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Tatiana Michalenko
Local Resident

Michael Phinney
Local Resident

S e ——— p

CALENDAR PAGH s
MINUTE PAGH 4

T S ———




Scott Day
tocal Resident

Mary Ann Slutsky
Deputy County Counsel

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

v contain the Environmentally Preferred Alternative. Provided
however, that on the basis of evidence contained in the record,
this alternative does not reflect a project configuration that
i the Commission is prepared to adopt as the basis for any

S potential project approval.

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

SN Ypon moticn made by Commission-Alternate ordway and seconded by
b Commissioner Davis, the Commission unanimously certified the
et Final EIR/EIS for the frco Coal 0il Point Project, with tha
understanding that staff is directed to develop a preliminary
study of & method by which the Commission could undertake a
comprehensive study regarding future of fshore develcpment in

State and fedaral waters.

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

_COmpany .

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

roject.

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

CERTIFICATION PROCESS

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

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

“a) The final EIR has been completed in compliance with
CEQA: and )
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b} The final EIR wWas presented to the decision-mzking
body of the Lead Agency and thkat the decision-making ‘

body reviawed and !
contained in the f£inal BIR prior to approving the

project.®

Procedycal Adequicy

consideread the information

The Commission has followed the procedural requirements
egtablished by CEQA throughout the production of the EIR/EIS
for the Coal 0il Point Project.
involvement, the Commission has actively engaged the various
regronsibla and trustee agencies in the preparation of the
, roviding them with an opportunity
to review and comament on all drafts throughout the prscess.

EIR/EIS Aocument as well as

. The Joint Review Panel
Commission, the County and the U.S. 2Army Corps of Epngineers

{Corps), which supervised

the

¥icth respect te ather agency

{(JRP) consisting of the
preparation of the EIR/EIS

document, was assisted ix their work by a special task force of
State ageucies iacluding the Universicy of California at Santa
Barbara (UCSB), <the California Coastal Commission, the
Departaent of Fish and Game, Tns Alr Resources Board (ARB). the
Repartment of Parks and Recreation, and the Regional Water

Quality Control Board, among others.

The .University of cCalifornia at Santa Barbara played aa.

aspecially active role on

the task <force by |Thaving

representatives attend a m@zjority of the JRP's meetings and
reviewing all of the documents prepared during the development

of the EIR/EIS.

ARCO's original application for development of the Coal
0il Point Oil Field was deémed complete on May 24, 1984. The
coargactor, the Chambers Groap Inc., was selected by the JRP

consisting at that time of
County. The contract was

application in March of 1985.

the

Commission and Santa Barbara

awarded on July 9, 1984. The
concultant had prepared an administrative Draft EIR for review
by the State Lands Commission,

other interested advisory agencies when ARCO withdrew 1its

County of Sanrta Barbara, and

ARCC's application for davelopment at Coal Oil Point was:
resubhmitted in Septembeér of 1985 and included an additional
platform complex (Haven) to develop resérves which had been
discovered in the Embarxrcadero Ficld. The new ARCO application
was dsemed complete on I'ecember 20, 1985,

-2
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At that time, the Corps getermined that an Eavironmental
Ippact statemsat (BIS) was required undecr the Natioanal
Envigonmental Policy Act F for the permits it would
jgsue. The Joint Review Agreement w2s amended to include the
Corps as @ member of <¢he JRP and to make the docuaent an
BIR/EIS.

The draft EIR/BEIS Wwas released to the public o3
sapteaber 17, 1986 fox a 45 day review period as required by
CEQA. Ove:x 400 cvoplies of the draft BIR/EIS were mailed to
petential ccraAentors. The official review period endex on
November 1, 1986.

To ensure the public had gufficient quo:tunity to
comment on the environmeatal document, the JRP held public
hearings in Ventura County o0 october 21, 1986 and in Santa
Bacbara on Cctober 24, 1986.

The final EIR/EIS was made available to the public on
January 13. % The final document jncorporated ovel 2,300
comments received from various interested agencies and the
public. Copies of this finalizing addendum we ent to all
the jndividuals and government agencies that co

draft BIR/EIS and to anyone who fequested a copY. Copies were
also made available to the public through the ycss library.
Santa Barbara County Library and Santa Barbara County offices
among others.

Alzthough CEQ& does not require any public review Or
cosmenting period on the fimal BIR/EIS petore Commigsion review
and certification. the Commission's regulations require that
the A : 2 W3 available fer public xeview and
comaent i (15) days Dbefore the <Commission
certifies the cal. Admin. Code Section 2906).

In order to provide jocal residents with additional
opportunities to present thelz opinions on the project, the
Coamission sought and received a 90 day axtension from ARCO to

environmental pzoCesg as provided by

1ic Resources Code. SubsequentlyY.

1 hearings were neld ia Santa Barbara., omne oB

January 13, 1987 to receive public cosments o the project and

one on dJanuary 28. 1987 to receive comsents on the final
BIR/BIS. - -
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Tha HIR/BEBIS is a coaprehensive analysis of a complex
project and alternatives thereto. The proigct and major
alternatives discussed in the document are described in
BXHIBIT 3.

Section 15121 of the CEQA Guidelines state in part:

“a) #n EBIR is an informational document which will
inform public agency decision-makers and the public
generally of the ways to mninimize the gsignificant
effects, and describe reasonakle alternmaiives to the
proiject. The publie agency shall consider the
information in the EIR along with other infocmation
which shall be presented to the agency."

Specific standards for the adequacy of an EIR are
containea in Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines:

“an_ EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of
analysis to provide decision-makers with information

which enables them to mzk2 a decision which intelligently
takes arcotint of environmental consequéncas. An
évaluation of the environmental effeéects of a proposed
project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an
EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reascnably
feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an
EIR inadequate, but tle EIR should sumnmarize the main

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

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

The EIR/EIS prepared for the Coal 0il Point Project is a
comprehensive analysis of a complex project which includes a
wide wvariety of project alternatives. It represents almost
three vears of work and an expenditure of nearly $4.7 million.

The document has baen subjected to substadtive review by the
JRP, the State and Federal ageacy task force and the public.
¥hile the County of Santa Barbara was a party to the XRP, and

the UCSB was 2 task force member active in JRP meetings, they

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

-~

w5
CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

The BIR/EIS identitied potentially significant
environmentzl impacts which would result from the proposed
project and aiternatives theretc. EXHIBIT C contains a listirng
of these impacts for the applicant's proposed project:

—ly

CALENDAR PAGE ;QKS ‘
MINUTZ PAGE

P—— -




Class I. significant impacts not mitigable to insigailicant
lavels; and Class II., significant impacts that can be mitigated
to insignificant levels. A detailed comparison of the proposed
project and alternatives is located on pages S-17 through S$-51

of the finalizing addendum to the EIR/EIS.

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

A. gystens Safety and Reliabiilty

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

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

o Pire 224 explosions at the platform

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

o Fire and explosions at Ellwood

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

—————
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overpressure, f£flying debris and radiant heat

are 300 feet, 1,500 feet and 800 feet .

respectively from the plant. The EIR/EIS finds
that any person within the identified hazard
footprint would suffer possible injury or death.

Rsleass of toxic gas

From the _Platform:

Any release of gas containing toxic hydrogen
sulfide or SOz from the platform would create
a hazard footprint extending 5,280 feet.
Lethal concentrations of H,$ could occur at
the platform. However, the lethal effects of
this release from the plat:rom would not extend
to shore. This estimate is based on very
consegrvative assumptions, specifically that gas
containing 3% hydrogen sulfide ‘would be
released even though gas containing oniy 2%
hydrogen sulfide is expected to be produced.

From Ellwood: . .
release of toxic concentrations of gas from

an accident at the Bllwood 0il Processing
facility was also addressed. A worst case
accident at thkis facility would expose persons

within 1,100 feet of the faciliity to..

concentrations of H2S of. 300 ppm or to 100
ppm of SOz at 790 feet from the facility

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

facilizy would affect Isla Vista. However, the

hazard footprint inciudes portions of
Highway 101, the access road to the proposed

Hyatt Hotel, and portions of the Sandpiper Golf
Course.

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

(]

Ship collisions with platforme

The EBIR/EIS examines ship.  collisions with
platform accidents 2nd well blowouts. These
accidents have the potential to cause major oil
89ills that may reach shore. Although these
spills will create significant biological and

8
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rucreational impacts, there will be no
significant impacts to humans, other than those
directly involved in the accident.

0il spilis

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

The EIR/EIS concludes that a major o¢il spill or

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

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

Location oi Platform Heron

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

1. »isual

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

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

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

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

Hardbottom Marine Habitat

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

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

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

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

Chanrel. it provides significant habitat for

many Barine organisms including commercgial
speciles.

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

Noise. ' -

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

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

to place the discussiop of sound wmeasurements
in perspective:

Acgivity Noise Level
‘Whispers 30 dB (A)
Quiet Office 40 aB (A)
ARverage Conversation -
at 3 feet 65 dB (A)
Noisy Stenographic Room 73 dB (A)
Train passing at 50 feet 90 48 (A)
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Noise associated with platferm imstallatioa
will cause adverss impacis at the sherslise.,
The pliledriver used to deive the piles te
anchor Platform HRectea wiil, fer example,
produca a metal to asestal claakiag ssuad eof
gp:oxiu&tclr 50 4B (A) at the shersliae. This

11 inszoass noise levels »7 appreximesly 7
4B (A) above the existing backgrouad level
which is @3 db (A) duriag the quietest
conditions. This impact is csported as
signiticant and unmitigatable in the EIR/EILS.
Other anticlipatad noices during platfors
construction are expected to raise the lowest
background noise level at the shoreline by no
more than 3 4B (A).

Constzuction of the o0il processing facility at
®llwood and onshore pipelines will also cause
significant noise impacty. Noise generated
during construction of the Ellwood faciiity
will raise levels to 73 dB {A) at the Sandpiper
golf course. Onshore - pipeline construction
will raise noise levels to 87 4B(A) at the same
lccation and voffshore pipeline construction
will raiszse noise levels to 70 AB(A).

Operation of the platforms will also cause
rnioise to be heard at the' shoreline. - This will
occur particularly gduring driliing operations.
The ncise impact will result from the metal to
metal clanking of equipment. Noise levels from
this activity will be about 50 4dB(A), 7 above
the 1lowest background 1level. Noise from
fiaring, approximately 634dB{(A), at the platform
will diminish to & level below the background
noige 1level at the shoreline (434dB(A)) In
addition, ARCO has stated (Januaxy 28th
hearing) that operational flaring as analyzed
ir the BIR/EIS will not occur.

The EIR/EIS indicates that general operational
noise  levels may be reduced by additional
mitigation Reasures such as structural -
enclosures and the use of equipment buffering
materials.

Tourism and Recreation

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

fecreational facilities and the visnal gquality
of the :ec:eutianul expsrience.

B

- ')
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The most likely recreational zfacility to be
affected by an oil =spill is Isla Vista Beach,

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

these beachas is during the summer months whan
their use ig at its maximunm.

in addition. Platform Heron woulé be clearly
vigsible from Isla Vista Bsach and Goleta Beash
and would contribute toc the detsrioratien ef
the visual quality of the zecreatismal
experience at both.

Conmercial Pishing

Commeccial fishing is an impoztant activity withisn
the Santa Barbara Channel. Pisik speclies tegularily
gsought in the area arae lobster, halibut, ses Ddase.
and the ridge-back prawn, amoag othsrs.

The EIR/EIS discuases and assecsds DAAY 1mpacis oa
cormercial fishing. 1Impzacts oa commercial Cishiag

falli into four major catsgerias: (1) the onelusion

of tfishermen from an $2oa O% & Cemporacry Basis due

to construction of facilities; (2) tke exelusiea of
fishermen from an. 2rea on & POCRARSAt dasls dxs Lo

.the - installation of - piscforse and giwfm:
between

(3) the .ongoing opecatiocnal contilets
£ishing vessels and ves3aelg servicing the ﬂntaxn:‘

and (4) damage tc fishirng egquipment.

The EIR/EIS idéntifies significant impasts upom tiw
spacific activities of lccal comastelal fisherme..
Exclusion of gillnetters and trappiore during The

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

fished by gillustters from January to MKarck when

hatibut migrate into the acea. Trap £fisharmsr would
be affected if construction activiiy cccured after

rié-Octcber whan lobster seagcen deaginmse.

Dapage and loss of gear during construction are alsd
ccasidered in the BIR/EIS.

In addition, loss or damgge to thé commercial
fishing habitat is alsc addeessed. Disturdance of

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

produetivicy and availablilicy of conmercial

sgecises. Vessels traveling through kelp beds could
nave considerable effece,

E
N ‘
It
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‘l@ P The EIR/EIS also addresses potential impacts on

maricelture. A mariculture leasé just off Goleta
Point conld be affected by dischargss or oil spills
from the project.

Bxeclusion of fishkermen £zom areas as a result of the
placement of piatforms is considered an advarse
impact. 'The EIER/EIS also recognizes potential loss
of fishing gear or traps due to project vessels
tzaveling outside of dJdesignated corridors as a
significant impact.

The EIR identified m=mitigations which would, if
adopted, reduce the impact to commercial fishing to
insignificance. Scheduling construction aétivities
of pipelines outside of principal fishing seasone in
the area, minimizing the construction schedule,
using corridorge for pipelines and publishing and
noticing construction for pipelines in advance will
eliminate most of the adverse impacts associaced
with construction.

Direct compensation to fishermen for loss or dasage :‘_5‘
of ¢£ishing gear or equipment is a recommended N
mitigation. ) -

. Other mitigation reconnended by the EIR/BIS includes A
¥ includes:

(1) Enforcement of vessel tragZfic corridors..

{2) ©Enforcement of an identified vessel corridor N
bewveen Ellwood pier and the platfozms in order "
to eliminate of lessen impacts to the kelp beds. '

c

(3) Restoration of dJdamaged bhenthic habitats and S
kelp beds. \ -

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

(5) Adoption of an 0il1 sSpill Contingezcy Plan
appreovéed by the State Lands Commission.
D. Air Quality (Odors, Flaring)

The EIR/EIS contaiuns an extensive analysis of t e B
technically complex subject of é&: qn§11¥ The a - ‘-

guality analysis accounts for appzcxinataly oue-half
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of the length of the draft KIR/EIS. 1In a zemorandua
to Commission staff dated Februzry 9, 1987.
Jzmes Boyd., Executive Director of the State Alr
Resources Boczd stated: :

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

prepareéd for the ARCO Coal Ofl Point Project. Based

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

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

air pollution is a concern in the Santa

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

State standards for total suspended parcticulates and.

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

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

pags 1 of EXHIBIT E.

Noise - ] . :

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

Offehore ’Dicyon;,,} of Muds and Cuttings

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

"Three distinct environmeatal issues have arisen

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

'.

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

iii. EBffects upon the University o¢f Califorria
Saata Barbara's research  and teaching
activities, specificaliy Naples Reef. and the
geawater intake for the University's marine
lab.

The EIR/EIS analyzes these issues based upon the
latest available published scisntific informatlion
including ocean current information supplied by ARCO
which was used to demonstrate the direction and
novenert of ocean currents in the project area.

Although the EIR/EIS discusses several mitigation
measures, the xpgt effective 1in reducing zhe
identified impacts to a level of insignificance is
the pronibition against the disposal of muds and
cuttings at the platforms.

A detailed discussion of the analysis of muds and
cuttings 3in the RIR/BIS begins on page 1l of
EXHIBIT P. ,

7he EIR/EIS finds that construction and operation of
the proposed pzroiect could sgsignificantly effect the
marine research activities of UCSB. Marine reseazch
programs could be affected bheth by a major oil spill
and through more subtle forms such as loss ot
habitat and 1interference with research ovrograms.
While research and teaching activities asw2eldzled
with UCSB marine programs take place throughott -the
Santa Barbara Channel, there is a concentratioan of

regearch and teaching activities in“ the Coal 0il
Point area. .

