- Emergency Services to update a Socioeconomic Impact Response Plan within a
reasonable time frame specified by the County. The Plan shall include provisions to
regularly adjust the plan based on existing information as available. The plan shall also
include a component to assess and mitigate the socioeconomic impacts of an oil spill"

~ Staff 'Cox_m’nenis: Resource Managemcnt Department, Encrgy vaision staff are
| currently developing the SEIRP guidelines which provide a methodology for

determining the impacts to socioeconomics in the event of an oil spill. The GTC
commitment to add a new permit condition is consistent with the addition of a similar

approved by the Planning Commission July 14, 1992.

2) Mitigation Measure: GTC shall add a tanker cessation condition to the GIMT FDP.

_ GTé Proposed Compliance: GTC requested a modification of the GIMT FDP (86-
- DP-90cz) to incorporate the following new condition (R-4 condition language below

A3

condition to the Unocal Pt. Pedernales FDP permit. This new permit condition was
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represents the condition Janguage approved as modified by the Plarfm'ng Commission
. and public input at the July 14 and 15 Planning Commission hearings):

: This condition is effective if marine tankering of Point Arguello crude oil from Gaviota
| commences. ‘

If, pursuant to CZO §35-154.5., the Board of Supervisors approves a permit with a
cessation date allowing the_transpontation of a shipper’s crude oil from the Gaviora
Interim Marine Terminal by marine tanker, and tankering commences in accordance

 therewith, GTC shall not load that shipper’s crude oil onto marine tankers at the

Gaviota Interim Marine Terminal after said cessation date, if any. The cessation of

' marine tankering of crude oil pursuant 10-a shipper’s permit required by this condition

' and condition Q-5 of this permit is a burden accepted by GTC along with the benefits

1.2

of this permit. GTC agrees that upon commencement of marine tankering of crude oil

from its terminal facilities, GTC shall be estopped from challenging the Limitations on -

use of GTC’s marine terminal to transport crude oil provided by this condition. GTC
further agrees that as a condition of the use of this permit and the use of its facilities by
shippers holding valid County permits to utilize the terminal facilities, that it waives any
and all rights reserved in Condition A-1 of this permit to challenge the limitations of
marine tankering provided by this condition under vested rights, - preemption, the
commerce clause or any other legal theory.

The requirements of this Condition shall in no way affect tﬁe rights of anf party to
transport oil via marine tanker, pursuant to CZO §35-154.5(i)(4)(b) or CZO $35-
154.5(1)(4)(d). '

Staff Comments: The addition of this pefmit condition to the GIMT FDP adequately
addresses the requirement for this condition to facilitate the maximum feasible

mitigation finding.

_ Mitigation Measures Implemented by A-28/A-30 Letters of Commitment

The mitigation measures described in this section have been committed to by the applicant
through the provisions of existing permit conditions A-28 and A-30. The Board of
Supervisors will consider the adequacy of these measures when they decide on August 17,
1992 whether or not a finding of maximum feasible mitigation can be made for Chevron’s

tankering request. '
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Mitigation Measures Implemented by A-28 Letters of Commitment

Air Quality

1)

Mitigation Measure: Retrofit support vessel engines through a combination of
turbocharging, injection timing retard, and enhanced intercooling to reduce NO,

emissions.

GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC has provided an A-28 letter of commitment stating -

it will comply with condition E-12 by equipping support vessel engines, to the
maximum extent feasible given engine size and on-board space limitations, with
turbocharging, injection timing retard and enhanced intercooling.

Staff Comments: GTC has informed staff that it has previously retrofitted support
vessel engines through a combination of turbocharging and injection timing retard to
reduce NO, emissions. GTC has agreed to retrofit the support vessels further by
adding enhanced intercooling. . .

Mar-fnc Biology

)

i
1
1
i

Visué]

N

Mitigation Measure: To prohibit nearshore discharge of any clean ballast which
could introduce foreign species, tankers arriving from ports other than those along
the west coast of North America shall, when safety will not be jeopardized, exchange
ballast at a depth of no less than 2,000 meters before proceeding to the terminal.

GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC has provided an A-28 letter of commitment to
implement this mitigation measure as part of its obligation to comply with FDP

- condition G-2 which prohibits the discharge of dirty ballast water.

Staff Comments: The Draft SEIR/S recommends a prohibition on the discharge of
ballast, yet also notes that such a prohibition raises concerns regarding vesse] safety.
The mitigation measure described above was prepared in consultation with a world
expert, Dr. Jim Carleton, on the impacts of deballasting and addresses both biological
and system safety concerns.

Mitigation Measure: Screen oil spill equipment stored offsite, if applicable.

GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC has provided an A-28 létter of comrmitment to
implement this mitigation measure as part of its obligation to comply with FDP

condition K-1.

A-5
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Staff Comments: The screening of oil spill equipment is currently not required for
the GIMT. In addition, at this time no GTC oil spill equipment is located offsite of
the GIMT facility. However, staff believes that this screening measure should be
added to accommodate storage of oil spill response cqmpmcnt offsite in the future,

if applicable.

Mitigation Measnres Implemented by A-30 Letters of Commitment

Marine Water Quality

l)v

Mitigation Measure: In preparation for a catastrophic oil spill, GTC to update the
Oil Spill Contingency Plan, as applicable, consistent with the mitigation measures
identified as part of the System Safety section of the SEIR/S.

GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC has proposed changes to the Oil Spill Contingency
Plan required under GIMT FDP condition P-3 to incorporate system safety measures
identified for preparation of a catastrophic oil spill.

Staff Comments: The changes to the O Spill Contingency Plan prdposed by GTC
meet the intent of the mitigation measure for Marine Water Quahty

-

Marine Blology

|
D

Mitigation Measure: Vessels shall avoid kelp areas by using vessel traffic lanes and
shall develop kelp restoration plans if kelp is disturbed.

GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC proposes changes to the Mooring Operations
Manual required under GIMT FDP condition P-2 to identify support vessel corridors

.~ which avoid kelp and to make vessel operators aWa.re of the need to avoid kelp.

Svste

Staff Comments The changcs proposcd by GTC adequatc]y address this mitigation
measure.

m Safety

D

Mitigation Measure Incrcasc crew size by addmg a third mate to enhance overall
safety. o

i

GTC Proposed Compliance: Chevron OREGON class tankers wﬂl add a third mate

to the standard crew complement for all tankers calling at Gaviota. GTC to revise
. Mooring Operations Manual required under GIMT FDP condition P-2 to reflect this
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change by adding language rcqﬁin'ng the vessel to have a minimum of four licensed
deck officers.

Staff Comments: The addition of a staff member with decision-making capabilities
is important for enhancing the overall safety on the tanker. The proposed changes
to the Mooring Operations Manual adequately address this mitigation measure.

Mitigation Measure: Use of Gaviota Pier or Ellwood Pier for transport of mooring

~master to tanker to eliminate transport time, fatigue to Mooring Master and improve

safety conditions.

GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC's Final Development Plan (FDP) specifically

- excludes the use of the pier at Gaviota State Beach and GTC.does not expect that
permission to use the Gaviota Pier would be granted. GTC will continue to

investigate the feasibility of obtaining access to the Ellwood Pier as the pick up and
drop off point for mooring masters. Revisions have been incorporated into the
Mooring Operations Manual as required under GIMT FDP condition P-2 to require

~ use of Ellwood Pier when available.

| Staff Comments: GTC is unable at this time to use the Gaviota Pier at Gaviota

State Park due to it restrictions related to recreational use only, although emergency
use is allowed. The proposed changes to the Mooring Operations Manual adequately
address this mitigation measure. ' .

Mitigation Measure: Improve bridge simulation training for masters to include full
bridge simulator training in response to emergency conditions, such as: 1) Anchors

failing to drop on approach, 2) Steering gear or main propulsion failing on approach, .

3) Departure in weather too severe for line boat assistance.

GTC Proposed Complianée: GTC has agreed to revise the Mooring Opérations
Manual as required under GIMT FDP condition P-2 in order for the bridge

. simulation training for mooring masters to be improved by adding provisions within

the MOM to ensure that the appropriate emergency response trammg procedures are
included in. order to improve bridge simulation training for mooring masters.

Staff Comments: The pfoposed changes to the Mooring Operétions Manual provides

- descriptions of emergency response procedures for mooring and berthing of tankers

which adequately add.rcsscs this mitigation measure.

Mitigation Measure: Revise operational limits to include: 1) Conditions for
aborting loading and departure operatlons 2) Prohibition of night berthing, daylight
berthing only; 3) Tsunami warning in Mooring Manual. ,

A-7
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GTC Proposed Compliance: 1) GTC has made modifications to the Mooring
Operations Manual to clarify that the mooring limits inherently consider future

conditions and that, if conditions are expected to reach or exceed the mooring limits, -

preparations to deberth should begin prior to the mooring limits being reached. GTC

will revise the Mooring Operations Manual to reflect this change. 2) GTC intends
10 add a mew section in the Mooring Operations Manual to address night berthing.
3) GTC proposes to include a Tsunami warning in the Mooring Operations Manual.

‘Staff Coinments: ’I'he. proposed changes to the Mooﬁng Operations Manual.

adequately address these mitigation measures related to operational limits by adding
the following language to the Mooring Operations Manual: 1) The addition of more
conservative mooring limits; 2) a new section which permits night berthing under the
following conditions a) GTC must install a frequency agile RACON navigation
system to mark the approach line which GTC has committed to through this
mitigation package; b) GTC must install range lights or an equivalent system to mark
the anchor drop locations which GTC has committed to through this mitigation
package; ¢) GTC must add more stringent operational limits for improved visibility
during night berthing, including ensuring that mooring buoys are lit; d) The Chevron

‘Oregon class vessels berth at the Gaviota facility 25 times before night berthing is

initiated and the Mooring Masters in attendance must have a minimum of 10 daylight
berthings before making a night berthing; 3) Addition of a modification that prohibits
mooring at the Gaviota facility when a tsunami warning has been issued by the U.S.
Weather Service.

Mitigation Measure: Improve hose handling opcraﬁons to include: 1) elimination

- of synthetic rope hose strops; 2) Quick Release manifold coupling; 3) Check valves

on hose ends. :

GTC Proposed Compliance: 1) GTC has made modifications to the Mooring
Operations Manual so that in accordance with OCIMF Guidelines, the Cargo Master
or the Mooring Master will inspect the hose strops prior to each use. 2) GTC
proposes for the hose connections to be made using quick release manifold couplings.

3) The MOM has been modified to employ proper hose handling procedures.

Staff Comments: The proposed changes to the Mooring Operations Manual
adequately address this mitigation measure.

Mitigation Measure: Establish Ship Traffic Warning System (STWS) for improved
safety which includes Global Positioning System (GPS) on tankers calling at terminal.
- . 4
GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC s currently committed to the Ship Traffic Warning
System as agreed with OES and sees no reason to change the operational

A-8 CALENDAR PAGE 409 59

MINUTE PAGE 961




7

)

O

GIMT MITIGATION PACKAGE

~ characteristics of that system. GTC will modify the Mooring Operations Manual as

required under FDP condition P-2 to include the use of a global positioning system
that will be implemented on all Chevron Oregon class vessels.

 Staff Comments: The proposed changes to the Mooring Operations Manual
- adequately address this mmganon measure as well as all previously made

commltmcnts

Mitigation Measure: Requircmcnt for coordination with Marine Spill Response
Corporation (MSRC) to improve offshore spill response as MSRC bccomcs

operational.

GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC has modified the Oil Spill Contingency Plan as
required under GIMT FDP condition P-3 to include discussions of the appropriate
level of coordination with the MSRC in the event of an oil spill.

