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1 Purpose and Need For Action

1. 1 Purpose

Federal law and policy encourages the prompt and orderly
development of oil and gas resources balanced with protection of
the human, marine and coastal environments in the offshore
Federal waters known as the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) The
OCS Lands Act, as amended, presents this policy as defined by the
United States Congress.

The objective of Chevron U.S.A. , Inc. (hereinafter referred to as
Chevron) as operator, is to derive economic benefit through the
extraction, processing, and selling of the hydrocarbons produced
from the Sockeye Field, a part of the OCS Santa Clara Unit. This
is proposed to be accomplished by the installation of Platform
Gail and the associated subsea pipelines.

1.2 Need

The American public and industry have the need for petroleum
products that require development of OCS oil and gas resources.
Orderly and balanced development of these natural resources is
necessary to reduce dependence on foreign energy sources, which
has led to an unfavorable balance of payments and a less secure
national economy. A secondary benefit is the collection of
royalties, bonuses, and rents. This benefit represents a
significant source of revenue for the federal government.

The U.S. Minerals Management Service (MMS) , as OCS leaseholder
and manager of development and production, has prepared this
Environmental Assessment (EA) to meet its responsibilities under
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969.

1. 3 Historical Background and Regional Activity

The prior environmental documentation that is related to this
project is listed on the cover sheet and in the reference section
of this EA. In particular, the EIS prepared for development in
the Santa Barbara Channel in 1976 by the U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) covered possible development on Lease OCS-P 0205. This
document (USGS, 1976) is incorporated herein by reference.
Environmental documentation has also been prepared for
development on nearby Platform Grace (USGS, 1977) ; the associated
pipelines from Platform Grace to Platform Hope (Santa Barbara
County et al. , 1979) ; and Platforms Gina and Gilda (City of
Oxnard et al. 1980)

Lease OCS-P 0205, the location of the proposed platform, and
Leases OCS-P 0209, 0210, and 0217 which will contain the
pipelines to Platform Grace, were all obtained by operating oil
companies in OCS Lease Sale P4 on February 8, 1968 These leases,
along with OCS-P 0204 , 0208, 0215, and 0216 were unitized and



combined into the Santa Clara Unit on March 31, 1973

1.3.1 Nearby Existing Platforms

Production platforms previously installed in the Santa Clara Unit
and the southeastern part of the Santa Barbara Channel include
Grace (Chevron) on OCS-P 0217, Gilda (Union) on OCS-P 0216, and
Gina (Union) on OCS-P 0202 which produces from the Hueneme Field
to the southeast. A map depicting the geographical location of
the Platform Gail project and its relationship to other
facilities is given in Figure 1. 1 of the Chevron Development and
Production Plan (DPP) and is reproduced as Figure 1.3 .1-1 in this
EA.

1. 3.2 Proposed Activities

There are no proposed exploratory activities in the general area
of the Santa Clara Unit and, as of this writing, there are no
drilling rigs operating in the eastern Santa Barbara Channel. In
December 1984 MMS approved an ARCO Plan of Exploration for
Leases OCS-P 0469 and 0475, approximately 24 km (15 mi) west of
the Platform Gail location. Presently, there are no additional,
formally proposed platforms in the eastern Santa Barbara Channel.
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2 .1 Alternative 1 Proposed Action

2 .1.1 Description of the Alternative

Details of the Chevron Platform Gail project,, including the

associated Gail to Grace pipeline, were originally submitted for

review to the MMS in a Draft Development and Production Plan

(DPP) and accompanying Draft Environmental Report (ER) on October
Oil2, 1984 These two documents, as well as the Chevron Spill

Contingency Plan (OSCP) for the Santa Clara Unit were thoroughly
examined by MMS as to their accuracy and completeness. This was

part of the completeness review process as mandated by 30 CFR
Chevron’s DPP was deemed submitted by the MMS on January250.34

29, 1986.

These documents are summarized and referenced within the text of

this Environmental Assessment (EA) and are available for review
at the MMS Pacific Outer Continental Shelf Office in Los Angeles.
Much of the information contained in the project description

follows is taken directly from the Chevron DPP and ER.which

Chevron proposes to install a 36-slot drilling and production
platform (named Gail) on Lease OCS-P 0205 in 225 m (739 ft) of

water during the third quarter of 1986. First oil production is

planned for mid 1987. Oil production from Platform Gail is

projected to peak in 1990 at 13 300 barrels of oil per day
(BOPD) Gas production is projected to peak in 1998 at 20.2

million standard cubic feet per day (MMSCFD) The expected life
of the project is 32 years. Separation of gas, oil and free

water would occur at the platform utilizing three-phase
separators and electrostatic coalescers. Dry oil and gas would

oilbe transported by new subsea pipelines to Platform Grace. The
and gas would then be commingled with Grace production and sent
through existing pipelines to shore via Platform Hope. Produced
gas would be treated onshore at Chevron’s Carpinteria facility.
The dehydrated oil from Platform Gail would not require any
additional treatment onshore, and it would be transferred to an

existing dry-oil line and transported to Chevron’s El Segundo
Refinery in Los Angeles.

SantaAs shown in Figure 2 1. 1-1, oil and gas production for the

Clara Unit peaked in 1983 at approximately 11, 000 BOPD and 33

MMSCFD, respectively and has been declining since then.

Processing at the Carpinteria facility (for Platform Grace) and

the Mandalay Beach facility (for Platform Gilda) has also been

reduced as a result of the Unit’ s production decline. Thus,

Platform Gail would extend the operating life of the Santa Clara

Unit and the Carpinteria processing facility.
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Chevron has recently shut-in 60 wells onshore. Continued
production decline for the current platforms in the Santa Clara
Unit might result in additional well shut-ins. Thus, Chevron’s
overall production decline onshore and in the Santa Clara Unit
could free up enough personnel to meet or exceed the 37 person
requirement for Gail. In summary. Platform Gail’s installation
would extend the operating life of the Santa Clara Unit and the
Carpinteria facility and may provide jobs for workers recently
displaced due to onshore well shut-ins.

2.1.1.1 Description of Project Components

The proposed project would consist of the following components:
Platform Gail, pipelines to Platforms Grace and Hope, and
processing facilities on Grace and onshore in Carpinteria. The
project components are discussed in detail next. The reader is
referred to Chevron’s DPP (Chevron U.S.A. , 1986) for additional
information on the project.

Platform Gail

Location. The platform would be located approximately 14 km (9
nm) west-southwest of Port Hueneme and approximately 10.5 km (6. 5
nm) north of the east end of Anacapa Island. The platform site
in relationship to the lease and prominent onshore areas is shown
in Figure 1. 3 1-1 (see Section 1.3. 1)

Design. The platform structure was designed in compliance with
the MMS OCS Order No. 8. Platform Gail would be a conventional
eight-leg steel jacket supported on the sea floor by pilings
driven through the legs of the jacket and then welded and grouted
to the jacket. The jacket would support a three-level deck
including well conductors and contain drilling/production and
utility facilities, crew quarters, a heliport, and provisions for
docking of crew and supply boats. The deck structure would
provide space and load carrying capacity for one drilling rig.