Many field studies are in progress in the subtidal
and intertidal areas around Coal Oil Point. Field
studies typically take several months to vears to
produce results and, in some cases, studies in a
particular area have accumnulated xany years werth of

data. The disruption of such researzch programs by

an oil gpill wouid represeat a2 loss of scliantific
intormation and human effort that cannot bde

czlculated. Even if the system recovers fairly
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rapidly. the interruption of the studies may be
i-re-arable. Teaching programs which uge the nearby
in.ertidal area for field work would also suffer
becarse most of these programs attempt to intrecduce

sti dcnts to natural ecosystems.

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

geawater systen. Several research programs are
investigating systems that ars extremely sensitive

o0 small changes in the chemical envirotiment which

could result from ¢ven small amounts of oil sentering
the systen. As 48 the case for field studieés,

digruption of a research program or destruction of

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

percent of <Coal O0il Point oil cpills would reacn
Goleta Point whare the seawater intake is located.

‘There would also be a potential for oil spills. -
atfecting the Naples Reef area, a major University

resexrch area. University rescarch in this area
conuld suffer Class I impacts caused by disruption

from an oil spill.

Prill muds and cuttings "'discharges associated with
the proposed project have the potential to reach
either the seawater intake .or Naples Reef. . In
addition, there is potential for a swmall amount of
drilling solids to collect on the reef., University
research activities could suffer significant impacts
ag a result of drill muds reaching Naples Heef.

As previously stated, the most effective wmitigation
is the prohibition of the disposal of mnuds and
cattings at the platforms.

Produced Water

Produced water is the water produced with crude oil
from  the subsurface reservoir.. The water
geparated from the crude o0il by emulgion bdreaking
chsmicals and heat applied during dehydration. This
produced water is normally a brine primarily
containing sodium chloride, with traces of other
materials inclufing ammonia.

The applicant does ‘not propose to discharge produced
water directly into the ocesn. The Laz Flores
Canyon oll processini alternative is the oOnly

~14-
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proposal which wouid result in produced water. after
treatment, being discharged into the ocean through
an ocean outfall. sSuch a discharge would have to
comply with conditicns specified by the permitting
agency and the Regional Water Qualisy Control Board.

The EBIR/EIS analysis for the Las Floges Canyon
alternative identifies two significant impacts from
the discharee. The ana'ysis indicated possible
affects to  <rine organizms due to long term
exposure t¢ reqular discharges of this treated
by-product. The data baze on these sublethal
effectg is limited and therefore the exact extent of
the potential damage is unkiéown. The analyses also
noted that there could be a potential oxygen demand
impact which was considered significant. Both of
these impacts are eliminated by reinjecting the
proec.ced water.

Mo impacts to Isla Vista friom produced water 2are
identified in the EIR/EIS siace no produced water
would be discharged anywhere near 1Isla Vista.

-Because the final EIR/EIS coancludes that "ho project® is

tae wmost environsentally preferable alternctive, the document -

also coatains an -environmentally preferable alternative in
order to conform with Secti)n 15126(d)(2) of the CEQA
Guidelines which reads: ) .

*If the environmentally superior alternative is the *no
project® alterndtive, the EIR shall also identify an
environmentally superior alternative -'mong the other
alternativesg.®

The inclusion of this environmentally preferable
alternative should not be 1interpreted tc mean that it is
preferred by any agency. including the Commission, the
consultant or individual. It is included in order to conform
to the tequirements of the CEQA Guidelines.

The CEQA Guidelines also define the relatioaship of this

alternative and all other analysis withinz the TIR/BIS to the
Comminzionts decision process. Secticn 15121 of the CEQA

Guidellines states in part:

-15-
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“{b) While the information in the EIR doss not ¢ontrol -
the agsncy‘'s ultimate discref:ion on the project, the
age;}c¥ Rust respont ¢o0 each significant effect
idzatiti
Section 15091 and if necessary by making a staiement
of overriding consideration under Section 15093.*

It is clear from the above language that the Commission

iz nes bound to adopt the stated envl:pnunta\:u{ preticzalkle
altecnative merely on the basis ¢of its inclusion in Che finag
document.

STAFF_RECOMMENDATION

Basad upon staff's review of the completed EIR/EIS for
the Coal CGil Point Project and in light «f the provisions of
the Caiifornia Environmental Quality Act which apply to this®
project, IT 1S RECOMMENDED THAT THE COMMISSICON:

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

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

2. DETERMINE THAT THE COMMISSION HAS REVIENED AND

CONSIDERED THE. FPINAL EIR/EIS  NO. 40L. (SCH.
HD. 84011105).

3. CERTIFY THAT A PINAL EIR/EIS NO. 40L {SCH.
NO. 840111053 HAY BEEN COMPLETED IN ACQ FE wWuTH
CEQA, YHX  STATE'S EIR _ GUIDELIRES BAKD TR

e
CRMISSION'S ROMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS. oo

o
Lo

3

o

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

&

o
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JOINT REVIEW AGREEMENT
FOR PREPARATION OF
ENVIRONMENTAL INPACT REPORT C
ATLANTIC RICHFIELD COMPANY
DRVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION FACILITIES
STATE TIDELANDS COAL OIL POINT FIELD

This agreement is entered into this 4 day of Octobar,
1983 by aua-vetween the following partiess ) :

State Iandz Commission, hereinafter referred to as
SLC; cnd Santa Barbara County, hereinuafter rafcrr:ed
to o3 County.

WHEREAS, Atlontic Richfield Company, hereinafter referred to
as Arco, has proposed to constiruct and operate platforas in
the Coal 0i)l Point Fieid of the State Tidelands, as well as
pipelihes and onshore progessing facilities, hereinafter
referred to &s the Arco Project, and will apply for the
pecessary approvals from State and loeal dovermuntal
agencizg; and

WHEREARS, portions of the Arco Project may hzve “substantial
adverse impact” (as defined by the California Environmental -
Quality Act, hereinafter referred to as CEQA), which aust be
considsred by State and loeal aqencies when reviewing and
acting on projects pursuant to CEQ. and other applicable State
laws; and

WHEREAS the parties t» this sgreexent now desire to prepare an
environmental document on the proposed Arcd Project  thes:
inciudes all relevant information and analysia before acting
on the Arco applicatjons; and

WHEREAS, it is in the mutual beneficial interest of all
parties to share in the task of preparation of an
environmental Study on the Arco Project in order +to avoid
duplication in staff efforts, to share staff expertise and
information alrsady existing, to p.émote intergovernmental
coordination at the local and State levels, and to servs the
public interest by produsing a more efficient envircnmental
xaview procass;

NOW, THEREFORE, in considerotion of the mutual covenants and -~

conditions hereinafter set forth, it is cgreed as follows: .

1. THE STUDY

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

a

o

kst




address the impacts oa the environment of the proposed Arco
Project and alternatives thereto.

2. AGENCY PROJECT REPPESENTATIVES AND THEIR DUTIES

A Joint Rgview Panel shall be composed of one representative
or designee from ench decision-making agency party to thi=s
agreement., The following members of the Joint Rezview Panel
are appointed by their rasspective agencies: ~

~

Randall Moory
State Lands Commissi.n CEQA Lead Agency
Sacramento, Califoraia

Janice Yonekura
Santa Barbars County Resource Mangement Dent.
Santa Barbara, Califcrnia

The successful preparation of the Study reguires corplete and
full communication between &1l parties involved. It iz the
duty of the agency project reprecsentatives toc ensure close
consultation throughout ths process of preparation of the

document. The agency project rerprésentativas shall keep each
other advised of the devoicopments affecting the preparation of

the. Study. A representative shall aotify the <¢ther
representative in writing of a change in . his or her address. or
telephone number, or change in agency representative. oo

To the maximum extent practicable under law and consistent

with agency policy, all parties agree to share ail reievant
information. This agreement to share information shall’ not
apply where any party has received information f£from Arco which
the party has determined to be exempt from the Public Records
Act and/or the party has agreed with Arco to protect such
information from scrutiny by others. - In such &n event the
information may be shazred only with the other parties where
Arco has given its consent to distribution of the information
as to the other parties, ‘“he hurden of obtaining such . >nzent

will rest wich the party rejuesting the informaticn. B

In order to ensure that reguests for consultant action are

documented and to avoid confligting regquests of the
consultants, the Joint Review Panel meibers shall use the
Joint Review Panel meetings as the primary forum for
comnunicating with the consultants. When communication on
policy matters with the consultants becomes necessary at other
times, such communication shall take place only through the
Joint Review Panel Chairperson and shall involve each party to
this agreement, (BExchange of technical information bat reen
consultant and agency staff shall dbe allowed but copiss shall

>
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’ 0 be provided to the other parties.)

A The State Lands Comaission and County shall recoverx the cost
‘1 of their participation in the 3Study and shell bill Arce
dizectly in accordance witn their adopted fee achedule.

3. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE JOINT REVIEW PANEL

The Joint Raview Panel shall caxrxy out the fcllowing dutiess. ¢

Lo . a) Prepare and circulate the Notice of Praparation as
) : specified in Chapter 1200, Statutes cof 19577 as
anended;

b) Determine the format and content of the Reguést for
Proposal {RFP), which shall include responses to the
Hotice of Preparation of the Studys

¢ :: c) Select the consultants who will prepare and coiplct,cf o=
any necessary studies; ] .0

a) Determine the organization, scope and content of the
Study for the Arco Project to ‘ensure that the
requirements of stute laws are -satisfied, rrid that -
9 the statutory findings reguired of the agen:ies for-
) . their respective decisions on the Arco Projsct &an -
. be male. The draft study shall be prepared.without °
. identifying individual agency responsibility or
authozship where differing viewpoints are presented;

e) Determine - whether the work performed by the
consultant is satisfactory, and, if not, how best to
correct the deficiencies in the work; )

£) Conduct noticed public hearings in order to obtain
comments on the Draft EIR from all public agencies
(including those party to this agreemenz) and from
the general public. Such public hearings shall be.
. held using procedures identified in CEQA and its
~ Guidelines. Public hearings on permit decisions
‘ $hall be conducted separately by each "party to this
agreement according to that agency's own rules and

regulations; and

o) Determine the adequacy of the consultant preéparad =
response to comments.

The SLC. representative shall be the Chairperson ef the .~ 'nt
Reviey Panel and shall converne Joint Kevisw Panel mesidings’
“ ‘ poricdically. Decisions by the Joint Review Panel »ambers

< . * :
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: relative to the Study shall be made by consensus whenaver

b possibie. The Study shall comprehensively reflect the a

concerns of all pakties to +this agreesment and will be

4 accoppligshed by idncluding all points of view whsre

e apprepriates I the pvent that the Joint Review Ranel menbirs
cannot reach mgresmeat on a particuiar isasus, the Thairperson

L ghall corgider the differing views and shall, after - -

L consultationh with the County and the cScnsultant, decide the

e course of Jction to be followed. ‘

I

”

e A task force of State cesponsible and interasted agencies will
b be formed by the SLC to assist it in its Auties as chairpsreon
of the Joint Review Fenel and to ensuré that concarng of such
- agencies arz considerad in: (1) the preparation of the sStudys,
o and {2) the censideration of the project by the SLC.

. Membershin of the task forca will be Jetersmined by the SIC $n
R _ sonsultstion with the Projecy Coordinator and skall inmcivde,
o " but not ba limited +o, the cce. Fish and Game, and the Alx
Rescurces Board. )

4. PROJECT COORDINZTA AND DUTIES T

2 mzﬁcn buffy, Secratary of Environsental Affairs and State 00s

S Projects Coordinacar, hereby appoints the following pzoja@t 5 . B

coordinators ) : Q X )
- . . k. “ E

* John Buntexr

It shall be the duty of the project codrdinator to assist alil
participants in zaintaining full cormgunication and -
coordinaticn throughout the yrgpm:aticn of the Study, and fo _ - - 8
aid the Jpint Review Panel in resoiving any Jdisputas which | -
ariﬁe during ¢he preparation of the Study. .

5. ADMINISTRATIVE DUTIES “ U

It shall bDe the regponsibility of SLC to carry out i:hs
adninistrative duties associated with Study prepaz:ation. ~such P -
a3 contract mccunting and public noticing.

6. UPON COMPLETICON OF FINAL STUDY

SRR The Joint Review Panel members shall determine the sufficiency
L of the Study for their respective agericies use as the document
1] requirad by CEC:A. The Joint Review Panel members shall make a

recomtendation to the agencies party to this agreement “z8 20
tha sufficiency of the draft Study. After a .cevtification
neating open to the publie, the SLC shall then eitherx certidy £\
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the Study as final under CEQA or may after consultation with
other panel members refer the Study back to the consultarnt for -
revision. Santa Barbara County shall, in separate hearings
and after the State Lands Commission has certified the EIR as
complete, also certify the sawe document for their decision~
making purposes pursuaht to CEQA and its Guidelines. Action
on permits shall be taken by SLC prior to any permit decisicn
by Santa Barbara County on the Arco Project. Subsegaent o
certification and action by SLC on the Axco Project, SLC shall: .
file the Notice of Determination with the State Razoutces
Agency pursuant to CE{A. Unless an extensgion is ﬁﬁxﬂrwisc
previocusly agreed upon by all parties, this agreeaent: “ghall
expire upon certification of the Study by all agencies p&tty
tn this agrecment,

7. TIME LIMITS

SLC and Chunty are required by AB 85z {Chapter 1200, Statutes
of 1977, as amended} to comply with certain time limits. The
Joint Review Panel will establish a time table which will
enswre compliance with these time limits., It is understocd -
that best efforts will be made by all parties to ;:onply with
this timetable. . .

8. GERERAL AGREEMENTS

‘l‘he agencies further agree to take whatevei further steps they
deem necessary, including further agreements or amendments to

this Agreement, in order to £ulfill the purpose of this
Agreerent.,

It is gpecifically understood by the parties that this is -
neither a contractual agreement nor a deleg&tion of their
respective responsibilities. Its purpose is to clarify an
agreed " upciz cooperative approach. Any party wmay, upon
notifying ¢he other party, withdraw from the agreement ahd
proceed independently pursuant to CEQA and itz Guidelines.

Therefore, the parties hereto have caused this Agieemant %o be:
duly executed on the respective dates set forth op@esite ‘zmtir
signatures.
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AMENDMENT T JOINT REVIEW
AGREEMENT FCR PREPARATION OF
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
ATLANT'IC RICHFIELD COMPANY
DEVELOPMEMT AND PRODUCTION FACILITIES
STATE TIDELANDS COAL OIl, POINT FIELD

This amendment to the above-referenced agrezment dated
October 19, 1983, is entered into this __2_32 dzy of August 1986
between the State Lands Commisgion (SLC) and the County of
Santa Rarbara {(County), and the United States Aruy Corps of
Engineers (CORPS).

Atlantic Richfield Company (hereafter referred fb as
ARCO) has submitted an application for a permit to t._hc CORPB
for its Coal 0il Popint development. The CORPS hus determined.
that RARCO's project requires the ©preparation of an
Environmental Impact Study (EIZ).

The provisions of the Czlifornia Environmental Quality
Act {CEQA) and the National Environmental Quality Act (NEPX),
authorize £aderal and state agencies to cooperate in tHe:
preparation of joint environmeéntal analyses.