Staff Comments: MSRC plans to be operational in February 1993. The intent of
this measure is to ensure coordination with the MSRC for assistance from MSRC
services in the event of a large oil spill. The proposed changes to the Oil Spill

| Contmgcncy Plan adequately address this mmganon measure.

Mitigation Measure: Monitor progrcss on current studies rcgardmg the developmcnt
. of the use of dmpersants as a valid countermeasure. .

' GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC will add a section to the Ofl Spill Contingency

Plan requiring the monitoring of progress on current studies regarding dispersants -

and will make changes to GTC'’s Oil Spill Contingency Plan as new information
and/or requirements develop.

GTC partnership companies, along with other petroleum industry companies are

currently contributing to dispersant and in-situ burning studies through MSRC and
the California Department of Fish and Game, Office of Ol Spill Prevention and

' Rcsponsc

Staff Comments: The proposed changes to the Oil Spﬂ] Contmgcncy Plan adequately
address this mitigation measure.

Mitigation Measure: Continue investigation of feasibility of in situ burmng Santa
Barbara County Air Pollution Control District and Santa Barbara County Fire

Department to be involved with post-1gnmon and smoke production models.
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E GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC will add a section to the Ofl Spill Contingency
Plan requiring the monitoring of investigations of the feasibility of in situ burning and

'11)

12)

will make changes to the GTC Oil Spill Contingency Plan as new information and/or
requirements develop.

Staff Comments: The proposed changes to the Oil Spill Contingency Plan adequately
address this mitigation measure. Also, see #8 above. _ o

Mitigation Measure: Imlfarove oil spill prevention and response plan to include
. identification of sensitive habitat areas both in terms of providing better protection
- and so that they will not be adversely affected while deploying the oil spill response.

GTC Proposed Compliance: The GTC Ol Spill Contingency Plan will be modified

to include provisions for protecting all environmentally sensitive areas in the event
of an emergency situation. :

Staff Comments: The proposed changes to the Oil Spill Contingency Plan as well as
GTC’s participation in the ongoing Shoreline Inventory project adequately address
this mitigation measure.

-‘Mitigation Measure: Improve efforts to eliminate ch.fom'c small ofl spﬁls and other

pollution problems by increasing the level of mitigation measures for impacts of
these spills. I

GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC will make changes to the Mooring Operations

Manual that specify monitoring by the Mooring Master with assistance from the
Environmental Cargo Officer (ECO) during mooring and unmooring operations and
during the cargo transfer for inspection of the transfer lines in order to avoid and
eliminate ‘the incidence of small spills from leakage. The ECO will also be
responsible for monitoring for oily sheen and any deck discharge. Personnel on either
the boom boat or the line launch will have this responsibility as well.

Staff Comments: This mitigation measure is general in nature and was developed
through the public comment process.” The majority of the system safety mitigation
measures proposed and committed to by GTC increase the effort to improve the

 elimination of chronic small oil spills and other pollution problems. The collective

effort and the changes to the Mooring Operations Manual adequately address the
intended concerns of this mitigation measure. '

Mitigation Measure: Improve safety measures at offshore mooring to include modern

technology as follows: Add calibration of the oxygen content meter on an Inert Gas
System (IGS) to the checklist for the mooring master. The meter should be
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calibrated in accordance with manufacturer’s instruction no less than 24 hours prior

to loading crude.

GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC has agreed to modify the Mooring Master’s Duties
and Responsibilities, Exhibit A of the Mooring Operations Manual, in accordance
' with OCIMF Guidelines, to provide for the following: 1) Ensure the calibration of
the portable oxygen analyzer(s) on the ship used to measure oxygen level on the ship.

| The analyzers will be calibrated within 24 hours of commencement of the inerting

process while oil is being discharged at a receiving terminal. 2) Ensure that Portable

Remote Terminal Unit (RTU) and Oxygen Analyzer are installed and tested in

accordance with written procedures approved by the USCG and County Fire
Department. The portable oxygen analyzers on the tanker may be calibrated either
by the Mooring Master or ship’s crew prior to use.

' Staff Comments: The proposcd changes to the Mooring Operations Manual by
addmg additional requirements to the Mooring Master’s Checklist adequately ensure
' that the required oxygen analyzers are calibrated in accordance with OCIMF

5proccdures as approved by the USCG and the Santa Barbara County Fire

Department.

Mitigation Measure: Modify dﬂ Spill Rcspoﬁse Plan to protect the impact to the
three state park units for use as staging areas in the event of an oil spill. Plans
should include the identification of environmentally sensitive habitat areas so that

' they will not be adversely affected during deployment of oil spill response equipment.

GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC has prbposcd to modify the Oil Spiﬂ Contingency
Plan and Shoreline Cleanup Plan to stress the importance of protecting the impact
to the three state parks in the event of an oil spill if they are used as staging areas.

Staff Comments: The proposed changes to the Oil Spill Contingency Plan adds

| language which specifies that any staging and deployment of emergency response
- equipiment in the Gaviota, Refugio, and El Capitan State Parks will be carried out

. with as little impact as possible. The guidelines provided for by SEIRP which is being
; incorporated into the GIMT FDP as part of this mitigation package will also help to

l

mmgate this impact.

Mitigation Measure: Provide a contingency plan for replacement vessels during
absence of Oil Spill Response Vessels described in the Mooring Operations Manual.

GTC Proposed Compliance: Whenever all required oil spill response vessels, or
equivalent vessels, are not available, no berthing of tankers will occur at the Gaviota
Terminal. GTC has agreed to make changes in the Mooring Operations Manual that

A-11
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specify that no berthing will occur if the required oil spill response vessels, or
equivalent vessels, are available. This constitutes a contingency plan for GTC.