Installation. Jacket installation is proposed for the end of
August, 1986. The decks and modules would be installed from late
October to December of 1986. The platform installation
procedures are explained in Chevron’ s DPP and ER (Chevron U.S.A.
1986 and Westec, 1986, respectively)

Drilling Facilities. Chevron presently plans to drill 25 wells
during the first development phase. During the second
development phase, an additional 9 wells may be drilled.
Development drilling is planned to span approximately 6 years
(approximately 2 months per well) beginning in March 1987. The
full 36 wells are being considered in this EA. The drilling rig
would be a land-type rig modified for offshore application.
Subsequent to development drilling, a workover rig may be brought
on board to service the producing wells.

2-3



Production Facilities. Three-phase separators are planned for

primary oil/gas/free-water separation followed by electrostatic
coalescers for dehydration. The wet-oil stream to the separators
would be heated with hot oil to approximately 150 F for

free-water removal. The resulting oil emulsion would then flow
to the electrostatic coalescers operating at 50 pounds per square
inch-gauge (psig) up to 250 F. The oil would then be stabilized
in a twelve tray stripping column for removal of hydrogen sulfide

(HyS) and piped to Platform Grace.

Produced gas from the three-phase production and test separators
and the coalescers would be compressed to pipeline shipping
pressure by three, 50 percent capacity electric motor-driven
reciprocating compressors. Low pressure gas would be recovered
from platform equipment and compressed along with casing gas.
The recovered gas would be commingled with gas from separation
facilities and compressed prior to dehydration and shipment to
shore by pipeline.

Produced water resulting from the oil separation process on the
aplatform would be treated and discharged to the ocean through

subsurface disposal caisson. To meet the EPA requirements for

discharge (40 CFR 435) the water would be treated by passing it
through a corrugated plate interceptor followed by a flotation
cell to remove suspended oil from the water. Oil and solids
resulting from this treatment process would be recycled into the
oil stream. All discharges would be in accordance with an
individual National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit to be issued by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA)

Electric power would be generated by three 3, 150 kilowatt (kw)
turbine generators, one of which would be a standby unit. Gas
would be the primary fuel for the turbines with diesel as an
alternate fuel. Gas would be sent from Platform Grace to fuel
the turbines until Platform Gail produces sufficient gas on its
own. Heat would be recovered from the turbine exhaust by waste
heat recovery units to satisfy the platform process heating
requirements (i.e. , cogeneration)

Emergency power for the production facilities would be supplied
by an 850 kw diesel powered generator. This unit would provide
electric power under emergency conditions for critical services
such as blowout prevention (BOP) accumulators, lights, air

pressurizing systems, and sump pumps.

Two 1, 200 gallon per hour capacity desalinization units (one
standby) would produce fresh water from sea water for the potable
and demineralized water systems (including drilling) The system
would keep the potable water system and mixed bed demineralizer
supplied with 5 ppm total dissolved solids (TDS) water, while any
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surplus would go to fresh water storage. Water from the vapor
desalinization unit would enter a mixed bed cartridge type
demineralizer where the total dissolved solids would be reduced
from 5 ppm to less than 0.5 ppm The resulting desalinization
brine would be discharged to the ocean just below the surface.
The desalination unit will have a capacity to produce 28, 000

gallons per day (Chevron, verbal comm. May 29, 1986) Typical
fresh water needs for drilling are 15, 000 to 40,000 gallons per
day (Chevron, verbal comrn. , May 29, 1986) Chevron would
transport fresh water from shore for any needs over the 28, 000

gallon capacity (Chevron, verb. comm. May 29, 1986)

All drainage from the decks would be collected. The drain water
together with any entrained oil would be fed to a corrugated
plate separator where oil would be separated and returned to a

oilhydrocarbon drain tank. This oil is then pumped into the

processing system or into a holding tank. Clean water from the
corrugated plate interceptor would be discharged to the ocean
through the subsurface disposal caisson in accordance with the

individual NPDES permit. All decks would be of solid steel plate
and have a 15 cm (6 in) minimum high curb around the perimeter to
prevent any runoff into the ocean. Spray shields would be

included where necessary to prevent liquid hydrocarbon spray from
reaching the ocean.

General environmental protection measures, which are part of the

proposed action, are listed in the ER (Section 2 18, page 2-56)
Particular control measures adopted by Chevron to reduce air
emissions are listed in Section 2 1. 1. 7 of this EA.

Description of Pipeline System

Three submarine pipelines would be installed between Platforms
Gail and Grace. One would take oil to Platform Grace, one would
transport gas to or from Grace and one would be a spare or
utility line. The crude oil and gas would enter an existing
pipeline system at Grace, shipped to Platform Hope thence onshore
to Chevron’ s Carpinteria treating facility where the gas would be

processed. The dehydrated oil from Platform Gail would not
require any additional treatment onshore. It would be transferred
to an existing dry-oil line and transported to Chevron’s El

Segundo Refinery in Los Angeles. Details on the existing Grace

to Hope pipeline are provided in Santa Barbara County et al.

(1979) and Chevron U.S.A. (1977) Brown and Root (1984) reviewed
for Chevron the performance of the oil and gas pipelines from

Platform Gail to shore via Platforms Grace and Hope. The study
assumed higher production rates than those currently planned by

Chevron and is thus conservative. The study concludes that the

pressure requirements for peak and other flowrates are met by the

facilities planned for Gail and the facilities currently

available on Grace.
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Location. The locations of the offshore and onshore pipeline
segments are shown in Figure 2. 1. 1. 1-1. It should be noted that
only the pipelines connecting Platform Gail and Grace would be
installed in the proposed action; all other pipelines segments
are in place.

Installation. The pipelines would be installed in October and

November of 1986 using the conventional laybarge and stinger
method. The pipeline installation procedures are explained in
Chevron’s DPP and ER (Chevron U.S.A. 1986 and Westec, 1986,
respectively) A pro-construction survey of the pipeline route
would be conducted by Chevron in order to ascertain any minor
bathymetric changes of the sea floor and for fine-scale
engineering adjustments. MMS would require Chevron to (1) submit
proposed anchoring plans for the pipeline construction activities
prior to approval of Chevron’s right-of-way application and (2)
submit a post-construction anchor map, to show which anchor sites
were actually used.

Operation. Platform Gail ’s volumetric comparison oil leak
detection system is comprised of a computer system that would
perform a volumetric balance in 1 minute intervals. All pipeline
volumes would be both temperature and pressure compensated. The
volumetric balance would be checked at seven different leak
levels over different time periods spanning 1 minute to monthly.
If an excessive imbalance occurred, an alarm would be sounded.
The leak detection system is designed in accordance with MMS OCS
Order No. 9.