Therefore, the SLC, County and CORPS agree that the Jointc
Review Agrsement regarding ARCO's project shall be amonded as
PR E U H

1. Paragraph 1, The Stiwy, shall read as folliows:

Pursuant to this Agreement, a Joint Environméntal-
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Study,
hereinafter referred to as "The Study," sha&ll Dbe
prepared on the proposed ARCO project, in -gtcprdai';é’é
with CEQA and its supplementary Guidelines [(CAC
15000 et. seq.), the Permit Streamling Act (Chapter\
1200, Statutes of 1977), and NEPA. The Study shall
address the Ilmpacts on the environment of t‘he
groposed ARCO project and alternatives t:he:eto. :
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2. Paragraph i, Agency project Representatives . and t’
their Duties shall be amended to aad a CORPS representitive as - W b

a member of the Joint Review panel as follows:

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

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

3, Paragmiph 3,

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

\

e e e e e e

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

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

3(a) Prepare and clrcriste the Hotice of .

Preparation as specified in Chaptsr 1200, Statutes
of 1977, as anended, and any notices regquired under :

federzal law.

O
.

*

A - —y

]

: 3(4) Determine the organization; scope and content
of the Study for the Project to ensure that the
requirements of state and federal laws are satisfied
ard that the statutory findings reqguired of the
respective decision on the

The draft study shall be

L )- N 'l‘_ . N i . Lo Y .
T e R
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1y agsncies for their
, froject can be xade.
iy prepared without jCentifying individual agincy o |
rcsﬂponsibility or authorship where differing view- - o ol

points are presented:; N N

3{f) Conduct noticed public hearings in order to
ohtain comménts on the Draft EIR/®IT frox all public Ry
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agencies {including those party. to this agqreazment)
and from the general public. Such public hesarings
shall be held using procedures identified dn CEQA,
its accompanying Guidelines, and applical¥.ée federal
laws and regulatiens. Public hearingzs, 'J,f raquired,
for permit or authorization decisions shall be
- :nducted separately by each party to this agreement
according to that agencvy's own rules -and

" raguiations; and

3(g) Determiné the adequacy of the consultant
prepared zesponse to comments.

Ztie SLC xepresentative shall be the Chairperson of
the Joint Review Panel and shall convene Joint
Review Panel meetings periodically. Decisions by the
Joint Review Panel asmbers relating to the gzeudy
shall be made by consensus whenever possible. The
Study shall cosprehensively reflect the concerns of
all parties to thin» agreement and will be
acconpiished by ingindina all apninte of wigw—whiere
appropriate. In the evzit of dispute among JRP
members as to sclentific issues relating to the
PIR/EIS, the EIR/EIS &kall contain conflicting
,,ﬁewpoints. Disputes which relate to procedural
igsues shall, after the project staff LlLevel
represantatives have exhausted every means . of
resoluticn, be submitted to the next higher level of
the representative agencies: Commander, L.os Angeles
District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; Executive
Officer, Siate Lands Commission; and Director,
Regourcs Management Department, County of Santa
Barbara. )
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A task force of federal, state and interested
responsible agencisy may be formed by the SLC <o
assist it in its duties as chairperson of the Joint
Review Panel and to ensure that concerns of such
agencies are considereld in: (1) the preparation of
the Study; and (2) the consideration of the project
by the SLC in consaltation with the Project
Coordinator and shall include but not be 1izited to,
" the California Coastal (Commission, California
Department of Fish and Game, Air Resources Board,
P.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, HKationel Marin
Fisheries Service, and Environmental Protection
aAgency. S~

o 4 P
T

AN

\
4. parzagyraph 6, UPON COMPLEITON OF F._NAL STunY, is
arended to read as foilows:

The Joint Reviaw Panel members shall determing the

sufficiency of ‘the Study for their respective
aoancies use as the document required by NEPA and
CrQA. The Joint Review Panel nembers shall make a
recommendation to their respective agencies parxty to
this agreement as (o the sufficiency of the draft
Study. After a certification meeting open to the
public, the . orS shall then, either
cartify the Study Final under NEPA and CEQA, or may,
after consultation with other panel memhers, refer
the Study back to the consultant for revision.
Santa—Bashara—-Countyp—shati—in—separate--hearingo—and,

€ -

£0-CBQA—ai d~ibe~Cuidetines. Action on peraits shall
be taken by SLC prior to any permit decision by
Santa Barbara County on the ARCO Project,
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Subsequent to certification and action by SLC on the
ARCC Project, SLC shall file the Notice of
p Determination with the State Resources Agency
il pursuant to CEGA. Unless an extension is otherwise
; previously agreed upon by all parties, this
3 agreement shall expire upon certification =f the
| Study by 211 agencies party to this agreement.

S. Paragraph 8, General Agreements iz amended to read

as follows:
The agencies further agree to take whatever further

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

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

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

EXECUTIVE OFFICER

‘. : ‘
B Dated 8/24 (b
i

i
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II. COAL OIL POINT DEVELOPMEI™’
DESCRIPTION OF APPLICANT'S PROJECT
AND OTHER MLTERNATIVES

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

<

PROJECT PROPOSED BY APPLICANT -

ARCO prcioses to develop a new offshore o0il and gas
discovery site adjacent to the Santa Barbara coast and the
University of California, Santa Barbara and the unincorporated
community of Isla Vista. The development involves State o0il
and gdas leases PRC 208, 308, 309, 3120 &and 3242 which were
issued by the Commission in 1946, 1947, 1964 and 1965.

The applicant proposes either to commingle or segregate
the produced o0il fo processing at Ellwocod. Although ARCO
favors commingling of its own 1leases, they have stated they
would oppose commingling of its o0il with o0il £from other
lessees. Each of these optiosns provides. for free water

knockout of the o0il offshore on each of the platforms and

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

The applicant puyoposes to use three double platform
conplexes. The double platform complexes are composed of a
drilling platform and 8 proGcuction platform connected by a
bridge. Each platform component would measure 180 feet by 120
feet and have two (2) decks. The lowest deck would be 50 feet
above the water and the top deck would be 25 feet. above the
lower deck. The drilling derrick mast he;ght would be 250 feet
above the water lewel. The applicant's proposal provides for
free water knockout of the o0il on the production compenent of
each complex.

The applicant proposes to remove its existing gas
processing operation from Ellwaod and to process all the sweet
and sour gas at a new gas processing facility ¢ be constrncted
at Las Flores Canyon.
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by the applicant would produce up to £0,000 barrels of oil per

'day; up to 60 million cubic feet of associated sour gas per day

and up to 90 million cubic feet of sweet gas per day.

ALTERNATIVES‘PROPGSED BY APPLIC NT AND EXAMINED BY THE EIR/EIS

At ~he request of the Commission's staff and Santa
Barbara County the applicant submitted ens*neering designs for
seven alternatives to their proposed project. Under all the
alternatives deéscribed below, the estimated peak production and
value of products is the same as for the applicant's proposed
project. Under any alternatives which wauld result in
processing at a facility other than Ellwood, thes anplicant
would maintain their existing dgas processing facility at

Ellwood.

1. Single Platforms

Under this alternative ARCO would -construct tnree single
platforms each measuring 180 feet by 180 feet. ~EBach platform
wouid have three decks with the first deck 1ocated 50 feet
above the water line and the top deck located 60 fept above the
lower deck. The drilling derrick mast height would be 295 feet

above the water level.

This alternative provides for free water_ knoc¢kout of the
0il on each of the platfarms and dehydration of . fthe wet o0il
emulsion to pipeline $ales gquality ornshore at the existing
Ellwood facility. The applicant ptroposes to use 2 pew
pipelines to bring the oil emulsion onshore.

2. 'Total Offshore 0il Dehydration

Under this alternative ARCU would construct three dsuble
platform complexes. Each production component of the platform
complex would measure 130 feet by 205 feet and would have three
decks with the first deck located about 50 feet above the water
line and the top deck located about 60 feet abeove the lower
deck. The drilling component of the platform complex would
measure 120 feet by 180 feet and would have two decks with the
first deck located 50 feet abhove the water line and the second
deck 25 feet above the lower deck. The drilling derrinkx mast
height would be 25C feet above the water level.

The applicant's proposal provides for dehydration of the .

uil to pipeline sales quality on each platform and transport of
the dry oil onshore for temporary storage at Dos Pueblos and
trangport out of Santa Barbara in the Celeron-All Ameriran

p;galine. The applicant proposes to use 2 new pipelines to
bring the oil onsh-re, .

At peak production the three platform complexes proposed ~

e )
TR

——mme :
; : -

-5 - CALENDAR PAGE ‘155“

MINUTE PAGE 5 6:]




i

T
‘. v ? .

T e e e e o e i s e et or.

-

3. Commingled Oil Processing at Las Flores Canyon

Under this alt.rnative the applicant proposes ¢to
construct a commingled o0il processing facility ia Las Flores
Canyon. The wet o0il emulsion would be commingied offshere and
transported onshore in 2 new pipelines to landfall at Ellwood
and transported from Ellwood in a single pipeline b2 Las Flores

Canyon for final dehydration.

Under this option ARCO proposes to use either double
platform complexes or single platforms as discussed above.

4., Gas Process ng in Venadito Canyon

For this alternative the gas processing facility required
by the project is 1located in Venadito Canyon instead of Las
Flores Canyon. For analysis purposes, the design and operation
of the facility are assumed to be the same as that in Las

Flores Canyon.

5. Placement of 0il Pipelines to Las Flores Canvon in
Offshore Gas Pipeline Corridor

This alternative would place one to three pipelines
(depending upon whether a commingled or segregated system is
used) within the same corridor as the proposed gas pipelines to
Las Flores Canyon. The offshore pipeline corridor - would
require expansion in width by 100 to 300 feet for one to three
pipelines respectively. This alternative would also assume

that the crude o0il pipeline between Ellwood and Las Flores:

Canyon and the Dos Pueblos South storage facility would not be
constructed.

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

This alternative would place the proposed sweet and sour
gas pipelines within the offshore pipelinz corridor to Ellwood
and then overland within the oil pipeline corridor to Corral
Canyon. An eygansion of 100 to 200 feet (30 to 61 m) in
offshore curridor from Holly to landfall at Ellwood would be
required. It is expected that the onshore portion of the

-pipeline would be accommodated within the 100-foot wide

corridor. This alternative would eliminate the gas pipeline
corridor from Haven to landfall at Corral Canyon.

7. 0il 3torage at Las Flores Canyon

This alternative would elminate =il storage at D068
Pueblos South but would provide comparable wet and/or

e s st



processed crude oil storage at Las Flores Canyon. This storage
facility would be located at the proposed Exxon marine terminal’.
tankage area east of Corral Caayon.
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4.2 IKPACTS OF TEE APPLICANT’S PROPOSED PROJECT

4.2.1 Class I Impact Summary

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

o Facility damage due to seismic shaking (Geolagy),

0 Increased sédiment loads in streams frum erosion (wWater
Resources),

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

Loss of wvoodlands, riparian areaz, and possibly endangered
species due to facility and pipeline construction (Terrestrial
and Preshvater Biology),

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

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

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

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

Intermifitent impact noise from offshore platform construction
and operation which is heard at near shoreline 1locations
(Acoustics),

0o Disruption of Commercial and Sport fishing, and
0 Disruption of research activities at UCSB.

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

In addition, a potential major oil spill or other systems safety
failure could result in significant impacts to human safety,
streams and surface waters, marine water gquality and marine
habitats, sensitive vegetation communities, aguatic habitat
are2s, birds and other wildlife, beaches, the Los Padres National
Forest, and other recreational and tourist areas, mariculture and
other commercial fishing activities, and UCSB research activities
offshore, onshore, and in the Marine Sciences 1laboratories.
Mitigation of these impacts is very limited.

s5-13 .
CALENDAR PAGE

MINUTE PAGE”~




4.2.2 Clasgss II Impact Summary

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

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

Creek sedimentation due to construction,

Possible overdraft or contamination of aquifers and
groundwater basins,

Declines in air quality due to construction activities and

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

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

Temporary vegetation iosses-due to pipeline cénstruction,

Potential damage to archaeclogic sites durfng construction,

Population increases creating additional demands for housing
znd public services,

Temporary disruption of agrieultural 1lands during pipeline
construction,

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

Poor intersection operation during peak traffic heurs,

Competition for transient accommodations during the
construction phase, and

o Disruption of mariculture and commercial fishing by drilling
discharges.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

: alternative chosen prior to its addition to
A, the final EIR.®

Responsge: The environmentally =»~aferable alternative
i could not readily have been identified
S without the benefit of public input on the
/- draft EIR/BIS. Thus, it was not prasented
e until the f£inal document was circulated.

P The Joint Roview Panel did discuss the
‘ alternative in a gsneral wav and directed the
EE consultants - to identify what they determined
to be the combination of project components
. regulting in the least overall environmental
: impact. Panel members wera2 consulted from ,
I time to time as the alternative was o
S developed. We note that the Santa Barbara

by County panel members specifically advised the
s consultants on December 17, 1986 that they
RN did not wish to be involved in the
1y jidentification of the environmentally
P preferable alternative.

1 B
3 s -

3. Comment: (Bill Wallace, Page 5 of Transcript) ‘

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

‘Response: The major components of the enviraonmentally

preferable alternative were fully Aanalyzed in
L the major alternatives section of the EIR/EIS
1oL (Section 4). These include: ofZshore oil
processing, single platforms in place of
dovble platform complexes, offshore and
P ~ oashore pipelines. The environmentally
ST preferable alternati»2 eliminates w»ignificant .
L., project components that were par\ of the L

o facility, all of which account for nuverous

B proposed project - offshore s\ur gas
e . pipelines, the onshore sour gas pr\cessing
facility, and the onshore oil proessing
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4.

Coament:

Besponse:

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

[Dratt EBIR/EIS Sectiouna 4.4, &.5.1, 4.7,
5.2.1, 5.3.21]

(Bill Watlace, Page 7 of Pranscript)

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

wI“ think 1 will submit the rest of out
discussions about the. project. alternative in

the writtea . . .“ .

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

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

(3111 Wallace, Page 7 of Trangscript)

It is clsar thit the county objects to the
EIR'z designation of the preferred project,
ard to the consideration of any dffshore 0il
processing. We join ARCO in preferring
onshore processing, which we believe should
be in Las Floras Canyon."

>
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Response:

“We also question the designated projasct
alternative for not reccmmending the removal
of Platform Heron. The final REIR says the
removal or relocation of the platform would
not allow full development of the resource;
however, this same criteria [sic] was not
used when recotmending that SOUEr Jgas be
reinjected, since reinjection is, by 1its
nature, less than full development.
Reinjecting the sour gas avoids significant
impacts. Removing or relocating platform
also avoids sgignificant impacts. The county
stresses that Heron should be eliminated to
mitigate the significant impacts it will
cause.

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

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

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

K3

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

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

(Janice Keller, GOO, Page 138 of Transcript)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(Mayor Shiela Lodge, Page 22 of Transcript)

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

volumegs o material -- and 7 am sure you
{
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9.

Response:

Comment:

Response:

really know that it is wvolum s -~ of

materials gearching for details and
assumptions that went into ths analyses of
the warious <components which have been
combined to form this alternative.*®

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

[Draft EIR/EIS, Vol. 1I, Sections 4 and 5)

(Mayor Shiela Lodge, City of Santa Barbara
(Page 23 of Transcript) .

“The recommended scenario is a combination of
gseverai alternatives that were reviewed in
varying levels of detail in the . EIR. Several
of the ma jor componencs chosen, i.e.,
reinjection of sour gas ang offshore
processing of sweet gas, were treated as
other alternatives and were not fully
analyzed.*

“On page 5-1 of the draft EIR, it states “If
one of the following alternatives is selected
by decision makers, it 1is probable that
supplemental environmental analysis will be
required after development of a specific
proiect design.®

“We do not find any changes or additione to

these analyses in the final version e¢f the
BIR. How can this be the basis for the

selaction of these alternatives as
environmentally preferablia?®

The introduction provided for gection S was
used to generally describe ths vazious
xlternatives for oil prodaction and
processing as wall as gas processing.