Staff Comments: GTC’s commitment not to moor at the terminal without the
required Oil Spill Response Vessels provides adequate coverage of this mitigation
measure. ' '

Mitigation Measure: _chlacc Walosep W-1 with modified skimmer as soon as
available. : :

GTC Proposed _Conipliance: GTC has agreed to install a GT 185 skimmer. The
Mooring Operations Manual will be revised to identify a GT 185 among the

equipment on the CYNDY TIDE.

Staff Comments: The proposed changes to the Mooring Operations Manual which
provide for replacement of this piece of oil spill response equipment adequately
addresses this mitigation measure. Consistent with all of GTC’s A-30 commitments
for plan modifications, GTC is required to have this new skimmer in place aboard

~the CYNDY TIDE prior to the commencement of tankering.

Mitigation Measure: Installation of real-time wind, wave and current data_for,
mooring operations. :

GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC has agreed to install a current meter and has
modified the Mooring Operations Manual to include use of the current meter during -

mooring operations.

Staff Comments: The proposed changes to the Mooring Operations Manual provide

‘adequate commitment that GTC will comply with this mitigation measure.

Mitigation Measure: Improve navigational aids/range markers (i.c., RACON) at the
terminal. : : _

GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC has agreed to modify the Mooring Operations
Manual pursuant to an A-30 letter of commitment to install an onshore radar beacon
to assist in mooring operations. The modification will include the use of the beacon

during mooring operations.

Staff Comments: The proposed changes to the Mooring Opératioﬁs Manual provide
adéquate commitment that GTC will comply with this mitigation measure.
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Mitigation Measure: Replacement of oil-water separator (storm water accumulator)
within the terminal facility.

GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC has agreed to address this mitigation measure,
through modifications to the Safety, Inspection, Maintenance Quality Assurance Plan

- (SIMQAP) as required under GIMT FDP condition P-2 to allow the SSRRC to

determine any problems associated with the structural integrity of the oil water
separator.

Staff Comments: As part of FDP condition P-1 the storm water accumulator
underwent SSRRC review. As part of this review it was agrees that the storm water
accumulator would be visually inspected annually for structural integrity. The
proposed change to the SIMQAP adequately address this mitigation measure. The
SSRRC will be performing this review and all recommended changes will be
concluded prior to the commencement of tankering.

Cultural Resources ,

1

Mitigation Measure: Requirement for archaeological and paleontological monitors
during spill cleanup activities involving earth disturbance.

GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC proposes to incorporate this requirement into
their Shoreline Cleanup Plan. :

Staff Comments: GTC’s proposed plan amendment adequately responds to the
mitigation measure. This measure addresses both cultural resources, as described in
the SEIR/S, and paleontological concerns raised by a state agency responding to the
SEIR/S. :

Socioeconomics

1y

Mitigation Measure: For impacts to solid waste disposal develop a solid waste
disposal plan and obtain approval of Solid Waste Division, County Department of
Public Works. _ _

- GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC has proposed, under an A-30 commitment letter,

revisions to all abandonment plans to require recycling of all recyclable equipment
and material, disposal of non-recyclable, non-hazardous solid wastes at approved
disposal sites, and investigation and remediation of hazardous materials according to
hazardous waste disposal regulations in effect at the time of abandonment.

A-13
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Staff Comments: The revisions proposed by GTC will be submitted to the Solid
Waste Division of the County’s Public Works for approval. Provisions of the
abandonment are provided in GTC’s FDP condition R-2.

' Outstanding Mitigation Measures

section addresses a mmgatxon measure which was suggested by an SEIR/EIS

commentor. The measure is very general and is not readily converted into condmon ,
language at this time.

Svstem Safety

)

Mitigation Measure: Revise the Moonng and Terminal Manuals (P-2) to include
responsibilities for the Fire Department through implementation of the Fire
Prevention Program to reduce the risk associated with crude oil transfer operations.

| Staff Comments: Staff is continuing to work with the Fire Department to clarify any

additional requirements for the Fire Inspector based upon recent studies prepared
by the Fire Department. Santa Barbara County Fire Department staff are currently
in the process of completing a study regarding the risk associated with marine fire

- hazards. When completed, this study will provide the additional material needed by

14

the Fire Department to determine further modifications to the Mooring and Terminal
Manuals.

M‘uganon Measures not Agphed/Not Requiring Further Action

This section 1dcnnﬁcs those mitigation measures that are not applicable at this time, either

they do

because they are existing permit conditions, they have been applied to a shipper’s permit,
’fjs Yy PP PPEr's p

not relate to the Los Angeles - Gaviota tanker route, they are infeasible, or they are

othcrfwxsc inapplicable at this time.

Air Quahg

1)

| Mitigation Measure: Sningent‘vcssel fuel specifications limiting chromijum and

arsenic content to levels below those assumed in the California Air Resource Board

~ (CARB) specification profile was suggested as a mitigation measure from the Draft
SEIR/S. In further discussions with the APCD, the use of reformulated diesel was

suggested as a more feasible mitigation measure.

Reqmred Implementation Mechanism: This mitigation . measure is more
appropriately applied as a condition of Chevron’s Q-6-4 sthpers permit.
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Staff Comments: Further study by the APCD has determined that these mitigation
measures are not appropriate for Chevron’s short-term tankering request.

Mitigation Measure: Retrofit Chevion OREGON class tanker turbine engines
(General Electric Company, 12,500 horsepower) to include water injection to reduce
NO, emissions.

Required Implementation Mechanism: This mitigation measure is more
appropriately applied as a condition of Chevron’s Q-6-4 shipper’s permit.

Staff Comments: The feasibility of this measure has not been demonstrated at this
time. The County’s Air Pollution Control District is continuing to investigate this
item since it does have potential to significantly reduce tanker emissions. Although
this mitigation measure appears to be technologically feasible and should be pursued
for a long-term tankering project, the time consuming process of obtaining U.S. Coast
Guard approval and the first-time implementation of the technology on marine
tankers renders this control measure infeasible for Chevron’s short-term tankering

proposal.