There would be no sophisticated leak detection system for gas
lines. Should a gas leak occur, the detection of the leak in the
Gail to Grace pipeline would be accomplished by pressure sensors
at both platforms.

Description of Processing Facilities

Dewatering of the crude would take place on Platform Gail. Free
water would be removed from the oil in two parallel/three phase
separators; two parallel electrostatic coalescers would reduce
the water content to less than 1 percent. Oil from the
coalescers is gas stripped to release H^S in the crude to 20 ppro
or less and pumped via subsea pipeline to Chevron’s Platform
Grace. There it would be commingled with Grace’s oil and pumped
to shore via Chevron’s existing subsea pipeline. No additional
onshore treatment at Carpinteria is required. The reader is
referred to MMS (1977) and Chevron U.S.A. (1976) for details
regarding the facilities at Platform Grace.

Produced sweet gas on Platform Gail would be dehydrated and
compressed before entering the pipeline to Platform Grace.
Tie-ins on Grace would be minimal. These connections would not
cause a significant increase in fugitive hydrocarbon emissions,
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which are calculated based on the number of valves, flanges, and
other conections in a facility. Sour gas produced from Platform
Gailwould be treated at Platform Grace to remove H^S by utilizing
the existing Stretford unit prior to final treatment at
Carpinteria. The Stretford process for sweetening natural gas
would not show any increase in fugitive emissions. The process
is a direct conversion of H,S to elemental sulfur and no SO, is
formed. Hence, there are no emissions of SO, A Stretford
liquid "slurry" is produced that can contain up to a design
maximum of 3 .2 tons of sulfur per day. This slurry is classified
as a hazardous waste during transport. The slurry is first
transported in portable tanks by work boat to shore where vacuum
trucks then transport the material to a Class II-l disposal site.
Both the hazardous waste carriers and the disposal site would be
approved by the California Department of Health Services.

No modifications are proposed for Platform Grace. All operations
would remain within the permitted limits and meet all conditions
of the existing Santa Barbara APCD permit for the Carpinteria
processing facility. The facility currently processes
approximately 5 to 10 MMSCFD of gas. At peak Gail production,
Carpinteria would process approximately 20 to 23 MMSCFD. In
1986, as part of another Chevron project, this facility will be
instituting an inspection and maintenance (I&M) program. Chevron
will also be installing pre-stratified charge systems on two
compressors and a clean burn conversion kit on another compressor
to achieve an 80 percent NO reduction. Increasing throughput in
this plant would not increase fugitive hydrocarbon emissions.

2 1. 1. 2 Support Vessels and Aircraft

During the platform installation phase, the crew and supply boats
would travel to the platform from the Carpinteria Pier and Port
Hueneme, respectively. During the drilling phase, the crew and
supply boats would travel to Gail from Port Hueneme. During the
production phase, the crew boat would transport workers and small
supplies to the platform from the Carpinteria Pier. Vessel
routes are shown in Figure 2 6-1 of the ER (Westec, 1986)

The participation of support vessels and aircraft in the various
project development phases are summarized below.
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TABLE 2 .1.1.2-1. SUMMARY OF DAILY SUPPORT VESSELS AND AIRCRAFT
NEEDS.

Crew boats Supply boats Helicopter
Operation
phase number trips number trips number trips

Installation 1 2 1 1 1 2
Drilling 1 1 1 1 1 2
Production 1 2 * * 1 1

* Small supplies would be transported on the crew boat.

2. 1. 1.3 Personnel Requirements

Manpower requirements for the various development phases are
summarized in Table 2. 1. 1.3-1. Note that the installation or
construction phase of the project is the most labor intensive.

TABLE 2 1. 1.3-1. SUMMARY OF PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS.

Operation phase Maximum number Duration
of workers

Installation platform 240 4 6 months
pipeline 100 2 months

Drilling 70 6 years
Production 37 project lifetime

2. 1. 1.4 Project Schedule

Dates for upcoming Platform Gail highlights as proposed by
Chevron are summarized next.

TABLE 2. 1. 1.4-1. UPCOMING PROJECT HIGHLIGHTS AS PROPOSED BY
CHEVRON.

Proposed activity Proposed dates

Installation jacket Aug 1986 Sept 1986
decks and modules Oct 1986 Jan 1987
pipelines Oct 1986 Nov 1986

Drilling begins Mar 1987

Production commences May 1987
peaks 1990 for oil

1998 for gas
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2. 1. 1.5 Safety Systems

Platform Gail ’s fire detection and suppression systems, escape
equipment, and safety systems are discussed in detail in
Chevron’s DPP and ER (Chevron U.S.A. , 1986 and Westec, 1986,
respectively)

Navigation aids for Platform Gail include the following
components:

o four lights, one on each platform corner consisting of
255 mm lenses which are visible for 8 km (5 nm) ;

o fog signal with 3 km (2 nm) audible range?
o aviation warning lights on the drilling derrick.

For safety considerations, the platform would be painted a highly
visible white.

2. 1. 1.6 Discussion of Contingency Plans

In the event that a spill does occur, procedures for reporting
and activating spill response measures are described in the Oil
Spill and Emergency Contingency Plan (Chevron U.S.A. , 1985) ,
submitted in accordance with OCS Order No. 7 The plan describes
the following;

o notification procedures for contacting appropriate
government agencies,

o designation of the spill response teams,
o specific containment and cleanup procedures,
o equipment inventories, and
o locally and regionally available oil spill cooperatives.

The plan also details the procedures for limiting, ceasing,

continuing or curtailing critical operations under defined
hazardous conditions. A Hydrogen Sulfide (H S) and Sulfur
Dioxide (SO-) Contingency Plan is also included as Appendix 7.

The H-S and SO- Plan discusses the following topics:
*

o physiological response to H-S exposure,
o H-S alarm system,
o appropriate operating procedures in the presence of H-S,
o medical first aid given an exposure to H^S.

Description of Oil Pollution Prevention Procedures

Prevention of oil spills during drilling and production
operations would be through full compliance with OCS Orders No. 2

and 7. Order No. 2 establishes casing and casing-cement
requirements; blowout prevention equipment specifications; mud
program, testing, and control requirements; and a mandatory

program for the supervision and surveillance of activities and
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training of personnel. Order No. 7 and the individual NPDES
permit establish requirements for liquid and solid waste
disposal; personnel training and drills for pollution prevention;
and pollution inspections and reports.

The primary system used to prevent oil pollution consists of a

properly designed mud and casing program and a diverter/blowout
prevention system, both of which are described in the DPP
(Chevron U.S.A. , 1986) While drilling each well, a pressure
integrity test conforming to OCS Order No. 2 would be conducted
prior to drilling out the cement plug at the conductor, surface,
and intermediate casing shoes. All zones which contain oil, gas,
or fresh water would be fully protected by casing and/or cement
as specified in Order No. 2. Platform Gail would be equipped
with a safety control system designed to shut in all production
wells in case of an emergency. Platform equipment, such as

pressure relief valves, fire fighting systems, deck drainage
collection systems, and well flow control devices, have been

designed to minimize and prevent accidental spillage of oil and

other pollutants.