L.

e



10. Comment:

L Response:

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

than the applicant-3 preferred alternative.

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

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

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

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

See responses to Comments 1, 2 and 5 of
Supecvisor Wallace. The Environmentally
Preferable Alternative is not ‘“new* as
suggested by the League's comments. Every
element of this alternative is snalyzed in

the Draft EIR/EIS. These J@lements wsaxg -

combined €6 form & complete “prolect®
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1.

Comment:

Response:

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

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

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

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

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

See responses to Commen.s 1, 2 and § of
Supervisor Wallace. Az noted above, the
Environmentally Preferable Altecnative is not
new. The impacts of each of its components
were analyzed in the EIR/EIS. The potential
impacts of this alternative are compared to
the impacts identified for the proposad
project and summarized in the Executive
Summary. Despite the suggestion to the
contrary, tk~ Environmentally Preferadls
Alternative was fully analyzed in ths EIR/EIS
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including “its many implications,* which are,
by and large, major reductions in the xumber
and extent of physical environmental impacts,
ospecially onshore.

fFinalizin Addenduxk, Vol. I, pagus 8-54
thzgggh 5-371 e

12. Comment: {(Marty Blum, Leagne cf Women Voters, Page 838
of Transcript:; written coxnments)

"IN SUMMARY, the PFinal EIR bscause of its
many inadequacies including those enumerated
above does not warrant certification by the
< State Lands Commission, contents 4p not
address the Johnny-come-lately, last-minute
Environmental Prefaerable Alternazive.
Contents may well be adeaquate for other
alternatives but without better organization
and an understandable, easily followed

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

public, but, the League submits, for vou
decision makers as wall.® i

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

to approving the project within your present
time schedule?*

Response: CEQA requires that EIR‘'s be full disclosure
documents, and the final report prepared for
the ARCO COPP meets this requirement. No
information is hidden from the public. All
information available was employed and
substantial original crasearch done to fill
gaps ia that ianformation. The complexity of
the project and, therefore, the length if the
document itself, is evidence that aevery
effort was made to asgsuze that information
was developed for the public - . and
decigion-makers.

2
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13.

Comecont:

Response:

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

*1 support the county‘s contention that the
impact report cannot be certified in its
present form. The introduction of an
entirely new and unreviewed %“environmentally
preferable alternative® is reason enough to
delay certification. This new alternative,
which includes offshore oil processing, is
unacceptable to the county and the applicant,
and for good reason. It cannot remain in the
report as the policy of the state, county and
federal agencies involved witkhout therough
public examination and substantial 3data to
show ic is indeed “environmentally
preferabie."* This designation comes from the
consultants, we are told, and not from the
agencies that this document purports to
represent.”

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

The unacceptability of offshore oil
processing appears to have little to de with
environmental impacts. While it is true that
processing oil -offshore dces result in
somewhat greater offshore impacts, a fact
noted explicitly in the discusgsion, these
impacts are substantially 1less than those
agssociated with the construction of a similar
facilisy anywhere on shore. The
environmentally preferahle ralternative
includes pno sour gas processing and, thus, no
sour gas offshore pipelines, no sour gas
onshor2 pipelines, and no onshore das
processing plaant, all substantial sources of
environmental impacte in the proposed project.

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

-10-
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Response:

The environmentally preferible alternative
does not represent stateée or county policy.
simply because it is presented in the
BIR/EIS. CEQA requires the identification of
such an alternative if the No Project
alternative is environmentally superior.
This alternative serves to identify for the
public and decision makers a prdoject that

results in fewer or less extensive
environmental impacts than those associated

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

{Pinalizing Addendum, Vol. I, pages S-54 to
8-57]

(Dr. BAlice Alldredge, UCSB, pages 57-58 of
Trangcript) -

“The prime goal of an environmentally
p:eferzed option at this unique site, should
be to provide maximum protection to the
marine biological resources which serve as a
natural marine laboratory for the university,
and to reduce to an absolute minimum chances
for any oil egpills, no matter how smali.*

“It is obvious from. reading the comments in
the draft EIR, and in 1listening to the
testimony at two pzevious hearings, that it
is the impacts on ([SIC] the offshore
facilities, not the impacts from the onshore
cne, that are of the greatest concern in this
project.*

“The consultant's preferred option, regarding
offshocre processing, appears unjustified, 1in
light of the content of the BIR, itself, and
a major conclusion has esseintially been drawi
with little substantiating analysis.®

Although it is true trhat there wculd Le an
increased poteéntial for smaller oil spills,
the probability for oil spills such, as
occurred in the 196%, would not be. increased
since these s8pills are associated witlk
drilling. It should be noted that the
environmentally preferable altecnative
reduces other marine biclogical - impacts
including the impacts of oil pipelines to
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shore. Additionally, construction of gas
Pipelines to shore at Las Flores Canyon would
-not be required, reducing substantial impacts
associated with this construction.
Therefore, the environmentally preferable
alternative would not increase overall mariane
biological impacts. There would algo be &
major decrease in oashore impacts associated
with gas and oil processing. -

{Finalizing Addendum, Vol. I, pages S-S54 to
§-57]

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

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

Regponse: See LTsponse to Comments i, 2 and 3 of
Supervisor Wallace.. .




Response:

ISSUEB: SYSTEMS SAFETY

(Michael J. McDermott, Page 166 of
Transcript:; weitten comments)

“This ZIR has done a very poor jJob of
responding to the Citizen Comment presented
on the Draft Report. It is in many respects
an Academic farce with no foothold in the
real world. Tha type of System Safety
Assumptions contained therein are of  a
magnitude to rival thoge that cauged the
Disasterous Loss of the Shuttle ~Zhallenger
lagt year. There is a Tremendous WNeed for
the State Of California to do so=me REALISTIC
INVESTIGATION INTO THE TRUE FACTS OF OFFSHORE
SAFETY, before the Dire Consequences of our
unprepareda:ss for Maritime Disastets hits
home.*

*“I would 1like to present the following
information in response to the “Response to

.Comments By Individuals® presented in the

EIR."

“Response #71 “Claims that Data for the EIR.
was produced . *independently of O0il Company
Data.® This shows a serious 1lack of
understanding of the origins and criginators
of most safety data and of the many different
pressures on those who generate it. Please

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

A variety of sources were used tc base Degign
Basis Accidents and assess the probability of
occurrence of these accidents. These data
were from several independent sources
including government agencies, in addition to
data supplied by oil companies. The systems

safety and reliability sections aiso
projected impacts solely on the ccnsequences

of occuyrrence which is more realistic ratner
than on p:obability of cccurrence.

{Draft BIR/EIS, Sectiocn 4;3.1; Appendix 2,
Section 2 and References]) :
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2. Comaent: {Michael Je
. “Response #78.

SN that has Not

. McDermott,
Transcript:; written conments)

The “Fireboat

comment, and vyet

= .

Page 166 of 6

Recommendation®
. currently being considered by the County of
SR Santa Barbara is a Seriously Flawed Docurent
subjected to citizen
inadequate systenms

proposed may be all the Maritime Response.

Please reference

for further details.*

comments

to The Santa

zéii _ Barbara County Planning chnission ‘marked #3
i‘ <

Regponsge: The EIR/EIS

Section 4.3.1]

3. Comment: {Michael J.

EJ
|
oL
.t
3
¢
i
1

*Response #77.

S
B Y P
B - .

:
L

b
.
:
:
:

[Draft EIR/EIS,

4. compent: (niéhaal J-.

'y

I "Response #83.

Tankers currently Saii
Point regularly
approaches to tho

€0  Make 1o

~14-

acknowiedges
‘preparedness in

Pages 4-68, 4-69,

McDermott,
Transcript: written-coaments)

Page 167 . of

The inc¢reaged tratfic does

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

pipelines, see article marked #a »

disaster

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

McDermott,
Transcript; written comments)

the lack of
County for - major
disasters. The remainder of ths discussion -
is not germsne to the comment or response in

the final documentc.

{Praft EIR/EIS Vol.

Response: The impacts considered were based on the
congequences of - 1
probability. Additional tanker traffic would O
increase the probability of an occurrence but
not the consequences.

not o©n the

see general

Page 168 of 8

World War Two vintage T-2
Close by Coal 0il
making down wind el |
0.8.&T. ?his “3;‘ a

Lemmmmewd
PaSwer ."-‘3 vc,q

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

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

=
S

Rezponse: Aqain. the consegquences of a disaster would
not change. The document examines the worst

case occurrsnce.

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

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

"Response #91 There has been z Port in
operation at Coal ©il Point for some gixty
Years and yet it has never produced a dime ot
revenue for the County. The report should of
at the very least acknowledged this oversight
and -the lost revenue as a result,
particularly in light of the Sad Story of the
city of Richmond, Ca. and Chevron."

Response: The raport clearly states that the existing

) termii.nl at Coal 0il Point would be closed
down with oil transported via piveline.
Potential revenue to the County of Santa
Barbara from an existing oil terminal is not
an impact associated ~witit the projects
anralyzed in the BIR/EIS.

[Draft EIR/EIS, pages 2-4 to 2-5, Section 2]]

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

*Responge #92. The 0il Transportation
Pclicies of the County of Santa Barbara have
been a complete failure. instead of
Climigation of tankers they have produced an
interstate Carrier which- cannot be denjed
access to By Alaska Other Tankers with
Violating PEDER ] OF TRADE LANS.
See article ¥4." i

Response: Since oil would bw tranmsported by ping{ha ‘
ou® 9f the County, no additional tanke nyg
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Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

would be associated with the proposed
project. Again, this comment is not related
to the project analyzed for this RIR/BIS.

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

(Michael J. M#McDermott, Page 2 of written
comments)

“Response #54. Speed is one-of the many good
points Demonstrated by the Piraboats used in
Tacoma Washington, whick has the most
advapced Maritime Fire Response System on the:
West Coast.*

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

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

"5, The whole section on systems safety is
non-responsive to the realities of o0il and

gas production and the needs of the
community. In an area as highly populated as
santa Barbara County's South Coast, any type
of emergency situation could be devastating.
Therefore, this section needs to address the
concerns raised by the commentorc." :

The systems safety and reliability section
was prepared with the sensitivity of the
project in mind. This section has -identified
those impacts associated with public safety
ac well a3 other system safety considerations.

sngaggjztalxls. Vol. 11, Sections 4.1.1 and

(Janice Keller, GO0, Page 2 of written
comments) .

7. ORG-65 -~ The Response only addresses
part of our concern. We would still Yike to
gsee the issue of the practical limitations on
0oil &pill cleanup incluaad in the Iapaet
Summary Tables.”

~

~16-
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10.

1i.

Responge:

Comment:

Response:

Coaxent:

Responsa:?

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

This re-,ct fully recognizes the limitations
of state-of-tha-art oil spill cleanayp

equipment. Such linitations are implicit in
the tables. ]

(Pinalizing Addendum, Wol. I, Executive
Summary; Dratt EIR/EIS, Vol. II, pages 4-6.
4-7, 4-18, 4-51: Appendix 2, Section 4.2.7.5]

(Janice Kelier, GOO, Page 3 of writtea
commants) : N

©25, ORG-%2 - GOO strongly disagiees with
the document preparers that the ‘-hazard -

footprints adequately display the extent of
the potentlial impacts 183 4 catastrophic

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

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

release, assumed full release of materials,

worst case meterological conditions and sout
gas containing up to 3 percent H,S where 2

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

(:Tanice Keller, 00, Page 3 of written
connents)

“26. ORG-9% - State-of-the-art mnitigation

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

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

{Draft EIE/EIS, pages 4&-52 to 4-69, -
Section 2.3.1] ‘

a—L 2 * .
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12. Comment:

Responge:

- Comments

Response:

Comment:

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

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

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

(Roger Lagerguist; Isla Vista rssident, Paqe‘
147 of Transcript) .

“The Finalizing Addendum does not correct the
oversight of 1igncring the toxicity of the
gas."

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

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

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

“The Teport says that there is no mors chance -
of an oil spill off 1Isla Vista "with
additionsl platforms because thers already is




Response:

an oil platform out there. (Vol. I. pp.
2.1-18 and 2.1-19.) The 1logic esciipes Ms.
With each additicnal platform the c¢hances for
a spill quite clearly are increaseld.®

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

“More offshore gpills have come from
“gxtraction® than from offsgshore processing
because there have been very {few offshore
processing plants. But the potential for a
spill from such a facility is surely
present. Pipelines and stozage tanks can
rupture, valves can fail, and maritime

collisiongs have a 1iong histozf. There is
indeed more than one way to spill oil.*

The pages referenced (2.1-18 and 2.1-19)
relate to the recreation an2 tourism impacts
to the Isla Vista 3zea associated with the No
Project alternative and are not part of the
gystems safety analysis as the context of
Mr. Sollen's comwent appears tc suggest. . In
context, the cited passage was simpiy @oting
that the No Project Alternative would nog
eliminate the possiblity of an oil spill froa
a platform since Piatform Holly éxists and
could ba the source of a spill aven if no
other facilivies were constructed offshore.

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

not ralated to whether or not oil -is
procissed on the piatforn.
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15. Comment :

Rasgponge:

16. Commant:

‘&

Offshore processing qdds to the amouat of oil
that could be spilled iz a catastrophic event
since process vessels and surge tanks would
be part of the facilities, a fact that was
clearly stated in the analysis. but the
additional volume of oil is very small by
comparison to the .amount that could be
spilled fron a major well blowout or tanker
collision. *; issue is not that no more oil
could be spilled. bit whether the amount of

additiocnal oil that could be spilled related’

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

[FPinalizing Addendum, Vol. I, pages S-S54,
S$-55; Drast EIR/EIS, Vol. II, pages 4-48,
4-49, 4-4, 4-37 and 5-37)

(Robert Vatter, Page 250 of Transcript)

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

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

fHal Kopeikin, Page 259 of Transccipt)

*In case of a disaster, I xight remind you
also, that there are two roads that lead out
of one of the mnst densely populated aresas in
America. We have 18,000 people in less than
a half-z-square mile. There is no way to get
out of there during rush hour. 1In the

-20~
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Negponse:

s

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

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

The EIR/BIS provided a full analysis of the
potential accidents associated with Che

operation of the propcsed Coal Oil Point

Project. This discussion_ is provided to
address the concerns raised during- the

hearing and focuses particularly on _the

accidents associated with proposed Platform
Haron.

The following categories of accidents were
included in the analysis:

1. Fire and explosions at the platform;
2. Release of toxic gas from the platform;
3. Ship coilisioas with platforms; and
4. 0Oi1 spills;

Pire and explosions at the ‘plaifort would

create hazard footprints around® -the
platforms. These hazard footprints for blast
overpressure, flyirg dsbris and radiant heat
are 300 fec¢t, 1500 feet and 800 feet
respectively ftom the platform. Since the
platform is approximately 12,000 feet from
nearest onshore point. =aoc public safety
impacts to onshore areas including Isla Vista
iz projected. While onshore areas remain
uningacted. fighermen, boats and ofhers
within the confines of these footprints could
be subjected to injury or death.

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

Responsge:

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

‘The EIR/EIS therefore concludes that
zccidents offshore will not creité public
satety impacts to onshore areas. Although it
may be desirable for any community to have -
exmergency evacuation plans, the presence of
the Coal O0il Point Project will not create
the specific need for these plans.