Maﬁne Water Quah'tv

1)

Mxtlgatmn Measure: Prowdc additional monitoring for the dlschargc of trace metals

| or toxic substances as well as visual monitoring for oil sheen.

Staff Comments: This mitigation measure, raised as a comment to the Draft SEIR/S,
has not been adopted. The provision for the monitoring of a visual sheen is covered
by the duties of crew members which include the duties of the Environmental Cargo

- Officer. Additional monitoring for the discharge of trace metals which are not

2)

discharged as part of normal operations, has been determined to be unnecessary and
therefore mfeasiblc at this time.

e Biology- j

Mmgatlon Measure: Use of 1dcnt1ﬁcd tanker route along which any potential spill
has a one percent probability of impacting the habitats of special interests.

Staff Comments: This mitigation has been deleted, the intent is not applicable for
southern route to Los Angeles destinations. :

| Mmgatlon Measure: Completion of a comprehensive shoreline inventory so that

- habitats can be returned to their pre-spill states and proper rehabilitation can occur.
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|
' Staff Comments: This mitigation measure is already being implement as an existing
requirement per the Marine Emergency Management Study.

Marine Resource Harvesting

1) Mitigation Measure: Make operator payments to Fisheries Enhancement Fund and
Local Fishermen’s Contingency Fund. :

Staff Comments: This mifigation measure is already being hnplémcnted as existing
GIMT FDP permit conditions M-3 and M-8 provide for contributions to these funds.

2) Mitigation Measure: Tanker operators participation in fisheries training programs.

Staff Comments: This mitigation measure js already being implement as an existing
GIMT FDP condition M-6 provides for participation in these programs.

3) Mitigation Measure: Post-spill compensation for financial losses to fishermen, kelp
harvesters, associated commercial businesses and mariculturists.

"Staff Comments: This mitigation measure has been deleted The intent of this
measure is provided for through incorporation of the SEIRP, as well as continued
payments into the Fisheries Enhancement Fund and Local Fishermen'’s Contingency
Funds. Existing legislation (Oil Pollution Act of 1990) provides mechanisms for
compensation to parties directly affected by oil spills such as kelp harvesters;
imposition of a project condition to this effect is not necessary.

4)- Mitigation Measure: Post-spill education/promotion programs to draw recreational
- fishermen back. o , :

'Staff Comments: This mitigation measure has been deleted. The intent of this
measure will be provided for through incorporation into SEIRP.

System Safety

1) Mitigation Measure: Periodic (ic., bi-annually) update of existing Oil Spill
Contingency Plan and an.analysis of existing pipeline capacities. SR

Staff Comments: This mitigation measure is being implemented through a current
requirement to update the Oil Spill Contingency Plan. The analysis of pipeline
capacities for the next three years has been completed as part of the analysis for

Chevron’s Q-6-4 shipper’s permit.
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Mitigation Measure: Move present location of VISS south of Santa Cruz, Santa
Rosa, and San Miguel islands in order to provide a greater degree of safety to all
vessels that transit that area. This would also aid in directing major vessel traffic

! farther offshore in a shorter period of time.

Staff Comments: This mitigation measure has not been adopted. This mitigation
measure was raised as a comment to the Draft SEIR/S and staff has determined that

itis not a fcasib]c mmgatlon

-Mitigation Measure: Requirement to'man the Sh1p Traffic Warning System (STWS)
at Gaviota.

. Staff Comments: This mitigation measure was deleted because it contradicts a
. previous GTC commitment to have an operator man the STWS at Gaviota.

. Mitigation Measure: Cooperate with USCG to implement cxtcndcd VTSS and add
- Precautionary Zone.

Staff Comments: This mitigation measure has been deleted. An existing U.S Coast
Guard requirement provides for GTC'’s cooperation to 1mplcmcnt the cxtcndcd V'ISS

' and the addition of a precautionary zone.

Mitigation Measure: Requirement for use of double-hulled tankers.

Staff Comments: This mitigation measure is being implemented as a condition of
Chevron’s Q-6-4 shipper’s permit. :

1)

Use/Public Recreation
Mitigation Measure: Additional CREF contributions for recreational impacts.

Staff Comments: This mitigation measure is-bcing implemented with contributions
to CREF are covered under GIMT FDP condition N-2.

Visual

1)

Mitigation Measure: Additional CREF contributions for 'w'/isual impacts.

Staff Comments: This mitigation measure is being implemented with contributions

to CREF covered under GIMT FDP condition N-2.
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AUGUST 3, 1992 COMMITMENTS - Identified in FSEIR/S

Mitigation Measures Implemented by A-30 Letters of Cdmm.itment

_ Marine Biology

Mitigation Measuare: Because of thh viscosity of Santa Barba.r:«_l crude, manual
cleanup methods are currently considered to be the best option. :

GTC Proposed Compliance: GTC bas proposed modxﬁcanons to the Shoreline
- Cleanup Plan (Condition P-23) to give greater emphasis to manual techniques for

clean up and appropnatc b10rcmcd1aﬁon techniques.

Staff Comments: The changes to the Shoreline Clcanup Plan proposed by GTC
meet the intent of the mitigation measure for Marine Biology.

Mitigation Measure: ngh-prcssurc washing, steam cleaning, and other harsh
treatments kill many organisms that survive the ongmal oiling. These cleanup

-methods should be avoided.

- GTC Comphance GTC has proposed modlﬁcatlons to the Shorclmc Clcanup Plan
~ (Condition P-23) to add language specifically dxscouragmg these harsh treatments.

Staff Comments: These harsh treatments are not currently rccommcndcd tcchmqucs
in the Shoreline Cleanup Plan and are not at this point recommended for approval
by the County. The addition of language clarifying GTC’s intent not to use these
unapproved cleaning techniques meets the intent of this mitigation measure.