Involved Personnel

Two related response teams would make up the overall Oil Spill
Response Organization. The first level response, initiated by
the Immediate Response Team, is organized to make maximum use of

the persons and equipment located on Platform Gail, the boat and
skimmer at Platform Grace, and the boat and equipment at the
Carpinteria Pier. The team is trained to provide immediate
containment and control capabilities for minor spills (i.e. , less
than 10 bbl) The team would also initiate control actions for
large or uncontrolled spills regardless of their source.

If it is apparent that the spill cannot be completely controlled
by onboard resources, the Major Spill Response Team would be
activated. This team would oversee and direct the containment
and cleanup operation to ensure that correct procedures are
followed and that adequate measures are taken to protect both

human health and the environment. The Major Spill Response Team
would also coordinate with Clean Seas (CS) and any other oil
spill cooperatives or government response teams that might be

involved. Containment and cleanup activities are described
below.

Description of Containment and Cleanup Activities

A discussion of containment and cleanup procedures for various
open ocean and shoreline conditions and detailed information
concerning dispersants and their use are presented in the OSCP

(Chevron U.S.A. 1985)
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Chevron’sOnce a spill has been detected and the source located,
onsite foreman would initiate the level of response required and

establish contact with Chevron management, CS, and appropriate
government agencies such as the U.S. Coast Guard, MMS, and the

California Office of Emergency Services. Responses to minor
spills and initial responses to major spills would be conducted
using equipment at Platform Gail, Platform Grace, and the

Carpinteria Pier (under the present plan, crew boats would be

stationed at Grace and the Carpinteria Pier) Supplementary
response equipment for all spills would be provided by CS and

other nearby operators as needed. The approximate response times
to Platform Gail of the various cleanup equipment and vessels are

as follows:

o Gail spill containment equipment 30 min,
o Grace crewboat 25 min,
o Carpinteria crewboat (with a stop at Grace to pick up

skimmer) 1 hr 45 min,
o CS Fast Response Boat (from Santa Barbara Harbor)

1 hr 45 min, and
o CS Mr. Clean 1 (from Santa Barbara Harbor) 3 hrs.

A drill was conducted on a simulated spill at Platform Grace.
The recorded response times were better than the estimates given
above. The Fast Response Boat arrived at the scene 1 hr 30 min
from when the drill was initiated (actual transit time was only
55 min) Mr. Clean II (stationed in Santa Barbara Harbor at the

time of the drill) arrived on the scene in 1 hr 50 min.

These response times are considered sufficient in view of the
fact that trajectory modeling shows a minimum time to onshore

impact of 50 to 55 hours (Chevron U.S.A. , 1985) In addition,
Mr. Clean II is stationed in Port San Luis and could be deployed
if necessary. Mr. Clean III. which will be located offshore near
Point Conception, could also be deployed as necessary. Should a

spill exceed the capabilities of CS, additional equipment would
be acquired from other cooperatives such as Clean Coastal Waters
and Clean Bay located in Long Beach and San Francisco,
respectively.

theCS vessels are certified by the USCG for operations in open
ocean. They are capable of operating safely in all sea
conditions found along the California coast (April 5, 1986 letter

to Mr. Tim Russ of Chevron U.S.A. from Mr. L. A. Onstad, manager
of CS)

The initial containment effort would involve deploying a spill
toboom to encircle the slick thus providing a physical barrier

prevent further spreading. After the spill has been contained,
be mechanically removed by Grace’s skimmer or athe oil would

skimmer from CS. If weather or high sea conditions prevent the

safe deployment of a spill boom and skimmer, or if the slick is
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moving towards an environmentally sensitive area. Chevron might
initiate the dispersant request process through the Federal
On-Scene Coordinator (OSC) A dispersant would be used only
after permission is given by the Federal OSC.

Relationship to Regional Contingency Plans

In addition to individual oil and gas operator contingency plans
and regional cooperatives, the following Federal and State
contingency plans are also in effect in the project area, as
required by legislative mandate:

o National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan,

o Region IX Multi-Agency Oil and Hazardous Materials
Pollution Contingency Plan, and

o California Oil Spill Contingency Plan and State
Interagency Oil Spill Committee.

2 1. 1.7 Solid, Liquid, and Gaseous Wastes

Discharges of wastes and pollutants into the marine environment
fall into two categories: (1) solid and liquid wastes and (2)
gaseous pollutants. The U.S. EPA regulates the discharge of
liquid and solid wastes into federal waters. Chevron plans to
apply to the EPA for two individual National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permits: one for minor discharges that
would occur during platform installation and a second permit that
would, in addition, include muds and cuttings and produced waters
resulting from the drilling/production phase of the project.
Solid and liquid wastes resulting from platform drilling and
production operations, and the methods of their treatment and
disposal are presented in Table 2. 1. 1.7-1.

Chevron intends to use EPA-approved generic muds No. 5 or 7.
However, variations of these muds may be necessary, depending on
downhole conditions. While these conditions are not anticipated,
Chevron recognizes that there is a possibility that they may be
encountered. If they are, and Chevron must use chrome
lignosulfonates. Chevron is proposing to barge all muds
containing chromium to shore for onshore disposal. Both the
hazardous waste carriers and the disposal site would be approved
by the California Department of Health Services.

Air pollutant emissions during platform installation would
originate from diesel fuel-burning equipment, including tugboats,
work boats, installation barges, cranes, and miscellaneous
equipment. The two sources of air emissions associated with the
drilling and production operations on Platform Gail would be
those produced within the platform itself and mobile emissions
from associated marine support vessels and helicopters.
Continuous sources of air emissions would include valves, seals,
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and connections in the process equipment. In an effort to reduce
air emissions. Chevron is proposing the following control
measures:

o water injection for the gas turbines;
o I&M program in accordance with prudent operating

practices;
o vapor recovery system which recovers several sources of

fuel and off-gases, such the as hydrocarbon blanket
vapors from tanks and the off-gas from the glycol
regenerator;

o 0. 3 weight percent sulfur fuel for diesel-powered
equipment; and

o low NO emitting Caterpillar engines for the cranes.
jrL

The air pollutant emissions by development phase are provided in
Table 2 1.1.7-2 ; the totals contained in the table reflect
comments made by CARB and Ventura APCD regarding emission
calculations and assumptions in the ER.

TABLE 2 1. 1.7-2 ANNUAL EMISSIONS FROM THE PROPOSED ACTION.