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

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

“Okay, nrow what I wanted to comment on,
specifically, was in this section of the
final EIR where they talked about
recreacional Prograns, they address the
potential of a Class 1 impact due o a major
oil spill, and they specifically only cite
one- area of the park, which ‘is" the c¢ounty
frontage, the bDeach park, and no_ where do
they mention the 1Isla Vista Recreation and
Park District and potential impact on the
districe." )

While the EIR/EIS does not specifically
address o0il spill impacts to -the Parks and
Recreation District, the overall impacts to
recreation. of oil spilis to recreation
activitiegz are addressed both in Section 2.1
of the Isla Vista Supplement and in Section
4.3.18 of the Draft EIR/EIS and in Appenéix
2. O0il spills would produce Class I impacts
te rcecreatien. The major i=mpact of the oil
spill will be on beaches and nearshore ar&as.

[Draft PIR/EIS, Sections 2.), 4.3.18] w
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1. Conment:

Responses

ISAUE: AIR QUALITY

Page 129 of

¢(Curtis B. Anderson, UCSB,
Transcript: written comments)

»3. Catastrophe could be an accident or it
could be caused by a natural eveat like an

earthquake. Just_ how sericus a diasster
might be is seen in the toxicity of the gus

which is 2% hydrogea sulfide (HzS). The

Jowest 1lethal concentration for H2S (LCFO)
is 600 parts per m=illion (ppm; for 30

minutes. Note that 2% E2S is 20,000 ppm..
By way of comparison, the lowes: lethal n
concentration for hydrogen ‘cyanido {BCKY -3
which is/was used in the California vgas
chamber is about 110 ppm for 1 hour. if the
gags and oil caught fire, sulfur dioxide

(SO2) wsuld be formed. The lowest lethal

concentration for SOz is 611 ppm for S
hiours. The possibility of such &8
catastrophe, accidental or natural, is very

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

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

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

minutes. The EIR/EIS impact analyses found
no onshore H2S impacts from the platforams at

ljevels of 0.0047 ppm. which is the odor

detection threshold. The highest levels of
HoS predicted near Isia Vista were at tae

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

woni3: be detactable as the EIR/EIS states,
but the c¢oncenteation is far from health
threatening. ° ¢
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He further notes that 1lethal concentrations
of SO, occur at 611 ppm for § hours. The
EIR/BIS impact analysis found no gOz
impacts at levals of 3 ppm (7865 ug/m3)

The highest SO, impacts were predicted to
be 2001 ug/m3 or 0.76 ppm at 5.8 km from
the platforx (ahout 3.6 miles) uander upset
conditions which would be only momentary
events (i.e., a few minutes at rlost). not
cnes lasting S5 hours. The facilisies design
is such that accidents that could . happ2n
could not result in the volums of enissionn
Professor Anderson has assumed would occur.

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

3, Emigsions to the atmosphere during
production after construction and drililing
will probahly be manageable 1like those at
Platform Holly. But the intentional flaring
of gas whelx wells are tested must be
¢liminated as I will show. In some places
the flaring is said to be mnecessary for 48
hours per well at 1 million standard cubic
feet of gas per day.*

“Simple mlculatioh (Chemistry 1A) of the
burning of the natural gas which is wmostly
methane indicates -that the composition of the
plume froa the flare wiil be about 10% carbon
dioxide, 18 percent watsr, 72% nitrogen, 200
pPpR S02 and 10 ppm Has. This assumes
that the minimum of air was used to burn the
gas, but it should be notdéd that using a 1060%
excess of air will enly caduce - the
concentrations of SO and H2S by a factor
of 2. Also it was assumed that the flare
burng 99.5% Jf the H2S to S02 (EBstimates
ire 99.0 - 99 .5% efficiency.) These
calculatad concentraticns also are undiluted
by convection, diffusion, or turbuléence. Now
if there is a strong onshore wind of say 20
mph, the plume will reackr I.V. in & ninutes,
and in so short a time the plume will not be .
significantly diluted.*

*Let us_ now consider the significaace .of
thess levels of HyS ard 8O0p. The

concentration of B2S in che plume iy just

\
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Respionse:

under the U.S. Occupational standard which is
20 ppm for &n hour day. PFurthermore the
gmell of the H25 and mercaptans can be
detectad with the nose in the range o¢f 10
parts per billion which 3is 1000 times less
than in 10 ppm. H2S has the smell of
rotten eggs. This plume will smell badly
even when diluted by a factor of. several
hundreds. “The prevailing westeriy winds will
nmost. often carry the smell to Hope Hanch and
Santa  Barbara, aithivugh 1. V. wili ha
downstream from Platform Havan.*

“The SO, at 200 ppm in the undiluted plume
is 400 times the U.S. Occupaticnal $tandard
of 5 ppm for an 38 hour work day. Even if
mtich diluted., the air wiil not be safe.
S02 under certain conditions in the
atmosphere can transform into sulfuric 3scié
and produce acid rain or acid fog. The ERIR
riotes that no studies of acid rain or fog
have been dcne in the area, and no incidentg
have been reported, and therefore deciines to
estimate such effects. In this ceontext, 1
million cubic feet of gas with 2% HS
containg about one Ton eof H2S and would
make about 2 Tons of S02. There is plenty
there to make acid fog.”™ I should 1like to
peint out that the Los Angeles Times p. 2 on
5 January reported a case of acid rain in the
port of Jacksonville, PFlorida, which pitted
the ©paint o¢a 2000 new BMHs requiring
repainting. It could happen hsre, and what
cf the effects cn people's lungs?*™

ARCO has recently proposed to do no
intentional flaring of gag wells. Professor
Anderson agsumes that if such flaring were to
occur, the plume containing 10 ppm of H2S
would reach Isla Vista in 6 minutes and “will
not be significantly diluted® because the
“calculated concentration . . . are undiluted
by convection, diffusion. or turbulence* in
wind of 20 xplr. The Professor‘'s assumptions
are simply contrary to the known processzes af
atmogpheric physics. He neglects tke
dijlution caused by high wind speads passing
the point of emisgions and erroneously
maintains that othér physical processes would
not cruse dilution. *“he contention that oder

<
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4.

Response:

Comment:

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

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

[Appendix 4, Vol. IiI, Section 15.1.1)

No quantitative relationship between the
emigsgion of chemicals causing acid deposition
and low pH (elevated acidity) in atmospheric
moisture has yet been sstabligshed. It is not
gcientifically supportable té state in even
an approximate rray that the conversion of x
tons of SOz results in a pH of y in
atmospheric moigture. The EIR/EIS does not
deny the pos3iblity of acid deposition ia the
regicn. It gimply notes that there is not
evidence to suppoert the conclusion that
significant levals of acid rain or acid fog
wil. occur from the projent.”

[Draft EIR/EIS, Vol. I, Section 2.1)

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

“I am not discussing the EIR's concern with
nitrogen oxides (NOy) and hydrocarbons (HC)
whose effects are computer modsled. The
cencentrationse of 'NOx and HC needed with
sunlight to produce photochemical cmog are
vaery s®all, of the order of 0.1 ppm wh .ch we
already often attain. The common assuxption
that 1less NOx emitted means less oxidant
concentration is probably not correct. The
chemical system is not that simple.*

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

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

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

quality established for the pre-1964 -
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establishment of Platform Kolly. ¥We do not
know therefore that in fact ARCO will be
getting offget credit tcwards further
polluting by capturing tarough gseesp
containment structures the pcllution they are
already enhanging through rheir present
drilling and reinjection methods.®

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

ARCO does not currently reinject gas into the
revision.

Offget credit for the seep emissions is
currently being studied and negotiated with
the APCD and ARCO as a portion of the
authority to construct phase of rojsct
approval. Baseline air quzlity prior to
construction of Holly is not relevant to this

prLocess since the seep containment structure
wags constructed primarily to offset future
emiggsions and not those from the existing

Platform Holly.

(Draft EIR/EIS, Vol. II. Section 4.3.6.9] )
‘5. chhent: (Janice Keller, GQO, éage 1 of weitten
comments) .

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

Response: The entire analysis for every issue area,
including air quality, was based on the
significance «criteria idesntified for the
issue area. These criteria were carefully
defined and reviewed by the EPX, the State

~ ARB the S$anta Barbara APCD.*

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

7.

8.

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Responsge:

Comment:

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

i

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

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

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

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

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

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

The  requested informaticn concerning
reductions is provided in the air quality

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

f2ppendix 4, Section 6]

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

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

-28-
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‘ Response:

9. Comment:

Regponse:

10. Comment:

The location of thesé platfozms close to
shore does not lend itself to this mitigation
geasure since little savirgs 1in enissions
would occur.

(Roger Lagerquist, 1Isla vigsta residsnt, Page
142 of Transcript)

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

body of the EIR.*®

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

was based on extensive modeling that has been
reviewed exteansively by both the County APCD

and the State Air Resources Board.

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

(Roger Lagerquist, Page 1‘3 of Transcript:
wvritten comments)

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

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

“I don't believe that .87 pounds part, an
you? It implies a precision to .01 rounds
out of 3,870: 1less than a thousandth of a
percent error! Does the consultant believe
this? What 1S the precision of the npumber?
Where are the assumptions and error analyses
to support the bare number; 3,778.872"
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Response:

11. Corment:

Response:

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

one is.*

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

[Appendix 4. Section _]

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

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

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

-30-
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12. Comment:

Regponse:

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

events would be correspondingly lower.

fAppendix 4, Section 5]

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

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

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

The project cannot be permitted under APCD

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

14.

Comxent:

Regponse:

Comment:

[Appendix 4, Vol. 1II, page 6-9, Saction

6.1.5.4]

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

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

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

Please see the responee to Comments 1 and 2
of this section relating to ‘the hydrogen
sulfide impacts of gas flaring. The: dilution
of the gas by physical atmespheric processes
would reduce concentrations to leve. ' below
the human detection thresholgd by the time the
gas reached the shorelir-

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

{Roger Lagerquist, Page 145 of Transccipt)

"Table 15-1 of the EIR estimates 10,518
pounds per hour of hydrogen sulfide emigsgions
froz néron during an upset, but this figure
was not included in the odor calculations.
"H28 and RSH emissions were treated - as
fugitiv~ emis.ions while S02 emissions were

caugsed by flaring.® (EIR 15.1.3). The
maximum predicted concentration of 4.63

micrograms per cubiec metar - in Table 15-3 ig
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Response:

Commant:

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

“Applying the dilution factor from Table 15-X

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

mitigation has been suggested."”

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

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

(ChancelYor Aldridge, [ 2ge 35 of Transcript)

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

»Dr. Stephens disputes some of the EIR'S

conclugions on air quality problems
agsociated with the proposed ARCO project.
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16.

Reaponge:

Comment:

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

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

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

irregular and sypyoradic. ARCO's propesed scur:

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

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

N

{appendix 4, Vol. I, Sectiocn 5.2]

<A

(Chancellor Aldridge, Page 36 of Tramscripu)

"Dr. Stenshens'® misqivings aﬁoéﬁ tile

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

wWilliam P.L. Carter, aiso a mamber Hf ke
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17. Comment:

faculty at UC Riverside, who notes that the
BIR disnisses the yproject's impact upon
visibility and does not address the oxteant to
which SO, will be converted to sulfate.
Ssneh conversion, of course, can have an
adverse effect upon vigikility at very low
concentrationd. More important, the
potential adverse consequences for human
health are sorewhat alarming.®

Trajectory modeling is not employed to assess

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

(oxidant) impacts. OZoné does not reduce
visibility.

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

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

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

{Appendix 4, Volums II Section 15.2]

{Chancellor Aldridge, Page 37 of Transcript:
vwiitten comments)

“Class I 1impacts rélated to NOx., ‘TSP,
ozone, and NO2 are predicted for this
project., if the impact analysis taken from
the flawed air gquality model can Dbe
believed. Generally speaking, the raesponse
to coaments relatea to ‘these 1local and
regional air quality impacts reéfers us tc the
authority to construct permit process when
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18.

Response:

Comanant:

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

The analysis was based on the use of multiple
aix quality models, not just one. Inert
pollutants were analyzed using four models,
depending on the ¢type aad 1location of
emisgions, to assure that the model most
appropriate to the situation was used. The
fegults from all inert pollutant models led
to similar conclusions. Finally, reactive
pollutants were analyzed using two gquite
different wmodels and the results of both
models were comparable. We believe that no
more thorough aiir quality analysis has ever
been done. Lastly. the models were accepte?
prior to their use by one ot more of the EPA,
the California Air Resources Board, the the
Sunta Barbara County Air Pollution Control
Pistrict.

{Appendix 4, Vol. I and II, Sastcions 8.1,
9.1, 10.1, 13.1, and 14.1]

The analysis indicates that; even after
applying reasonably available mitigation

" meagures, significant impacts remain. The

analysis did not rely on the Authority to
Construct (ATC) permit process to state that
no: impacts would ocecur. The references to
the ATC process were made to indicate that
the project would not be grantid air quality
permits until the impacts identified in the
EIR/EIS were  fully mitigated to the
gatisfaction of the local APCD.

fAppendix 4, Vol. 1I. Section 163

(RObert Sollen, Page 15 of <Transcript:
written comments)

“At the October 24, 1986 hearing on the draft
report, I requested that the £final report
include numbers on hcw much gas was being
trapped by the ARCO devicas placed over
ocean-bottom natural geeps in the Coal 0©il
Point area. This experiment was a mitigation
measuze for this project, and it - seemed

pertinent to have a report on its
effectiveness.”

-36- "
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Response:

“The final report does not include these
figuyres, which could have been disclosed in a
couple lines of copy.*

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

“Beyond that, there is a confusing statement
about the sgeeps in the final report. It says
that. reinjection of sour gas may cause an
increage in oil seepage in the area (p. S-53,
Vol. 1). In a report prepared under the
auspices of the Lands Commission 310 years
ago, however, it was coaciuded that “the
present data do not demonstrate a close
relationship between seepage and petroleum
exploration and seepage areas are independent
of each other., and that Chemical analyses of
secp gas do not amons vrate a corrsiacion
between gas sSeepage and reinjection of
produced, gas, but it adds that "this should
be a matter of ccansideration.™

“Nothing done in the intervening 10 years has
to. my knowledge provided data . to the
contrary. I repeat what I said before this
commission last October: "The seeps too long

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

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

We direct Mzr. Sollen's attention to page
16-12 of Appendix 4 of the draft EIR/EIS for
the data concerning the amounts of Eeactive
geeyp gases capcured by ARCO' R geep
containment structure. A 1little over 6 tons
per day of reactivs hydrocarbons are
captured, ~~ which wa, believe is a measure
representative of the effectiveness of tThe
structure.

The total amount of gas captured during the
period of October. 1982 to January, 1987 was
1,7 million cubic feet. Also, 428 bagrels of

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

~37-
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20.

Response:

Comment:

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

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

(kppendix 4, Vol. 1I, Section 116.4.1:; ad
pPraft BIR/EIS, Vol. .11, Section 5.3.14]

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

“Again, this is subjective as to whether this
is connsidered a significant impact, which
would be cClass I or Class_ 3, which is an

adverse. though not a significant impact."

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

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

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

»1 feel that the final EIR ~ does not
adequately consider the impacts to the air

quality of 1Isla Vista ag the result of

CALENDAR PAGE
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22,

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

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

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

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

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

"And, I ask please, Hydrogen sulfide studies,

including results that are consistent with
itself.”

An intensive analysis of potential impacts
related to sour gas is contained 3in the
report.

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

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

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

“It seems that the study specifies that there
are goiag tc be Class I air pollution impacts
on the community of Isla Vista. Yet in the
mitigation section, they basically say the
offsets are what they are propsoing to be
used to nitigate some of the air polilution
impacts, but it says that offsets that have

been proposed to mitigate air quaiiity
impacts could result in the control of some

regional air pollution offsets or reduction
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23.

24.