Mitigation Measure: Specific plans for the use of dispersants and fertilizers, tailored
to the central and southern California coast, need to be researched, tested , and pre-
approved.

GTC Compliance: GTC has proposed modxﬁcanons to the Shoreline Cleanup Plan
(Condition P-23) to further monitor developments in the use of fertilizers, tailored
to the southern California coast, and will incorporate recommendations for their use
as effective new techniques are identified.

Staff Comments: GTC has already committed to monitor developments in the use
of dispersants as part of the June 29, 1992 A-30 letter of commitment. The addition
of language specific to the use of fertilizers in the Shoreline Cleanup Plan meets the
intent of this mitigation measure.
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Mitigation Measure: Breeding colonies of birds and mammals are particularly
sensitive to human disturbance. Specific plans for avoiding disturbance to these areas

by a cleanup effort need to be in place.

GTC Compliance: GTC has proposed modifications to the Shoreline Cleanup Plan
(Condition P-23) to indicate the sensitivity of breeding colonies of birds and mammals
to human disturbance during manual cleanup efforts and to require minimizing this

disturbance. Tables 2-9 and 2-10 of the Plan already identify rookeries and haulout
areas where disturbance should be minimized. However, GTC notes that the cleanup
efforts may very well be in the hands of the state or federal agencies if breeding
colonies are potentially affected and GTC may no longer be in charge of the cleanup

effort.

Staff Comments: The proposed changes to the Shoreline Cleanup Plan meets the
intent of this mitigation measure.

Mjﬁgaﬁon Measure: Bird and mammal cleanup plans should be updated as research
and experience chscover more successful means of returning healthy animals to the

-wﬂd

GTC Compliance: GTC has proposed modifications to the Wildlife Contmgency Plan
(Condition P-23) to add that GTC will monitor developments in the areas of marine
bird and mammal cleanup after oil spills and will incorporate effective new methods
into this Plan as they are identified.

Staff Comments: The proposed changes to the Wildlife Contingency Plan meet the

. intent of this mitigation measure.

* Mitigation Measure: Restoration techm'ques for kelp and surf grass should be
- surveyed periodically for the most promrsmg methods, which should then be added

to the spill response plan.

- GTC Compliance: GTC has proposed modifications to the Shoreline Cleanup Plan
(Condition P-23) to monitor developments in the areas of kelp and surf grass

restoration after oil spills and will incorporate effective new methods mto the
Shoreline Cleanup Plan as they are identified. : :

Staff Comments: The proposed changes to the Shoreline C]eanup Plan meets the
intent of this mitigation measure.
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GIMT MITIGATION PACKAGE

7 Mitigation Measure: The participation in support of studies on dispersants and
fertilizers, studies on bird and mammal cleanup and kelp and swrf grass restoration,
on data inventories of marine resources should be monitored.

GTC Compliaﬁce: GTC has proposed modifications to the relevant manuals (i.c.,

Shoreline Cleanup Plan, Wildlife Contingency Plan, etc.) to monitor developments
in the areas of fertilizers for bioremediation, bird and mammal cleanup techniques,

and kelp and surf grass restoration techniques as proven new techniques and products
| become available. .

Staff Comments: ‘GTC has already committed to monitor the developments in the
- use of dispersants and in-situ burning as part of the June 29, 1992 A-30 letter
| commitments. The other items in the mitigation measure are also covered, for the
' most part, by other A-30 commitments made by GTC as part of the June 29, 1992

and August 3, 1992 packages. The proposed changes to relevant plans adequately

meets tke intent of this mitigation measure. o ,

Fisheries

1) Mitigation Measure: Notification to fishermen of tanker schedules.

GTC Compliance: GTC has prbpdécd modifications to the Mooring Operations .
Manual (Condition P-2) to include the following means of notification to fishermen

of tanker schedules:

. a. " Fishermen will be notified tﬁat tanker schedules will be available on a 24-hour
basis by calling the marine terminal.

b. Schedules that have been updated daily will be posted at the Santa Barbara
Harbor fuel dock. .

e " The raﬁgc lights at GIMT will be turned on 24 hours prior to the arrival of a
: tanker. - - ‘ ’

Staff Comments: The proposed changes to the Mooring Operations . Manual
adequately meets the intent of this mitigation measure.

Land Use

1) Mitigation Measure: Advanced coordination with State Park pcrsonhel and
avoidance of exercises during peak park periods.
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GTC Compliance: GTC has proposed modifications to the Oil Spill Contingcncy
Plan with regards to impacts to Gaviota, Refugio and El Capitan State parks in the
event of an emergency situation.

Staff Comments: The proposed changes to the Oil Spill Contingency Plan adequately
meets the intent of this mitigation measure. :

Mitigati‘on Measures not Applied/Not Reguiring Further Action

Air Ousali

1

i
|

‘Mitigation Measure: A more stringent inspection and maintenance program could
-reduce additional fugitive hydrocarbon emissions by identifying leaking components

earlier. A reduction in fugitive hydrocarbon emissions would reduce benzene

emissions. The exact emissions reduction potential for this measure cannot be
.characterized at this time.

. Staff Comments: This mitigation measure is already apart of the existing mitigation
measures for the GIMT and is being implemented through Condition P-2 of GTC's -

FDP. -

Marine Biology

1)

Mitigation Measure: Accurate, contemporary knowledge of important habitats and

- species should be acquired and maintained to insure that important areas are given
. immediate attention with respect to protecting them from oil in the event of a spill.
. The entire cleanup effort for a spill and monitoring of its effectiveness and rate of

2

Tecovery, can be greatly aided by a GIS/data management system, with periodically
updated information on coastal resources. ' ~ :

- Staff Comments: The Shofe]jn'c Inventory (Condition P-23) adequately addresses this
‘mitigation measure. The final resource data will also be accessible on a GIS/data

management system.

Mitigation Measure: Estuaries and other semi-closed embayments can be protected

. with the proper use of the right booms and diking under most conditions. Specific

plans for these habitats for the entire areas where oil may contact (Morro Bay to San
Onofre) should be part of the Ofl Spill Contingency Plan.