Emissions (tons/yr)

Development phase SO- TSP NO VOC CO
_.-___-._^--

Construction 48.7 16.3 189.8 8.4 48 .9
Drilling/production * 12 .8 1.9 45.5 23 .5 54 1
Production ** 12.7 1. 3 39. 0 22.6 53 .9

* Peak NO emissions for the drilling and production phase
occur in 1993

** Peak NO emissions for production occur in 1999.
JL

2 1. 1.8 Consistency with the California Coastal
Zone Management Program

The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972, as amended,
requires offshore oil and gas development to be consistent with a
state approved coastal zone management program (Section
307 (c) (3) (B) ) California’s Coastal Management Program was
approved by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) in 1978. The California Coastal Commission (CCC) is the
authorized agency for implementing the provisions of the
Management Program.

The CZMA gives the authorized agency six months in which to agree
or disagree with an applicant’s certification of consistency with
the management program unless written notice is received (15 CFR
930.7) Concurrence is presumed if no objection is made within
six months. In a certification, the applicant must demonstrate
that the proposed project can be accomplished in a manner
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consistent with the policies of the approved management program.
Chevron has included in the ER (Westec, 1986) an analysis of

their project in terms of California’s Coastal Management
Program, and Chevron has determined that their project is
consistent with the policies of the program.

By letter dated March 31, 1986, the CCC notified the MMS that the
Commission could neither concur nor object to Chevron’s
consistency certification within 90 days of the receipt of the

proposal on January 30, 1986. The CCC held a hearing to review
Chevron’s DPP on June 10, 1986 in San Francisco, California. A
second hearing will be held in the Los Angeles area in early
July, 1986.

2 .1. 1.9 Compliance with Federal Regulations and
OCS Orders

Chevron’s proposed measures to comply with MMS Pacific OCS

operating orders and other pertinent regulations such as, 30 CFR
250. 34, NTL 80-2, and the EPA NPDES permit, are addressed in
their ER (Westec, 1986) In addition. Chevron would obtain the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ approval (Section 10 permit. River
and Harbor Act of 1899) of the platform location. In case of

violations, leases are subject to cancellation and lessees are
subject to penalties as provided for in the OCS Lands Act.

2. 1.2 Summary of Impacts

The expected impacts of the proposed action are summarized in
Table 2 1. 2-1. The information in this Table is based on the
analysis of impacts in Section 4 of this EA. Refer to Section 4

for more detail. The impacts are considered by the MMS to be
insignificant.

2 1. 3 Potential Mitigation Measure

Although significant impacts on public schools in Santa Barbara
and Ventura Counties are not likely as a result of the Platform
Gailproject, a potential measure exists which would serve to
identify any adverse affects on the schools. This measure would
be to require Chevron to include the Platform Gail project in the

Tri-County Socioeconomic Monitoring Program. Chevron’s
participation in this program would help the local jurisdictions
to identify the actual contribution of the Gail project to the

enrollment in county schools. This measure has been recommended
by the California Secretary of Environmental Affairs and the

County of Santa Barbara (Department of Regional Programs)
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Table 2.1.2-1- Suamary of expected environmental impacts and

project evaluation Alternative I.

Resources and Significant Impacts Insignificant No Mitigation

>JEPA Parameters* Beneficial Adverse Impacts-Effect-Required

Geohazards
1508.27(b)(2) X

Air Quality
1508.27(b)(2) X

Water Quality
1508.27(b) (2) X

Intertidal
Benthos X

Subtidal
Benthos X

Fish Resources X

Marine Mammals X

Marine and
Coastal Birds X

Endangered and
Threatened Species X X

Estuaries and
Wetlands
1508.27(b X
Areas of Special
Concern
1508.27(b) (3) X

Channel Islands
National Marine
Sanctuary and
National Park
1508.27(b) (3) X

Commercial Fisheries X

Marine Vessel Traffic
and Routing systems X

Recreation, Tourism, and
Visual Resources X

Mariculture and Kelp
Harvesting X

Socioeconomics
X

Sportflshing X

Degree of Effects
Highly Controversial a
1508.27 (b) (4) X

Degree of Effects
Unknown
1508.27 (b) (5) X

Cumulative
Impacts
1508.27 (b) (7) X

Sets Precedent
for Future
Actions
1508.27 (b) (6) X

Violates Federal,
State, Local
Environmental
Protection Laws
1508.27 (b) (10) X

NEPA definitions of significance: see Title 40 CFR Part 1508.27

Although a large number of comments have been received, MMS has

analyzed the issues and found no significant impacts (also see
Sections 4 and 5 of this EA).
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Endangered2 Mitigation of1.4 Required As A Result
Species Act, Section 7 Consultation

As part of th Endangered Species Act, Section 7 Consultation, the

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) specified the following

reasonable and prudent measures to minimize or avoid potential

incidental take of listed species. These measures are taken
to Appendix A. Idirectly from the FWS Biological Opinion. Refer

for more details.

1. Consistent with previous Incidental Take Statements issued to

your agency. MMS should require that the existing oil spill
contingency plan be updated to assure protection of the most

sensitive/essential individuals and habitats (e.g. nesting sites,
toforaging areas, etc. ) of listed species vulnerable the

proposed project. At a minimum plans should include:

a. maps (scale no smaller than 1:48000) of environmentally

sensitive areas including endangered species habitat,
b. development of an endangered species oil spill avoidance
plan, in association with FWS and California Department of

Fish and Game, to result in listed species avoiding an oil

spill. Some techniques are available (such as waterfowl

hazing guns) that could potentially be successful. Such a
ofplan would not necessarily require reinitiation

consultation,
c. use of the oil spill trajectory model, run by NOAA as a

part of the oil spill response team, to predict the fate

(movement) of spilled oil and help to direct the clean-up

efforts,
shall monitor any oil spills that may threatend. MMS

nearshore environments and notify the USFWS immediately if

trajectories indicate a potential problem for any listed

species or their habitats. Monitoring must continue until

all potential risks to listed species have abated.

2 MMS shall notify our Service, National Park Service, and

Department of Fish and Game of any spills that haveCalifornia
the potential for affecting any listed species,

3 Some spills may not be contained and/or recovered in the time

necessary to avoid contact with listed species (such as a spill

approaching Anacapa Island) This may be due to rough seas or

approaching darkness that may preclude containment and cleanup
theseoperations even with all the equipment available. In

instances, dispersants should be considered. Rapid approval for

dispersant use is imperative. However, it is known that there
with their use (MMS,are some toxic effects to marine organisms

1985 see Appendix A. I) Because of these effects, many
been reluctant to grant approval for the use ofagencies have

dispersants. MMS, as lead federal agency, should work with all

agencies involved in the approval process toward identification
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and resolution of problems associated with the use of dispersants
and identify rapid response techniques for the use of these
chemicals. The FWS could be a party to the development of this
plan.