Resébnse:

Comments:

Respsnsge:

Comment:

"™

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

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

{Finalizing Addendumr, Vol. I, Section 2.1}

(Hal Kopeikin, Rasident, Page 258 of
Transcript)

-

v would also add that another thing that 1
found interesting, the pollution reports
about air pollution? The statement that the
air pollution, that there will be a
significant increment in the air pollution.
This assumes that the wind will be blowing 30
milegs down the coast. After 30 miles of it

being diluted, we are still going to have &
gignificant impact, okay." .

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

(Michael Phinney, Resident, Page 263 of
Transcript)

wFirst, the flaw of faulty logic,
Section 2.1.3.1, dealing with air quality.
gtates that there is no evidence that acid
rain or fog exists here at present. It also
gtates that no local gstudies have been Lade

about its existence.®
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Response:

“Then, it slates that no studies have been
rade relating acid rain and fog to offshore
0il development, and then, it conciudes that
since there is no evidence and no study theza

is not and won‘t be any acid fog oz =zain
here. That is some iogic.®

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

“*There 3is a -potential for emissions of

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

acid fog in the Isla Vista area as well

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

A further passage states:

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

dve to any _project alternatives are
considered insignrificant.®

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

{Pinalizing Addendum, Vol. I, Section 2.1.3.2])

-41- :
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1.

2.

Comment:

Response:

Commsant:

ISSUE: VISUAL AESTHETICS

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

"Having myself over the vyears prepared

-gegments of EIR*‘s; and having reviewed many

of them for governmental agencies, I would be
the first to agree that one of the most
dszxcult gegments of any report is that of
add:e331ng the aesthetic element: both ag to
what it is and of utmost importance, the
question Oof how it might be mitigated. The
varied difficulties of identifying and
addressing the aegthetic impact of this laxge
scale project epncounters the usual series of
difficulties often found in EIR*s.®

We agree with the observation wnade by
Professor Gebhard in his testimony on behalf
of the University of California at Santa

Barbara that the assegsment of visual-

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

{Appendix 9B, Section 2.3}

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

“The underlying causes of those deficiencies
are an ocutcome of two factors: the
inadequacy of professional expertise utilized

in preparing this Report: and of even more.

significance the visual uneasiness of all the
parties concerned to admit the essential
gignificancea of the aesthetic element.*

<42
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0 Rasponse: The technical appendix and simulations wers
prepared by A2Archiplan, a highly regarded

architecture and ©planning firm in Los
Angeles. The work was overseen by Richard W.

b Thompson, AIA, AIC?, & co-founder of the firm
! with a Master of Architecture in Urban Design
from Harvard University. David Alpaugh, the
person primarily respongible for the

analysis, holds a Masters of Art degree in
Architecture and an Urban Planning degree

from the Uaniversity of <California, Los

Anreles, a sister institution of UCSB.
Mr Alpaugh was also the project manager for

the Sputh Lake Avenue Planning Framework f£or

4 the City of Pasadena which received a 1986
award as outstanding planning project from

. the Los Angeles Chapter of the American
Planning Association.

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

“The proposal before you is a classic
textbook example of this problem. The Report
which is now in your hands ends up either
gl - 2voiding any meaningful discussion of the
o desthetic. impact of this proposal (and its
various altertatives):  whatsoever. Or, when
i an effort is made to treat it, as imn the
: ' Appendix 6B ({[sic), it is approached in a
vague manner, as an issue that is so
ephemeral, that it is included only with
embarrassment in what should be an objective,
quantifiable report. The initial problem
evident in the EIR is that those preparing it
totally equated the aesthetic element to
“view impact," i.e., what you or .I, or any
1 - individual would see stasnding at this or that
= single point, looking out to the ocean and
seelng Platform Heron (and/or itsg

Y aiternatives). The question of “Viewpoint*
ghould indeed be one facet, a beginning, if
" you will. If we stop for a moment and think
, about it, a visual experience, such as
E observing an immense o0il platform in the
‘ ’ ocean, is composed of series of aesthetic
N reactione. The oObject, newly imposed, not
only mcdifies in a major way., our reaction to
. the sea at this point, and the coast that
lies adjacent to it, but equally ‘it

j ) - -43-
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Response:

Commént:

.

»~3gtieally effects us as an aestiietic idea.
the nineteenth ceatury author John Ruskin

- -6gerved, our sensa (assthetic and othsrwise)

of the moment (or of the past) assume reaiity
through tuildirgs, structures and cother
man-made objacts.® |

We roefer ¥Trofesgnr Gebhard to Appendix 9B,
Sections 2.4, 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 for a more
thorouch discussion. This analysis included
both photogimulaticns as well as description
¢f the potential aesthetic impacts. These
jimpacts ware <considered significant and
non-mitigable to insignificant levels.

(David Gebhard, written comments)

*What will be the resslts if eclatform Heron
(or any of the alternative proposals) is
allowed to be built at the site proposed? At
pregsent th¢ aesthetic impression created whan
on apprcaches the UCSB campug from the east
(on Ward uemorial freeway) is a cematkable -
ccmbination of man-induced elsnments --the
grove of palm trees to the left at Goleta
Beach; then nature ess2ntially takes over; it
is the beach, the low <¢liff; the ccean itself
and the island 'beyond. On the top of the
mesa is the University itself--tut here the
man-introduced planting of Eucalyptus and
other vigetation--~all ot which seong
natural--pulls in and hides the numersus
buildings of tho campus.®

“What & -completely copposite experience wi”l
prevail if Heron or an aliternative group of
platforms are allowed to be built. Though
two milegs ~u* to sea, the immense size and
height, (li...ally 2 minfaturized city with a
ten-story skycraper) will dcminate this
scene. The gross Dagnitude of this project
will drastically compromise all else which
lays before us. Its dominating effect--both
28 a visual object, and for wiat it has to
say about cur aesthetic and 2thical values.
will await us whenever we obtain a view of
the ccezn frocm varying points on the campus."

caenomeace 09
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Hlespongea: The visual simulationes presented by Professor
Gebhard and purported to be of Platform Heron.
could not. in fact, be of thut platforwm. The
location on Goleta Beach, relative to Goleta
Point, from which the firat photographic
simulation must have been taken is toc far to
the east for botkh the proposed platZorm and
Goleta Point tc be visible in the same framne.

e e e e bt s e et A
~ B T

Likewise, the simulation over the liagoon on
ths caapus could not be of Platform Heron
becauge the platform would not be vwigible
from that location on the lagoon at all.
Indeed, the only platform propossd fozr the
current project that would be visible over
th¢ lagoon is Platform Holly, a photograph of
which appears in Pigure 3.2-5 of Appendix 98B
and simulations for which were presented in
Pigures 4.3-7 and 4.5-4 of that appendix.

The scale of the platform  presentad in
Professor Gebhard's simulation is incccurate.
Refsrence to the above-noted simulations of

Platform Holly in its varicus existing and
proposed configuration will confirm this
obsiarvation.

Pigure 4.1-1 in’ Appendix 9B shows the
relitive scale of Holly in 1its propose”
configuration, including the exiscing
platform, which appears to the left of the
prorosed complex in Figure 4.1-1. Reference
again to Figures 3.2-5 (showing Holly as it
appears now) and 4.3-7 (showing the proposed
complex) as viewed over the campus lagoon
Ciearly shows that, while the platform is
imposing, it is not nearly as large as the
sisulations pregented at the hearing
suggested. i

In fact, the distance bsetween the campus
lagoun viewpoint and Platform Holly (shown in
Piyures 3.2-5 and 4.3-7) is nearly 1identical
tc the distance between the proposed location
for Platform Heron and the Goleta Beach
Viewpoint ‘that must have been used .for the
firgt photo simulation presented by Proressor
Gebhad. Thus, even if Platform Reron could
be se¢n alsng with Goleta Point in that wiww,
it wGiiid not appear as iarge as the plstform

catenosreace . 300 '
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5.

comment:

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

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

Holly wouid appear to be nearly the sane
size).

A great deal of care was taken in the EIR/RXIS
visual analysis to simulate the effects of
atwospheric conditions on the visibility of
ths platferms. Similar care was not
exerciged in the simulations presented at the
heaririys. The platform image appoars in
those simulaticons to have been drawa or
pasted directly on the slide.

Bspecially near water, atmosphexic moisture

creates a iaze, even on apparently clear

days, that tends to wash out the colors and
contrast of objects in the distancs.
Reference to Fi ire 3.2-5 is a clear example
of the atmospheric effects on Platform
Holly. All-the photcsimulations prepared for
this analysis take account . of this
atmospheric effect on the wisibility of the
platforms. The simulations presented at the
hearings did not account for atwospheric
affects at ‘all. - g

iAppendix 9 geneérally]

{(David Gebhard., Page 84 of Transcript;
written comments)

“It can perhaps be argued, that there are
cther more pragmatic considerations which
would justify the construction of such an
incompatible 3industgial project dominating
and overlooking a campus of the University of
California. But. there can be no question,
that, looking at it impartially and
cbjectively, the constructicen ot this
platform will be a major aesthetic disaster
for the University coamunity. And as. you
have -- I am certain --- noted in the EIR and
in Appendix 68 ([sic]., there is no copceivable
mitigation for this nesgative aestietic

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

carefully coasider the manner in which we




Response:

comment:

Regponse:

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

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

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

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

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

fAppendix 9B, Secticn 4.1.1]

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

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

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

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

they provide the proper scale and the proper
fading within his phocosimlations. :
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1.

2.

Conment:

Response:

Conment:

Response:

. I8SUE: NUDS AND CUTIINES

(Janice Kellar, Q00, Page T eof writtes
comments)

»11. OR3-71 - GOO'g coacers deals with tha
effect of oil spills ex wsarise Wier
quality. We have astked tares specitic
questions relating to this ORISR, 3
the questions were answersd 1la the zeapoase.
The answers are cssoncial hafore
certification can ¢tcur.”

We have assumed onm 4 worst case basis that
these mezsures will nct be effectlva and that

the marine water juality iapactsz are Class 1
:nd lcannot be mitigated to imsignificant
evels.

(Janice Keller, GO0, Page 137 of Transcript)

%3, The project deecription in the Final EIE
must include a2 stafement that drilling muds,
cuttings, and przocessed water will not be
dumped into our coastal or near-coastal
waters. We have hesard your staff and ARCO
gay that such dJumping will not occur. To
insure that this environmentally devastating
activity will not ¢tike place, the project
description must reflect the intentions of
all parties involved ané the projéct must be
conditioned accordaingly."”

The project description stateg that drilling
muds and cuttings will be discharged from the
platform since That is what ARCO proposed at
the time the finalizing addendum to the
EIR/E1S wzs published. Prohibition of muds

and cuttings kas bHesn recommended ir the
draft RIR/EIS as a way to reduce impacts.
Prohibiciorn of discharge can be made as a
premit requizement. ]

(Dratt EIR/EIS, Voi. I, Scctiom 2.3.1.1, page
2-17; Vol. 11, page €¢-200




3.

4.

Comment:

Response:

Comment-

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

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

“But the final impact report states that the

disposition of darilling muds is yet to be

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

*In fact, he concludes that it will take

abcut one to threr years, rather than the
decades as projectad in the draft EIR, for
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most of the discharged materials, including
cuttings, to be carried to the bottom of thy
¢ Santa Barbara basin.® :

TN TRy :

"This means 3That most of the discharge
materiai will become resuspended at so3e
point, and it will become resuspended on a
fairly short tiame frame, on the order of a
year, or slightly =more, greatly increasing
problems of water turbidity. and incrsaeing
. concentrations of barium in the watar. Most
marine invertebzates and marine fish native
Lo to the Czalifornia c¢oast have larval stages in
the water coiumn, which then se&ttle to the
R bottom and become adults. Dr. Case discussed
SRR testimony with you that indicates that many
' of the toxi¢ materials, inclndinq barium
gulfate, may inhibit that gettlement.®

. S " ,

Regpones: As is clearly stated on page £-27 of Appendix
5B of the Coal Oil Point EIR/EIS, very tittie
] is known about the resuspension of drilling
- wastes. The Naticnal Research Council
" Review, *Drilling Discharges in the Marine
Envigonment® ~ says “There is lictle
infsrmation on the dispersion of darilling
£luids and cuttings in the bottom boundary
layer.* Most previous enviconmental studies
of <the impacts of drilling discharges have
failed to address this issue at all. Because
of the sensitive nature of the =arine
environment off Coal 0il Foint, this doéument
did not ignore this issue. Therefore, it
undertcok an analysis to address the
potential for resuspension Gf ARCO's driiling
discharges from the Coal 0Oil Point Proiject.
The analysis in the draft EIR/EIS was done by
Dr. Robert Guza of Scripps Institution of
Ocearography. Dr. Guza is an Associate
Broféssor of Oceanography with sexpectize in
the gield of sediment transport. Kes used a
sediment suspension m=mcdal ¢o predict the
1 frequency of reauspension of ARCO's
. discharges. The limitations f this analysis
are emphasized in the document. Again,
because of thke irportance of tha resuspension
, issue, we had another =ediment transport
expsre, Dr. Ronald Kolpack aview Cha
geciicns in the EIR/EIS dealing withk
o rssuspension of drilling wastes. Dr. Kolpack

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

Appendix SB: Finalizin Addendun, Vol. HI‘
éuggion 7.21 o un '
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1.

2.

‘Comment.:

Resgponse:

‘COﬂﬂQnt:

Responge?

‘(Janice Keller, -GOO, .Page 3 of. uricéon

18SUE: OIL TRANSPORTATION

(Janice Keller, GOO, Page 138 of Transcript)

“If the consultant's preferred alternative is
to become the approved 2lternative,
additional environmental impacts @ust be
discussed in the PFinal EIR before it can be
certified. Primary among these is a
discussion of how o0il will be transported
from the offshore processing facilities to
.he refineries. Both pipelines and tankers
have significant environsental impacts.
Information on them kust be made available to
ybu before yon make your decision.*

The ¢il would be transported to ghore and
shipped via pipeline as it would in the other
alternatives. The pipelines were analyzed iz
the EIR/EIS. It makes no difference if tie
contents of the offshcre pipelines is treated
or untreéated crude oll. Tais is clearly
gtated in the project descripticn. :

(Draft EIR/EIS, Vol. II, Section Z.3.4]

consents)

»27. ORG-95 - The impacts of tankers is
significant. The availability of an oil
pipeline would reduce or possibly even
eliminate the impact.~ Howaver. the Project
Description should be modified to_say that &
pipeiine will '‘be used if the impacts -of
tankers are not going~ to Dbe discussged

thoroughly."

The project description clearly states that &
pipeline will be used for the Coal 0oil Point
Project if one is available. The na3ar .
completion of the Celercn Pipeline virtuzlly

assures that a pipeline will be avaiiable. -

{Draft EIR/EIS, Vol. 1. page 278, Section 2} .
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ISBUE: 1ISKLA VISTA

(Roger Lagarquist, 7Page 141 of Transcript:
written comments)

"The EIR and its Minalizing Addendum offez no
clpe a2s to how the project =might be -builc
without imposing Class I impacts on a heavily
populated wurbdan area. The most incredible
svatement that the Finalizing Addendum made
i4 that "no siqgnificant impacts ara expectad
(in 1Igiz Vista) from inert pollutants."
(Finalizing Addendum 2.1.3.2). - This fantasy
ig :glt:gtgﬁ over and over again in the body of
the .

Rescponsgs: No inert gouutanc impacts wore identified.
that woul atfect Isla Vista. Perhaps
Mr. Lagerguist has misunderstood the
distinction, consistent throughout the
docunient, bstweén inert “criteria® pollutants
ard odorous pollutants. The od4nr analysis
identified potential impacts to 1Isla Vista
from upset conditions at the Ellwood facility
resuiting in the release of X35 which is
not a “critecia* pollutant. @Qtherwise, no
-inert pollutant impacts” that- would affe¢t
Inla v_isca were identified in the ar "lysis.