* Staff Comments: GTC’s Shoreline Cleanup Plan already identifies sensitive estuaries

and semi-closed embayments (Section II of the Shoreline Cleanup Plan) and
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GIMT MITIGATION PACKAGE

proccdurcs are in place to protect these habitats with booms and diking when
indicated. The Plan also identifies important habitats for protection (p. 2-101, ff).

Land Use

1) | Mmgatmn Measure: GTC's Oil Spill Contmgcncy Plan shall include provision for -
cleanup of the Channel Islands.

Staff Comments: -GTC’s Oil Spill Contingency Plan (Condition P-3) already includes
provisions (OSCP Pp- 2-13 - 2-15) for cleanup of the Channel Islands. :

Q-64\ATTACH-A.SR
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EXHIBIT H

GAVIOTA INTERIM MARINE TERMINAL PROJECT
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

This Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) has been prepared for the Gaviota Interim Marine
Terminal (GIMT) Project. The following mitigation measures are recommended in the
SEIR/S and are considered feasible and available to reduce the potentially significant

- impacts associated with the proposed Project within the jurisdiction of the State Lands

- Commission (SLC), acting as a Responsible Agency under the California Environmental

" Quality Act (CEQA). The SLC, in conjunction with Santa Barbara County, the CEQA Lead
Agency, and other appropriate agencies, will ensure implementation of the required

- mitigations. :

' The Gaviota Terminal Company (GTC) is responsible for full implementation of all
- mitigation measures specified below. The SLC is responsible for administering this MMP

and initiating enforcement action should that become necessary.

Migigétion #1: Limit Terminal Use to Chevron Oregon Class Tankers

Only the double-hulled Chevron Oregon, Chevron Washington, and Chevron
Louisiana of the Chevron Oregon class tankers shall be allowed to enter and load
crude oil at the GIMT. They must arrive at the terminal with all cargo tanks empty.
No other double-hulled tankers shall ship oil under this lease unless the Executive
Officer, in consultation with the Executive Director of the California Coastal
Commission (CCC) and the Director of the Resource Management Department
(RMD), County of Santa Barbara has determined that such tanker adequately meets
the Project Description of the SEIR/S (92-EIR-04).

Mitigation Monitoring:

L When conducting regular inspections of oil transfer operations, SLC inspectors
shall verify vessel identify and ensure that the cargo tanks of arriving vessels

are empty as required.

Mitigation #2: Require Crew Size of 21

Reqliire crew size of 21 on the Oregon Class tankers arriving to load at the GIMT.
This requirement shall include an additional Third Mate, who may act as the Assistant

Mooring Master.
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Mitigation Monitoring:

1. When conducting regular monitoring of oil transfer operations, SLC inspectors
shall confirm the presence of the required Assistant Mooring Master.

Mitigation #3: Transport of Mooring Master from Ellwood Pier

Require the Mooring Master and Assistant Mooring Master to depart for boardiﬂg
arriving vessels from the Gaviota or iEllwood Pier, if allowed by the County of Santa

Barbara.
Mitigation Monitoring:

1. GTC shall provide quarterly written confirmation of compliance with this
mitigation to the SLC, including the date, the name of the Mooring Master and
Assistant Mooring Master, and the name of the vessel boarded and assisted.

2. When conducting regular monitoring of oil transfer operationS, SLC inspectors
shall confirm the Mooring Master’s and Assistant Mooring Master’s compliance

with this condition.

Mitigation #4: Master’s Safety Declaration

The Ship’s Master shall present to the Mooring Master, upon boarding the vessel, a
signed declaration of the status of all necessary and essential navigational equipment.

The following additions or modifications to the existing GIMT Operations Manual are
- to be added (numerals refer to the numbering system adopted in the Declaration of

Inspection):
3. Mooring lines in good condition.
56.  All tools‘used on deck to be of approved spark proof type.

58.  Inert Gas System (IGS) deck water seal inspected and shown to be in sound
operational condition. o

Mitigation Monitoring:

1 GTC shall submit the required modifications to the terminal Operations
Manual for approval by the Executive Officer prior to the commencement of

tankering.
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2. GTC shall furnish to the SLC appropriate documentation of the Mooring
Master’s declarations on demand.

Mitigation #5: Bridge Simulation Training

Mooring Masters serving the GIMT shall be required to undertake full bridge
simulator training in response to emergency conditions including, but not limited to,
anchors failing to drop on approach; steering gear or main propulsion failing on
approach; departure in weather conditions too severe for line boat assistance; and

night berthing:
Mitigation Mdm'toring:
1. Mooring Masters and Assistant Mooring Masters shall have on file with the

[ SLC valid certificates of full bridge simulator training for response to the above
specified emergency and low visibility conditions.

Mitigation #6: Inspection and Maintenance

Conservative intervals for the inspection of the mooring system shall be established.
Mitigation Monitoring:

1. In order to determine the frequency of inspection and replacement of worn
components of the anchor system based on actual conditions in the Gaviota
environment, visual inspections of the dip section and ground tackle shall be
performed at least annually. After the first year of operation, at least three of
the anchors shall be pulled and the chain and "D" shackles at the anchor
inspected for wear. The results shall be submitted to the Executive Officer for
review and recommendations of appropriate corrective action, if needed.

2. A triennial system safety and structural engineering inspection of the terminal
shall be conducted by SLC inspectors to determine allowable anchor loads for

actual wind, wave and current conditions.

Miﬁgation #7: Navigational Aids

Install a frequency agile RACON navigation system to mark the marine tanker
approach line and bearing information at GIMT in limited visibility conditions.
Additional range markers, with adequately sized dayboards, lights and radar reflectors,
shall also be provided on shore in order to reduce the risk of dropping an anchor in

the vicinity of the PLEM.
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Mitigation Monitoring:

1. Confirm proper installation of the RACON and range markers, and inspect
them to ensure that they are in good operating condition.