We <FWS> believe the following terms and conditions are necessary
to implement the foregoing measures: 1) if specified levels of
incidental take for any listed species are reached or exceeded,
MMS shall require that the causative action of such take cease
immediately, and shall reinitiate consultation with our Service
to reevaluate the incidental take impacts? 2) MMS shall
immediately telephone the Laguna Niguel Field Office if
incidental take of any listed species occurs as a result of the
project, and prepare a written report which shall include the

date, location, and circumstances surrounding the taking and the
disposition of the individual (s) taken? 3)MMS will communicate
to FWS information on the inspection program and project
operations, as they relate to incidental take. Specifically, if
information is revealed during inspections that increased
potential for incidental take exists, FWS is to be notified for
advice on remedial actions? 4) any remains of listed species
taken as a result of this action should be deposited with our Law
Enforcement Division.

2 2 Alternative II Use of Subsea Electric Cable

Supplying electric power to the platform via submarine cable
connected to the commercial grid onshore is considered as a
project alternative. The following issues are considered in the
assessment of this alternative:

o environmental impacts relative to the proposed action
o cost feasibility of this alternative.

Environmental Impacts

To assess the air quality impacts of this alternative relative to
the proposed action, only NO emissions are considered since (1)
NO is an ozone precursor and ozone is the pollutant of most
concern to onshore Ventura County and (2) NO is the pollutant
emitted in the greatest quantities. A NO emfssion comparison
for the grid power alternative (two options) and the proposed
action is given below:

subsea cable + gas heaters 841. 71 tons of N0^
subsea cable + electric heaters 553 44 tons of NO
proposed action 1154 78 tons of N0^
source: letter of April 11, 1984 to Peter Venturini of CARB

from Douglas Uchikura of Chevron U.S.A. Inc.
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The emission totals are in tons over the lifetime of the project
(32 years) and include emissions generated by the onshore power
plants. The grid power alternative reduces the total NO
emissions by 27% for gas heaters and 52% for electric heaters.
As shown in Section 4.4, the air quality impacts of the proposed
action would be insignificant. Thus, the air quality benefit of
the grid power alternative would be a reduction of an already
insignificant impact.

Impacts on commercial fishing would increase slightly due to an
additional preclusion of fishing space. However, overall impacts
would remain insignificant, due to the limited area precluded.
Impacts to the soft bottom benthos would increase slightly due to
increased turbidity during installation and possible crushing of
organisms by the cable itself. Due to the limited area affected,
impacts would remain insignificant. Impacts to all other
resource categories would remain the same as described for
Alternative I.

Cost Feasibility

One way of determining the cost feasibility of this alternative
in reducing air quality impacts is to estimate the cost per pound
of NO reduced. The South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) uses a screening criterion of $4 50/lb NO reduced as
the level for determining cost feasibility. SCAQMD’s screening
criterion is used as a guideline here for estimating cost
feasibility. According to Chevron (April 11, 1986 letter to
CARB) , the NO emission reduction costs are as follows:

JL

subsea cable + gas heaters $38 .43/lb NO reduced
subsea cable + electric heaters $46.26/lb NO reduced

ji

Thus in both alternative options, the costs are well in excess of
SCAQMD’s criteria for estimating cost feasibility of a particular
control technology.

2 3 Alternative III No Project

The no project alternative would result in avoidance of all
beneficial and adverse impacts discussed in this EA. However,
needed hydrocarbon resources would not be produced and the full
resource potential of the Sockeye Field would not be realized.
Additional imported crude would thus be required to meet domestic
needs. Importation would result in negative environmental
effects due to the increased risk of tanker spills, adverse
balance of payments at the federal level, loss of royalties to
the U.S. government, and monetary loss to the State of
California. Chevron would also suffer significant economic loss
should the Sockeye Field not be produced to its full potential.
Installed onshore processing facilities and the existing Grace to
Hope pipeline would be underutilized, resulting in loss of
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capital and operating efficiencies.

Current DOI regulations state that oil and gas leases roust be
explored and developed within a reasonable tine or the lessee
faces the possibility of having to relinquish the leases to the
government. MMS further specifies that it has authority to
disapprove a DPP if, for example, it is determined that serious
harm or damage would result to marine, coastal, or human
environment. Such possibilities have been thoroughly discussed
in Section 4 of this EA and no significant impacts have been
identified for this specific project. Consequently, the no
project alternative does not appear justified.

2.4 Comparison of Alternatives

As summarized in Section 2 1.2, and detailed in Section 4 all
the impacts associated with Platform Gail are classified as
insignificant. Although the grid power alternative reduces the
air quality impacts, commercial fishing impacts would be
increased as a result of increased area precluded from commercial
fishing, however, these would also be insignificant. The costs
associated with the grid power alternative are well above the
cost feasibility limit suggested by the SCAQMD to mitigate air
quality impacts. The no project alternative would avoid the
insignificant impacts associated with the proposed action?
however, needed hydrocarbon resources would not be developed.
Thus, additional imported crude would be required to meet
domestic needs resulting in negative environmental impacts,
increased trade deficits, loss of royalties for the U.S.
government, and monetary loss to the state of California. In
addition Chevron would incur economic loss since the Sockeye
Field would not be fully developed and the in-place pipeline
segments and the onshore processing facilities would be
underuti1ized.
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Resources3 Description of Affected Environmental

study area for the resources described in this EA is defined
TheThe ^uav^^ the Northern Channel IslandsBarbara Channel,
coastal habitats and waters (San Miguel, ^"^habitatsR0^’ 5*";1^ cruz-
and Islands) , and mainland coastal and waters

Anacapa certain
Point Conception to Point Dume. The study area for

from
resources (e.g. , marine mammals and socioeconomics) in this EA

are slightly different in geographical extent. Refer to the

resources further information on the definition of
specific for

different
the study area. those resources which have a studyFor

study area is given at the beginning of
area, a definition of the
the descriptive narrative of this Section.

3 1 Geology

3 1. 1 Regional Geologic Setting

been
Thedescribed

Channel hasregional geology of the Santa Barbara

in considerable detail by Vedder et al. (1969) ; BLM,
; Curran et al.

1979 1981; MMS, 1983 Sylvester and Darrow (1979)
; and the MMS EAs for Leases

(1971) ; Burdick and Richmond (1982)
OCS-P 0203 (Union) and OCS-P 0210 (Chevron) Regional and site

have also been
specific geology in the Platform Gail vicinity

addressed in the Chevron ER (Westec, 1986)

forms
The Santa Barbara Channel a tectonic depression that theis
western extension of the Neogene Ventura Basin and is the

structuralsubmerged westernmost part of the Transverse Range

Province. The Channel component of the Ventura Basin is

mi) wide, with a
approximately 130 km (81 mi) long and 40 km (25
maximum water depth of about 625 m (2050 ft)

characteristic west trending structural grain of the
The regional
TransversenorSh-south Range Province formed as a result of

compression and is reflected in the
The Channel

or.structurally
of the Santa Barbara Channel region. ^3is structu^s

and
bound on the north the homoclinal Santa Ynez Mountains theby

on the south by the Channel
Santa Ynez fault zone. It is bounded

SantaPlatform (including San Miguel, Santa Rosa,Islands cruz_
and Anacapa Islands) and the eastern extension of the Santa

Monica/Malibu Coast/Santa Rosa Island fault system.