(Finalizing Addendum. Vol. I, Section 2.1]

(B~ner Lagerquist, Page 142 of Transcript)

“Tha news is not all bad. We are making
Progress. While the original ‘- BIR didm*t -
mention 1Isla Vista by name. the Finalizing
Addendum devotes several pages to the topic.
But the EIR still lacks an appreciation of
the environment surrounding this project.
$sla Vista is widely held to be the mRmost
dansely p»pulated urban area west of New York
City. The County Sheriff's Department
estimated that the population of Isla Vista
inacreaged by 30,000 (THIRTY THOUSAND) during
the 1985 Hallowe2n weekend!®

Reapense: The statement thas “the original EIR didm’'t
mention 1Iela Vista by 2ake® is ipcorrect.
Ths “new¥ Isla Vista :tection is .rot new

. |cAeNDAL PAGS EE .
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Response:

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

[Finalizing Addendum, Vol. I, section 2.1}

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

“ye looked at the old EIR, all undiliylump

pages of it and found that it was atroclious. -
We looked at t.e addendum and found that it
helps, but it still is not gsurfficieps and
still does not 2address the isrzues that e

tepl need addressing."

»I¢ gtill does not cover the issues of Isla
vista. As you can see by the number -of Isla
vista residents here we are not happy with
i+, because it is nct adeguate."

“one way that would properly address the
jsgues of 1Isla Vista and the only real
solution that I can see for cu® iss

is the no project alternative. It is, ian the

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

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

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

gection.

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

constructed.

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

~
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I8sUE: ESOCIOECONOMICS

1. Commenc: (Michael Phinney., Page 264 of traascript)

“The second flaw is the £flaw of omiesicén.
Any omiseion of major impacts on residents,
ramely plummeting property values. No one in
Isla Vigta wants to 1live where there is
atrocity just off the beach, with its noise,
air, wvisual pollution and health hazards,
there will be & definite decrease in property
values. It can reap economic havoc -on many
property owners.” -

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

tit is likely that the increase in demand

for housing in what is clearly a tight

housing “warket will farce up housing.

pricsg. Such higher prices will decrease

the affordarility of housing for everyone
"

L4 Ll Ll
P

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

The table accompanying this setatment (Table

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

with Goleta Weat and, for a limited number of
units, Carpinteria, is clsarly the area of
the tightest housing market in Santa Barbara
County. Thus, it is the &rea to which thig .
conclusion most directly relates. Residents
of 1sla Vista aay object to the change caused
by the project in the environment o whieh
they have become accustosed. Howsver, this
does not necessarily transiate into the
environment being less desirable . for

=
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2. Comment:

Response:

3. Comment:

Response:

4, comment:

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

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

(3Janice Xellier, GO0, Page 3 of written
comments)

%22. CBG-89 - The Rasponse ignores GOO's
question about increased revenues from
increased population. Other sections of the
BIR say the population increzses are
ingignificant. Is this another intermal
inconsistency?* :

As stated, population increases tThemselves
were not considered as significant, rather

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

{EIR/BEIS, Voi. 1I, Section 4.3.12]}

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

15, ORG-79 - The suggestion that housing
impacts can be mitigated to a 1level of
non-significance by providing housing for
workers outside of the Goleta/lsla Vista
region failis to recognize the severity of the
housing shortage elsewhere on the South
Coast. A mitigation measure must bde viable.
This suggested mitigation is not.*

This wmitigation measure is <widblie since

gubsidized housing <£or workers in NWorth
County coupled with van pools to work sites

is both feasible and effective.
{Dragt BIR/EIS, Vol. II, Section 4.3.13.2]

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

“17. ORG-82 - The Response axplains wi:‘?

“increased demand on water suppliss already -

in overdraft sgituaticns® is 1identified as

-85
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Regponse:

Compent:

Response:

Ceomment:

Class I. However, it does not addzress why no
mitigations are discussed. Classifying an
ijmpact as Class 1 does not eliminate the
responsibility of identifying mitigations if
any exist.“

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

iFinalizing Addendum, Vol. III (Section 5)

page 7-26; Draft EIR/EIS, Vol. II, Sectionm
4.3.14)

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

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

Bassd on curzent information, desaliaization
doeg not appear economically feasible in the

|

near térn.

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

“The report 1lists as_ beneficial _ impacts
public revenue, recreation and tourism, &ud

comeercial and sport fishing. I have -not ses=i
& study that indicates that publi¢ revenue
will exceed the cost of public serwvices to be
demanded by this project. And to say that it
will enhance recreaticnal activities and
fishing is reaching beyend credibility. Such
assertions should be substantiated or removed
from the report.*™

“por reasons I presented Jan. 13, I believe

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

57—
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itself is seriously deficient and must be
b corzected and completed before we talk any .
more about the merits of the project.”

o Recponse: Section 2 of Appendix 8 of the draft EIR/EIS

b contains the methodology for determining -
i these beneficial impacts. The public -
S gervices and public finance section of this

B document is just such z study. A beneficial

. sociceconomic impact was identified whemn the

. incremental cost of providing services in a
jurisdiction was estimated tJ6 be less than

the incremental revenue calculated to flow to

the jurisdiction from added taxes
attribitable to the project and its
associi ted population.

Rt AR T

Costs of ©providing poblic services were
determined on a per capita basis. Current
costgs of service were co=pared to current
population ¢to determine the existing per
capita levels provided by each jurisdiction.
Based on the additional population
attributable tos the project, by jurisdiction,
future costs were calculated at existing per
capita levels. These costs were compared to
the separate calculatior of additional '
o revenues that woulzd flow _ to the
jursidiction. A benefit was said to accrue
to the jurisdiction when the added ravenues
vere estimated to exteed the added costs
attributable to the project. This is. a-
straight-forward  m2thod of assessing a .
*benefitc." .
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{Appendix 8, Section 2]

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

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

— -
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o\ ‘ suggests this. However, in some azeas, the

project could result in beneficial additions . -
of facllities or a—cess.

{braftr EBIR/EIS., Vol. II, Section 4.3.19;
Appendix 10A, Section 4]

No zattempt was made to distill all the
1 impacts, either adverse or beneficial, into
one measuzd of overall impact. We believe
such an attempt is i1l advised and
inappropriate. The analysis identified
adverse impzcts as well as the beneficial

impacts of potential habitat enhancement once
offshore facilities were in place. These
were never presented in a way to suggest that
they outweighed adverse impacts sSr even that
they somehow compansated for them. ‘These
potential beneficial results from the project
were noted only because they would occur from

the installation of Eroject. components. The
purpose of the EIR/EIS is to _identify 211
vy impacts, not just negative impacts.

" foatenoarmge 104
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1. Comment:

Response:

ISSUE: CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

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

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

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

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

even cloger to home. As Supervisor Waliace

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

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

We Dbelieve that the cumulative impact

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

60—
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Comment:

Response:

Comment:

still maintaining that it is inadequate.
Every 1issue area was analyzed for the

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

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

{Michael Boyd, Page 223 of Transcript]

*And, I 3just think that the EIR, the Final
EIR, is failing to adequately exawmipe what
the cumulative impacts are going to ba on
vegetation and people in the Isla Vista area,
as the result of these cumulative air
pollution impacts and specifically aciad
precipitation in fog, because we don't have

fog."

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

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

(Alan Hur, Page 155 of Transcript]

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

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

all of the EIRs that have bsen overlooked; -

and that is consideration of all of the cther _

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

-$1-
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4.

Response:

Comment:

Response:

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

of review for the projects themselver being
reviewed individually.*

Section 4.3.9 of the EIR/EIS as well a3
Appendix 10A provide a descriptién of the
cumulative impacts of 1l existing, approved,
?ropoaed. o:'xeasonab;y forgsesable projacts
in the Santa  Barbara  Channel. This
cusulative impact analysis on .commercial and

sport fishing provides a full disclosure of
tne potential cunulative impacts. ’

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

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

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

. The impact of incremental degradation of the

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

{Dratt EIR/EIS, Vol. II, Section 7]
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1.

2.

Comnent:

Response:

Comment:

1SSUE: GENERAL COMMENTS

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

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

The well reference in the comment was an
exploratory well drilled from a jackup one
mile from shore. ARCO's- proposed Platform
Heron facility is two miles fzom shore. ’ .

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

{bratt BIR/EIS, Vol. 1L, Section 4.3.17]

(Bill Wallace, Santa Barbara County Beard of
supervisors, Page 6 of Transcript) -

win addition to the selection of the
envirormentally preferred alternative, there
have beex other entirely new gsections of the
document. The important new sections have
been added, evaluatirg the impactz on 1818
Jista, originally overlooked. the effects of

\\
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Hesponse:

BExxon's SYU project offshore, including
additional air quality modelipg, and
gubgtantial new information on the very
complex and controversial issue of comminglsd

versus segregated oil processing.*

Figst, lIsla Vista was not overlooked ian the
dratt EIR/EIS. As we noted in response to

other comments, _the Isla Vista section
ingserted into Volume I of the finalizing

addendum 1is simply a compilation of data
already in the draft EIR/EIS. 1In response to
the desires of community residents,
information from the document conderning Isla
Vista was gathered into one location fcr
ready reference. Where it was necessary ¢o
addrses draft EIR/EIS, some clarifying text
was added, but no new analyses were performed
and analysis had been performed previcusly as

part of the dratt EIR/EIS, it was not

necessary to do new analysis.

[Finalizing Addendum, Vol. I; Sectionm 2.1]-

Secord, the sections on the potential changes
in the Exxon SYU project were added at the
gpecific direction of county representatives
on- the Joint Review Panel. .Data -from the
ARCO document and the certified EIR on
Exxon's project were used to assess the
changes 1n impacts, if any, that may be
attributable to ARCO's projmct if Exxon were
to process its oil offshore. The air quality
podeling reportéd in the firalizing addendum
wags based on data from these documents and
was simply run again under different
combinations of project components, The
results of the air quality analysis confirmed

the conc¢lusions of the draft EIR/EIS. No new
conclugsions were reached ag a result of the

exercisge.

{Finalizing Addendum, Vel. 1, Section 2.2;
and Vol. 11I, Supplemental Air Quality TA]

Third. the controversy over commingling
versus segregation has expanded beyoné the
realm of envireonmental issues. It is true
that, as of the time Supervisor Wallace's

comments were made, there were :ti;}
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Comment:

Response:

Comment:

substantial differences between the county
and the State Lands Commission staftf

concerning the feasibility aad desirability
of commingled processing and oil measurement

in such a system. However, we point out that

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

environmental issues were analyzed in Section
6 of the draft BEIR/EIS.

[Dratt EIR/EIS. Section 4]

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

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

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

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

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

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

consultants prefer offshore gzocessinq 2
because of the statf's posit that

segregation ig the only viable wmeans of
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5.

Response:

Comment:

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

information is included foy your
coneideration.®

The env1ron&enta1 effects associated with

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

selection of offshore procesgsing ag the

environmentally preferable alternative _had
absolutely nothing to do with the commingling

vs. seggregation debate. It was the

elimination of onshore facilities and their
associated significant impacts that 1led to

the selection of that alternative.
Additional studies of the fiscal impacts of
seqgregation and comningling wers added as
response to comments in the final document..

[Draft BIR/EIS, Vol. II, Section-6] -

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

%2, ORG-59 - The Final EIR preparers are
adamant about including alli impacts

associated with each alternative in the

summary table even though the repetition is’

voluminous. They insist this is wmore
1mportan£ than deal1ng with the differsnces

in impacts of the various alternative. We do
not concur with this conclusion. At the very

least, the summary table should be footnoted

to indicate that a discussion of differences
ia impacts is located in the text and wiere.

This footnote shculd only be inciluded if
indeed a £full discussion can be found in the
text. This is esseat’al before ctztification
can occur.*

-6~
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assessing royalties. Oa the other hand, the
applicant, the County and the cormunity see
commingling as a viable and the preferable
method. Therefore, in order for you, in your
role as decision makers on this project, to
mcke a reascned decision, you must have all
tha facts before you. This includes detailed
information on commingling as well) as
segregation. The Final EIR echould be sent
back to the preparers 50 that this
information is included for _your
consideration.®

Response: The environmental effects associated with
commingling and segregation were presented in
Section 6 of the draft EIR/EIS. The
gselection of offshore processing as the
2nvironmentally preferable alternative  had
absolutely nothing to do with the commingling
vs. segregation debate. It was the
elimination of onshore facilities and_ their

.

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

{Draft EIR/EIS, Vol. 11, Section-6) °

5. Comment: (Janice Keller, GO0, Page 1 of written
comments) .

“2., ORG-59 -~ The Final EIR preparers are
adamant about including all impacts
associated with each alternative in the
summary table even though the repetition is
voluminous. They insist this is more.
important than dealing with the differences
in impacts of the various alternative. We do
npot coacur with this conclusion. At the verw
least, the summary table should be footnoted

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

This footncte should only be included If
indeed a full discussion can be founéd in *™hea
text. This is essential befcre certificat n-
can occur."® : . -

~66~ . . °
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s, Responsge:

6. Chnment:

Response:

° 7. Comment:

gL Responsge:

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

[Pinaiizing Addendum, - Vol. I, Exscutive
Summary, pages S-17 to S-51]

(Janice Keller, GO0, Page 1 of written
comments)

“3. ORG-60 ~ Again, we must disagree with
the preparers. Mitigation measures and
residual impacts must be Jeflected in the
summary table. Also, see #2 above re
references to the main text.®

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

[Finalizing Addendum, Vol. 1. Biecuciva
Summary, pages S-365 tc S-383}

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

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

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

and there is no assurance that this could be
accomplished for the Coal Oil Point PBroject.

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

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

not rely on the conninglinqasaq;pgauion issue.
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8.

10.

Comnment:

Response:

Comrnent:

Respouse:

Comnent:

{FPinalizing Addendun, Vol. 11, pages &.4-42
to 4.4-82; Vol. 111, section 7.1:; Draft
EI1R/EIS. Vol. I1I, section 6]

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

“6. ORG-64 - Although we do not concur with
the rationale that Platform Holly needs to be
tripled in size in order to fully deyelop the
jeagses, we appreciate the responsive' answer.

However, this rationale should appear® in the
tex~, not 3just in the Response to cumments

gection."

The response to comments becomes part of  the
Pinal EIR/EIS. ARCO proposed the thrse

platform Ccomplex originally, although <\he
company hasp indicaged {hat a gsin%ﬁe
I\

additional platfora would be built.

(fanice Keller, GOO, Par2 2 of Stitneﬁ\
connents) .

“i16. ORG-68 -~ Removal of existing platforms
from low productions leases in which the
applicant ‘has an interest gshould bDe a
copditicn of any new projact. The removal of
platforms associated with <the new projaect
shouid also be a concition.”

Remcval of platforms after the abandonment of
oil activities is a condition for all
projects.

<

{praft BIR/BIS, Vol. I, section 2]

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

¥12. ORG-73 - It is fine and dandy for the
repacrers to say that the EIR/EIS has an

:

nternally congistent organization, but is
this reality? Our concern is that in a
document the size of the EIR, references to
ocher sections should be specific as to page

ot saction number.®
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Rezponse: Secticn numbers are given as appropriate.

Page number citation is wvery difficult to

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

document.

1l. ‘onment: (Janice Keller, GO0, Page 4 of written
comments)

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

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

proposed project.

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

P .