2. Require GTC to promptly notify the Executive Officer of any outage or loss of
service of any aids to navigation. ’ : : .

Mitigation #8: Night Berthing

Allow night berthing only when the following conditions at the GIMT are met: (i) A
frequency agile RACON navigation system to mark the marine tanker approach line
has been installed; (i) Range lights or an equivalent system approved by the
Executive Officer to mark the anchor drop locations have been installed; (iii) Lights
on the mooring buoys have been installed and lit for such operations; (iv) The tanker
coming in for night berthing at the GIMT has previously moored at the Terminal at
least 25 times and the Mooring Master in attendance has conducted at least 10
_daylight berthings of the Chevron Oregon class tankers at the GIMT.

Mitigation Monitoring:
1. Inspect the RACON system, range Iigh‘ts and mooring buoy lights to ensure

that they were properly installed prior to commencement of tankering,

2. Require GTC to promptly notify the Executive Officer of any outage or loss of
service of any aids to navigation.

3. Require GTC to certify, in advance of each night berthing, that the prior
~ daylight moorings experience requirement of the tanker and of the Mooring
Master have been met. This shall also be confirmed by SLC inspectors

boarding vessels at the Terminal.

4, Require GTC to list the tanker and Mooring Master experience limitations in
its Operations Manual for the terminal prior to the commencement of
operations. '
CALENDAR PAGE 410.3
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Mitigation #9: Conditions for Aborting Loading and Departure

Establish "cease operation" requirements for aborting loading and departure based on
an analysis of meteorological/wave relationships pertinent to Gaviota. The limits for
ceasing operations, which is a six foot wave, shall be restated to require consideration
of existing or predicted wave conditions two hours later when the vessel would be

completing departure as follows:

Northwest

’ Mitigation Monitoring:

;41.

|

The Executive Officer shall obtain confirmation from GTC prior to the

start of operation that the Operations Manual has been revised to

incorporate these requirements.

Mitigation #10: Tsunami Warning in Mooring Manual

t
|

Mitigation Monitoring:

1L

GTC shall prohibit tankers from approaching the mooring when visibility drops
below one nautical mile or when a Tsunami warning which could affect the
Gaviota area has been issued by the National Weather Service.

Conditions
: Requiring
Direction Limits for Ships Limits for Departure
Wind to Maneuver Ceasing Loading From Mooring
Blows Wind or Wave - Wind or Wave Wind or Wave
From Sp(kt)  Hgt(ft) Sp(kt) Hgt(ft) Sp(kt) Hgt(ft)
North 18 6 35 6 40 6
Northeast 10 4 35 6 38 6
- East 10 4 28 6 46 6
Southeast 10 4 28 6 44 6
South 10 4 28 6 36 6
Southwest: 10 4 28 6 37 6
West - 26 6 28 6 45 6
26 6 35 6 45 6

Prior to the commencement of tankering, GTC shall provide evidence to the
Executive officer that the operations Manual has been modified to include this

requirement.
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Mitigation #11: Real Time Wind, Wave and Current Instrumentation

Prior to the commencement of tankering, GTC shall provide to the Executive Officer
a description of all monitoring equipment that relays information about wind, wave
and current conditions, employed at the GIMT and on all tankers calling at the
terminal. At a minimum, GTC shall have installed a current meter capable of
providing data obtainable from shore and/or the bridge of the tanker prior to the

commencement of tankering.
Mitigation Monitoring:

1. The Executive Officer shall acknowledge receipt of the complete equipment list
and approve the completed installation of the current meter.

_ Mitigation #12: Monitoring, Recording and Reportihg }

The Mooring Master or Assistant Mooring Master and the Vessel Master shall

- monitor, agree on, and log, the wind speed and wave height at the mooring at four
hour intervals beginning with the arrival of the tanker at the berth, and report the
data to the Terminal Person-in-Charge for appropriate entry into the Terminal’s
operations log. Any significant weather changes shall be reported to the Terminal

Person-in-Charge when they occur.
Mitigation Monitoring:

1. The Terminal Operations Manual shall be amended to include these
requirements prior to the commencement of tankering.

2. The required logged information shall be made available to the SLC inspector
‘upon request. -

Miftigatidn #13: Emergency Hose Operations

To reduce hose disconnect time in case of emergencies and reduce the risk of
accidental spills, hose equipment operations shall be modified to: replace synthetic
rope hose strops with chain and a hose cradle with designed lifting and maneuvering
points attached to the hose itself; install quick release manifold coupling such as
"camlock" or equivalent hydraulic manifold clamps; and replace butterfly valves on
the cargo hoses with keyed valve shafts. .

lléALENDAR PAGE - 4105 H

IIMINUTE pace 981 |




Mitigation Monitoring:
1. - SLC inspectors shall confirm that the required equipment replacements have

been made and inspect them during vessel inspections to ensure that they are
in good operating condition at all times.

Mitigation #14: Monitoring and Control of Vessel Traffic

Establish a vessel movement tracking and monitoring system for vessel approach to
the GIMT and for assisting in safe mooring and departure operations. This system
shall include a VTSS traffic control system on Platform Gail or Platform Grace at the .

southeast end of the channel.’
Mitigation Monitoring:

1. Prior to the commencement of tankering, GTC shall provide to the Executive
Officer, for review and approval, in consultation with the Minerals
Management Service, Coast Guard, L.A./LB. Marine Exchange, CCC,

K Counties of Santa Barbara, Ventura and L.A., a plan to install and operate a
‘ Vessel Traffic Radar System (VIRS) for coverage of the entire tanker route
‘ . from west of the GIMT to the L.A./L.B. Harbor as specified by CCC Permit

E-92-6, MM-2.

2. GTC shall promptly notify the Executive Officer of any outage or loss of
service of the VIRS. :
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