The Channel floor is comprised of as much as 1, 220 m (4_000 ft)
foldedQuaternary sediments that have been gently and Suited

of
1971; Vedder et al. The

in many areas (Curran et al. 1974)_
Channeland upper slopes of the are mantled by a thin

shelves
basin fill are moreQuaternaryveneer of sediment. Underlying the

than 4 500 m (14 800 ft) of highly folded and faulted Tertiary

and Cretaceous strata (Vedder et al. , 1969)
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3. 1.2 Stratigraphy and Structure

slopeStratigraphy the Santa Barbara Basin and areain is

comprised, from oldest to youngest, of Upper Jurassic metamorphic

rocks, cretaceous siltstones. Eocene through Oligocene marine

shales and sandstones, Miocene siliceous marine shales and

sandstones intercalated with basaltic flows. Pliocene siliceous

mudstones, and Pleistocene sands and gravels.

theThe Platform Gail project area is on eastern slope of the

Santa Barbara Basin, and shows geologic structure and

stratigraphy typical of the Western Transverse Ranges.

Structural trends in the Santa Barbara Basin involve several
Rangefaults and folds common to the Transverse Province. Major

regional faults here include the onshore Santa Ynez fault system.
activeand active south branch offshore, the North Channelits

Slope fault (possible western extension of the Pitas Point

Ridge fault, and the Mid Channel Trendfault) the active Oak
(Burdick and Richmond, 1982 ; Vedder et al. , 1969 ; Greene et al.

include the onshore1978 ; Lee et al. 1978) Major regional folds
homoclinal Santa Ynez Mountains and the offshore Molino Trend

(anticlinal)

The Oak Ridge fault is an active reverse fault approximately 13

km (8 mi) north of the Platform Gail location and 3 5 km (2 mi)
the mostfrom the northern terminus of the pipeline. This may be

Santastructural feature in the eastern Barbarainfluential
Channel exhibiting intense faulting and folding (Greene et al.

with1978) Here, Holocene strata show 4 m (13 ft) of separation
angas charged sediments and gas vents present along upwardly

warped sea floor (Richmond et al. 1981)

The Mid-Channel Trend, a series of northwest trending reverse

faults and associated folds, extends to within 6.5 km (4 mi) of
arethe proposed platform location. Holocene sediments

undisturbed, however, Yerkes et al. (1979) indicate up to 51 m

(164 ft) of Plio-Pleistocene vertical separation along this

trend.

3 1. 3 Bathymetry and Sedimentology

Water depth throughout the project area varies from approximately
ft) at the northern terminus of the Gail to Grace100 m (328

pipeline to 226 m (739 ft) at the Platform Gail location. The

greatest northeast of Gail, along the border ofseafloor slope is
Leases OCS-P 0208 and 0209, ranging from 6 to 14 degrees and

exhibiting localized hummocky type relief. In the immediate

vicinity of Platform Gail, thethe seafloor grades gently into

basin terrain at a slope of about 0. 5 degrees. No rocky outcrops

exist in the project area.
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GailThe inconsolidated sediment cover over the Platform project
area consists of dark gray colored silts and clays. These

sediments are approximately 3 m (10 ft) thick at theHolocene
northern terminus of the Gail to Grace pipeline, grading to about

15 m (49 ft) at the Platform Gail location itself. Anomalies
of rubbleinclude: 1) an elongate region, probably consisting

and stiff sands, representing the shelf/slope demarcation along
the northern boundary of Lease OCS-P 0210; 2) a slump area

exhibiting hummocky topography, north of Gail, in Leases OCS-P
0208 and 0209 Here, the inconsolidated silts and clays vary in
thickness from 3 m (10 ft) to 17 m (56 ft)

3 1.4 Seismicity

Regional seismicity of the Santa Barbara Basin has been described
by Yerkes et al. (1980, 1981) ; Buchanan-Banks et al. (1978)
Hamilton et al. (1969) ; Hileman et al. (1973) ; and Lee et al.

(1978) Earthquakes throughout southern California have been

recorded by Caltech since 1982 In 1969 the U.S. Geological
Survey installed a seismograph network that included stations on

San Miguel and Santa Cruz Islands; in 1973 a third station was

installed on Anacapa Island. A detailed history of these seismic
networks and epicenter locations in the Santa Barbara Channel
area can be found in Yerkes et al. (1980)

3 1. 5 Geologic Hazards

A shallow hazards survey was performed for Chevron by
Woodward-Clyde Consultants in 1984 This type of survey required
by the MMS as per NTL 82-1, is designed to identify all potential
geologic hazards which may interfere with proposed activities in
the project area. The presence of faults, shallow gas, mass

transport zones, and unstable slopes is evaluated. Chevron has

submitted results of the survey to the MMS along with the ER and

DPP for the Platform Gail project.

Geological and geotechnical investigations of the Platform Gail
site and associated Gail to Grace pipeline corridor indicate the

principal design considerations in the project area are
shallow gas, and potential slope instabilityseismicity,

(Woodward-Clyde Consultants, 198 la, 1981b; John E. Chance Assoc.
1981; Dames and Moore, 1981)

forDames and Moore’s probabilistic seismic risk analysis the

proposed platform site resulted in design criteria for peak
horizontal ground accelerations of 0. 22 gravities (return period
270 years) and 0. 35 gravities (return period 4000 years) for

operating level and rare intense events, respectively (Dames and

Moore, 1981) The magnitudes and procedures used in their

derivation are in accord with API recommended practice for the

area and mitigation is within the range of routine design
practice.
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High resolution geophysical studies of the project .area
identified regions of geologically recent slope instability

Consultants, 1981a) The 3 to 5 degree regional(Woodward-Clyde
southwesterly slope is characterized by some hummocky topography
exhibiting greater local relief. Shallow structures are present,

with translational movement of the upper-roost (lessassociated
than 50 ft [15 m] ) sedimentary unit along dip-slope failure
surfaces. Shallow sedimentary units within the project area are

commonly characterized by acoustically turbid signatures usually
associated with interstitial gas (Woodward-Clyde Consultants,

1981a) turbid zones are generally observed between 3 andThese
The18 m (10 and 60 ft) sub-bottom, within the slide units^

presence of gasified sediments (petrogenic methane) was verified

by geochemical analysis of soil borings from the project area. No

relationship between the occurrence of gas signatures and the

distribution of hummocky topography was observed. Other potential
hazards such as recent, shallow faulting and potential
overpressure zones were not identified in areas that would be

impacted by the platform and pipeline.