'L “"References in the Response to Comments

section to uther sections of the E|R should

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

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

; : by refurance to a complete section where a °
. series of related issues is thoroughly--
discussed rather than giving a spesific page
mimber. B

e 13. <ommant: {Janice Keller, GOO, Page 3 of written
s comments)

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

Response: This discus:ion was provided in the new 1Isla
Vista Section. :

[Finalizing Addendum, Vol. I, Section 2.1}

14, Comment: {(Janice Keller, GOO, Page 3 of writpea
comments) ) ’

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

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

Commeni:

Responge:

Comment:

Response:

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

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

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

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

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

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

uThe gtatf report to the . State Lands

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

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

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

hypothesis.

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

-70~
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‘ seep. Aerial photographs of the sesps in
1929 show the seep clearly. The seep is also
quite active after Holly began production as

~geen in 1970 aerial photography.

i

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

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

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

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

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

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

: -7k~

TALENDAR PAGE I 1 6

MINUTE PAGE 44 —




i
‘

S e SO A S
»

- W e~
e et e e e

19.

20,

Response:

Comaent:

Responge:

Comment:

“The Final EIR indicates that a good many
unanswered questions remain about effecte of
the ARCO project upon its surroundings. They
range from tangible effects, such as the
effects upon kelp beds, or supply boats and
the outcome of kelp transplanti3 to less
aeasurable impacts such as the potential
change in the character of the wes JBoleta
Valley."

The EIR/EIS provides a thorough impact

analysis based on the best available
information. There are certainly areas where

available data evaluates the -exact degree of
impact or effectiveness of mitigation. A
comservative (i.e., worst case) approach was
used in those ingtances. For example,
although the mitigation of kelp transplant iz
suggested, we do not know the potential
success of this transplant; therefore, we

aave not reduced the poteatial impact to
insignificaut levels.

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

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

recommends exploration of methods for
detecting and monitoring cumulative effects.

I £ind this a fascinating comment, begause it

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

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

The dJdocument recommends various monitoring

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

in an effort to supplement the level of
existing information.

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

“Ag 1 was walking I notieced there werm littie

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

were giving off kioluminescent enerygy

-2
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21. Conment:

Response:

22. Comment:

whenever 1 disturbed then. The EIR never
agsesged any impacts to these

phyto-plankton, The EIR cannot assess the
impact on all of the organisms, because we
dorn't know all of the organisms.*

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

“The safety 1is also a concern to us,

especially with the increased air traffic,
most of whizh will ba going over iIsla Vista.

We are students. We need to study. You
know, it is hard to study if 24-hours a day
there are airplanes going over your head.
There are clangings, bashings and things

going on right cffshoze.*

At et b e w,.‘.,m.ux“,m., o e st o
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Response:

»There is also the issue of toxics with the

drilling muds. ‘They are going to b2 pucting

those within two miles of our beaches. We
have heard about the impacts on the
University of California, the researchers
there all agree that those impacts will be
severe and will do substantial damage to

their area."

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

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

The air quality analysis does not project any
odor impacts from the platforms. Emission
control equipment will be auch improved over
that currently on facilities in the Coal 0il
Point Area. Additionally, much of the odor
currencsly experienced by residents may be

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

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

addresses the incieased noise- impacts
associated with airport operation.

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

discharged from the platforms. -

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

CALENDAR pAGE

RS ey

i e e e e e e e e e s e
~ | RN . .




SN S

ISSUB: COMMINGLING/SEGREGATION

i. Comment: (Bill wWallace, Santa Barbara County, Page 8
of Transcript)

S ST S

¥

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

‘

[

C et -

y

Response: The additional information in the final EIR
was prevared in response to a study prepared
by the County of Santa Barbara and submitted
as comments on the draft EIR/EIS. The
additional information provided by State
Lznds pointed up potential difficulties
azgociated with a commingling system that the
County did not provide in their study. Other
methods., including renegotiation of leases,'
could be used to reduce =ke potential of -
cheating in a wet commingling.y&tem. ) ’

!

g
@

[(Pinalizing Addendum, Vol. TII, Section 7.13:

o)

2. Comment: {Marty Blum, League of Women Voters, Page 86
of Transcript)

25

“Furthermore, cencerning the Executive
Summary, the League notes that there is no
overview mention of the final BIR's
€iction 6, entitled: Envirormental Aspects
of Commingled and Segregated 01l
Dehydration. Brrata sheets were received for
this section, and we understand that we ave
talking about this section. but presumably it
is still in the picture."
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Response: yection 3.2 of the Executive Summary provides
a summary of tho contents of Saction 6.

«

».

[Pinalizing Addendum, Vel. I, Section 8.2 of
Executive Sumeary (pages €-60)] :

i ~
catenparpPace Lol

MINUTE PAGE 8 4 8

<k
¥



M
Ty
B

e

4

649

x

.

.

NO MINUTE PAGE

»

ﬁll.

o~

1‘
wl
(3}
<C
Q.
Q
<
£
=
(SN
od
<C
(]
(=)
=




S Y h

SO RNITINNY SRR -

13

CALENDAR PAGE

.

‘D

3
<
&
ot
-
“
- B
o
m,
]
owe
B
—
Qa




0 s S s — R A

S -

The project will be a major ccatributer of emissions of
nitrous oxides (NOx). reactive organic gases (ROG), sulfur

oxides (SOx)., total suspeanded particulates (TSP). and carbon

moncxide (CO). NOx and ROG are important pollutants because
they are necegssary components in the formation of oxidant.

Cdors result from the emissions of hydrogen sulfide

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

a cts entified ir the R

Oxidant, NOp, TSP, and odor impacts were defined in the

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

the various oil and gas processing facilities.

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

emiggions, the impacts will not <continue to ocecur once
construction is completead.

Under regular operating conditions, when all equipment is
operating properly, the EIR/EIS predicts mwrinimal emissions.
Under emergency conditiond caused by short-term equipment
fallure or malfunctions, the release of more gignificant

emigsions is antigipated which would continue until the.

emergency condition ic discovered and operations are modified
to permit the resumption of routine operations or the plaat is
shut down. 1The impact analyses recognize that ARCO's design
reduces the poteantial for releases during emergency conditions
because of the increased design operating pressures. Although
the project as originally proposed by the applicant could

result in long term sigaificant air quality impacts, the
EIR/EIS ldentified extensive mitigation measures which could be
used by the applicant to meet the standards set by the SBCAPCD.
The applicant ¢annot obtain a permit from the SBCAPCD upless a
net air qualitcy benefit is demonstrated.

The odor and inert pollutant (502. 325. mercaptans,

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

the atmosphere. All the models employed for this analysis are
either approved by the EPA, the California Air Resources Board,
or the local Air Pollution Control District or are functionally
aequivalent to approved models, having »ean modiffied to improws
performance or accocuit For multiple pollutants in one

=1-
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gsimnlation run while otherwise porforming identically to those
approved models. These modificatioas were# made in consultation
witli the SBAPCD and California Air Resources Board modeling

staffs,

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

]

Diffusion )

Diffurion is the physical process whereby molsculcs
in a fluid or gas move by molecular motion from
areas of hlghez concentration to areas of lower
concentraction, in the process reducing the maximum
concentration of pollutants. Diffusion occurs even
in windless conditions.

Stability

Stability is a measure  of the amcunt of mechanical
turbulence of the air -- lower stability (greater
turbulence) increases diffusion and decreases the
concentration of pollucants as they are transported
avay from the source of emissions. Stability of an
air mass is a functisn of wind speed and solar

"gadiation with higbzr wind speedgs and greate:s

sunlight intensity bring assoclated with lowez
stahilities "(more furhwlence). . '

Wind Speed

Wind ~need determines how much air passes the point
of pollutant emissions in a given time Dperiod.
Pollutants are generally emitted at a constant rate
over time. in low winds, a 3maller volume of &ir
passes the emission source in a given tuue span and
higher initial concentrations ¢ccur than in higheet
winds. 131 winds twice as fagr, there is twice the
volume of air diluting the pollutant, resulting in
corcentrations half as great. Higher wind sDeeds
also cause yreater mixing and even lower pollutant
concentrations than lower wind speeds.

A worst case air quality situation nccurs when a low
wind speéd is combined with highly stable conditions
so that the odorous or toxic gas reaches the highest
possible concentrations at tne farthest points from
the source of emissions. The low winds and high
stability ninimize dilution ard, thus, mazimize
concentrations. By comparigon, during high winds,
twe factors contribute toward lower pollutant




- ‘E’ concantrations. FPirst, more air passes the point of.
SR emiggsion in a given time, thus increasing the

dilhtion of the pollutant. Second, the =zir itgelt
is much less stable, increasing atmospheric

s turbulence and further ineréasing dilution between
- the point of emission and the receptor location.

Odors, H28, 802, and Texic Effects

X -
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ARCO has designedl its production facilities on the
platforms in a manner which differs significantly f:zom most
existing platforms. These design features allow the gas system
to sustain higher than typical pressures. As such, much less
H2S and SOz aif® likely to be emitted from ARCO's plavforms
than would be emitted by existing platforms.

The ability of humans to detect odors is a function of
the concentvatlon of the pollutants. Likewise, the toxic
impacts of virious air pollutants is also a function of the
concentration o¢f the pollutants. The mathem?clcal models used

in. the BIR /EIS's air quality analysis siuulate the physical
atmospheric rocegsses that control diffusica and the other
factors contributing to d11ut10n of air poliiitants.

1
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To assess the potential for toxic effects or odors om -
sensitive receptors., the model 1is run under the wind and
stability conditions that would result in the highest
concentrations at the farthest distancis tirom the emissions
socurce. This is the worst case situation reported in the
EIR/EIS. As reported in this document, no emissions of any
toxic or potentially toxic pollutants from the platforms would
reach the shoreline ir toxic concentrations.

Toxic or detectable odor concentrations are determined by
comparison te applicable standards, threshold 1limit values, and
odor detection 1levels reported in the available 1literature.
The odor detection thresholds for i2S, methyl iercaptans, and
SC2 are reported on page 15-7 of Appendix 4. These are

substantially lower than concentraticns that could be hazardous
to health.

Acid Rain/Aciad Fog

|

!

E

i The conditions leading to acid rain and acid sog are
4 discussad in the draft EIR/EIS and in Isla Vista sectioa of the
. finalizing addendum. During the dJdocument’s prepacation, no
1% documentation for the existence of acid rain oz acid fog along
|

i

]

the south coast of Santa Barbara County was found 1o the
available literature.
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Acid precipitation, in its dry or wet forms, restilts from
complex chemical reactions involving oxides of nitrogen or
sulifur and other atmospheric chemicals. These reactions occur
only in atmospheric conditions with the right mix of sunlight,
moisture, and chemical components. Even under conditions most
favorable for the formation of acid droplets in the air, the
reactions occur slowly. The highest concentrations of acid
(the lowest measured pH) are thus substantially removed in time
and space from the emissions source, unless the air mass either
gtays in one location or returns to the point of origin. Given
these facte, the close proximity of 1Isla Vista to project
components does not lead to the conclusion that the community
igs any more subject to acid rain or acid fog impacts from the
proposéd project than any other locality on the south coast.

Studies conducted by researchers at (}al Tech in the early
1980's noted itiat the worst observed condiiiions of acid fog off
of southern Califormia (Corona del Mar) appeared to occur when
pollutaats from many sources were blown o2t to sea and mixed.
Worst acid fog appeared to occur when this airmass was blown
back onshore after several hours elapsed. Where the poilutants
came from initially appeared to have virtually nothing to do
with which locations are ultimately affccted by the acid fog.

The EIR/EIS does not state that there would not be aciad
rain or acid fog impacts to the communities in Santa Barbara
County. It does indicate that data 1linking emissions of
pollutants necessary  to cause acid precipitation to actual
measured acidic atmospheric conditions in the azea 40 not
exist. Therefore., it is not possible to utate categorically
that there is a scientific- basis to coaclude that acid
precipitation will result from the project. What the EIR/ZEIS
does say is that i—pacts from acid rain ard acid fog may very
well occur, but thkat, given the concsntrations of pollutants
that could cause acid precipitation, thase impacts ace unliikely
to be significant.

Plaring

Flaring resulting €from the malfunctioa of platform
equipment occurs infrequently. The flare is used toc burn
released gases and is 99.0% to 99.5% efficlient in ccaverting
HzS to SO2. SOz emissions from the project would not
effect the air quality status of the air basin. »

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

similar to those experienced by other communities along the
south coast of Santa Barbazra County.

CAUEMGAR PAGE 45%54["'
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Residents of 1Isla Vista currently detect odors that have

been attributed to the Seeps, Platform Holly, the ARCO rarine

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

odors from the new offgchore facilities would not be detectable

in Isla vista.
at an Ellwood

detected in 1Isla

Regidents have also indicated concern about acid rain and

acid fog. The Previcus discussion of acid fog and acid cain
conditions is applicable to Isla Vista residents.
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Drilling muds are used to: (1) lubricate the drilling
bit as it cuts through the earth: (2) clean the 4drill bhore of
roeck chips and other material cut by the drill bit:; and
(3) control the flow of the well by maintaining overburden
pressure on geoicgic formations capable of producing filuids.

I. Toxicity

The applicant proposes to use E.P.A. -approved drilling
muds. These muds have been determined by the State
Regionail Water Quality Control Board and the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to be non-toxic.
As such. ARCC would not be proh1b1tad by these agencies
from di.charging these muds into the ocean.

Drilling muds contain many compounds mostly im trace
amounts. The primary constitueants of drilling muds are
Beatonite Clay. Water, drilling solids (sand and clay).
and Barite. Barite (Barium Sulfate) is the compound that
poses th2 greatest toxicity concern. Research done by

UCSB scientists has indicated some toxicity to marine
organisms as a tesult of experimentgs performed with

Rarium Cloride.

Barium Cloride was used in the University's studies

_because it is much more soluable thaan Barium Sulfate.
Still the research results were applicable, because the
axposure to Barium was the ‘important factor im the
research.

These studies indicate that concent:ations far lower than
those permitted under Regional Water Quality Coatrol
Board Discharge Raqu1rements have sub-letiial effects on
many marine organisms. These effects are especially
destructlve to larval forms and could lead to a reduction
in the population of the organisms. These 81gn1£1cant
impacts and potential mitigatlon. were described in the

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

thsica} Smothering Hard Bottom Ha@@tat

The seafloor off Coal ©Cil Point 1is composed of areag of
boulders, rocke and cobbles. These hard bottom reef areas
have bioslogical significance since they are relatively
uncommon in the Santa Barbara Channel and provide a

substrate for organisms which wonld not be asesociated
with the soft clayey or turf substrate.
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The proposed project could also affect Naples Reef which
i3 a hard bottom habitat arsa located on PRC 208. i

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

However, the EIR/EIS also indicates that the discharge of
muds and cuttings at the other platfeorm sites could also

influence hard bottom 1locations. The zone of sediment
characteristic change from the discharge of wmuds -and
cuttings has been measured tc be 3i 20 meters. While
Naplss Reef 18 more distant than this, resuspension of
muds could have an adve:cse effect on this Reef.

The EIR discussed these impacts and found them to be
significant. Agaln. the most eéffective mitigation is «
prohibition against the ocean disposal of the amuds sad
cuttings at eac¢h platform locaticn.

University Research and Tedching

L3

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

univergity also uses the Naples Reef and other offghore -

areas for teaching and reseatrch.

UCSB has testified about two possible somnrces of
contamination that it fears could damage their research
facilities if the contaminants are drawn into the intake:
muds and cuttlngs anéd oil spills. O0il spills are
discugsgsed in & section entitled System Safety and
Reliability.

The Marine Water Quality analyses in the EIR/EIS

evaluated impacts to the Sea Water Intake. Modelling of
the muds discharge and the resuspsnsion analys;s

indicated that contaminants from the discharge couid

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