3 2 Climate

3 2 1 Meteorology

The meteorology of the Santa Barbara Channel has been adequately
described in past environmental documents (USGS, 1976; MMS,
1983a,* Westec, 1986) The weather and circulation in the

California coastal region is dominated by the North Pacific High
pressure system. The seasonal movement of the pressure center
creates two distinct weather patterns. During winter, when the

high pressure center is furthest south, storm trajectories move
through California more frequently than during other seasons.
This explains the winter precipitation peak. As the Pacific High
drifts northward during spring and summer, storm systems are

forced to take a more northerly trajectory and precipitation
events occur infrequently.

3 2. 1. 1 Local Winds

Two NDBO (National Data Buoy Office) meteorological buoys (46023
and 46025) are used to describe the wind conditions in the Santa
Barbara Channel. Buoy 46023 is located in the western part of

the Channel and buoy 46025 is about 16 km (10 mi) north of Santa
Barbara Island. The wind direction distribution for each of the

buoys is given in Table 3 2. 1. 1-1. In the western part of the

Channel, northwest and north-northwest winds dominate. Southeast
of the Channel the winds are generally more westerly.
West-northwest and northwest winds are expected to dominate near
Platform Gail.
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TABLE 3 2 1.1-1. WIND DIRECTION
46023 AND 46025

DISTRIBUTION FOR NDBO BUOYS

Direction

N
TINE
NE
ENE
E
ESE
SE
SSE

Freque

46023

3 .7
1.6
0. 5
0. 6
1. 3
2 .4
2 8
2 .4

sncy (%)

46025

3 .2
1.7
2 3
2 1
2 5
2 8
3 .4
3 3

Direction

S
SSW
SW
WSW
W
WNW
NW
NNW

Freque

46023

1.7
1. 6
1.1
1. 1
2 0
5. 8

33 3
38. 1

ncy i-s}

46025

3 5
3 .8
4.4
6.9

18.6
25.9
10.8
4 8

3 2 1. 2 Inversions and Stability

Inversions in the Santa Barbara Channel are caused primarily by

effects of cool marine air near the surface andthe combined
subsidence from the Pacific High. Along the coast, the inversion

height is often as low as 75 m (250 ft)

Atmospheric stability for two NDBO meteorological buoys (46023
byand 46025) determined according to methods developedwas

Schacher et al. (1982) The annual distributions of

Pasquill-Gifford stability class for the two buoys are provided

in Table 3 2 1. 2-1. Stability class A is the most unstable;

stability class F is the most stable.

TABLE 3 .2 1. 2-1. ANNUAL STABILITY DISTRIBUTION (%) FOR NDBO
METEOROLOGICAL BUOYS 46023 AND 46025

Buoy

46023

46025

Stability class

A B C

0. 0 1.9 5.9

0. 0 13 2 22 3

D E F

88.7 2 8 0.7

57. 1 5.4 2. 0

atNeutral (i.e. dominateconditions stability class D) both

buoys. According to Schacher’s algorithm, stability class A is

not possible. Moderately unstable conditions do occur. Onshore
and F) wouldthe extremes of the distribution (i.e. classes A

occur more frequently due to the ground level heating and

radiative cooling that occurs on land.
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3 2. 1.3 Severe Weather

theSevere weather conditions most likely to impact Santa Barbara

Channel area include frontal thunderstorms, tornadoes, and

tropical cyclones. The Pacific coast has the smallest number of

thunderstorms per year in the entire United States. Tornadoes

not common to California’s central coastal regions; only oneare
There areor two are reported throughout California each year.

n’b records of tropical cyclones with extreme winds reaching

California; however, high tides and heavy precipitation have

few storms that have approached the coast.resulted from the

3 2 .2 Air Quality

A summary of maximum pollutant concentrations measured in Ventura

and Santa Barbara Counties is contained in Table 3 .2 .2-1.

Concentrations of NO- and SO are within state and federal

ambient air quality standards (AAQS) CO concentrations are

within state and federal AAQS in Ventura County. Maximum

observed 8-hr CO concentrations in Santa Barbara County exceeded

the state standard of 9 ppm in 1984 ; for the years 1981-1983

Santa Barbara County met all the applicable CO standards.

Observed ozone concentrations in Ventura and Santa Barbara

Counties violated both state and federal standards for the years

provided in Table 3 2 .2-1. Applicable TSP standards were

violated in both counties during the years 1981 through 1984
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TABLE 3 .2 .2-1. MAXIMUM POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS OBSERVED IN
VENTURA AND SANTA BARBARA COUNTIES

Pollutant
County

Ave.
time Units

Max. concentration by year

1981 1982 1983 19841982 1983

Ozone (03)
Ventura
Santa Barbara

1-hr
1-hr

Carbon Monoxide (CO)
1-hr
8-hr
1-hr
8-hr

Ventura

Santa Barbara

(NO )
~l-hr
annual

Nitrogen Dioxide
Ventura

1-hr
annual

Santa Barbara

ppm
ppm

ppm
ppm
ppm
ppm

ppm
ppm
ppm
ppm

0. 19
0. 16

0.23
0. 16

0. 23
0.24

0. 23
0. 15

15. 0
8.7

13. 0
6. 0

14 0
8. 3

15. 0
6. 0

16. 0
8. 6

12 0
4. 4

16. 0
9. 6

0. 12 0. 18
0. 029 0. 020
0. 15 0. 14
0. 018 0. 016

0. 16 0.20
0. 017 0. 016
0. 13 0. 17
0. 017 0. 016

(SO^)
Ventura

Santa Barbara

Total Suspended
Ventura

Santa Barbara

1-hr
24-hr
annual
1-hr

24-hr
annual

Particulates
24-hr
annual
24-hr
annual

ppm
ppm
ppm
ppm
ppm
ppm

(TSP^
ug/m^
ug/m
ug/m^
ug/m

0. 09
0. 018
0. 001

456
125.7
518
97.8

0. 04
0. 012
0. 003
0. 12
0. 024
0. 001

257
62 .8

263
83 5

0. 03
0. 011
0. 001
0. 08
0. 019
0. 001

0. 03
0. 011
0. 001
0. 08
0. 018
0. 002

135 145
57.7 65. 6

536 345
79. 0 88 .2

The air quality monitoring station on Anacapa Island was not used
to characterize the air quality in the eastern Santa Barbara
Channel. The data at that station are incomplete and thus have
not appeared in CARB’ s annual air quality data summaries.

3 3 Oceanography

3 3 1 Physical Oceanography

Oceanic surface currents offshore southern California are
dominated by the south flowing California current. When the
current encounters the southern California boarderland, the
general southward-flowing nature of the circulation pattern
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SCCWRP (1982 and 1984) as well as the above BLM/MMS documents
and research reports.

Water quality parameters in the Southern California Bight may
vary seasonally as well as with depth. Temperature, salinity,
dissolved oxygen and pH values will remain fairly constant on a

daily basis in the well-mixed surface layer, changing slowly with
the seasons. Deep water values remain constant within narrow
ranges while midwater values (with the exception of pH) may
exhibit steep gradients (dines) as well as maxima and minima in
the transition between the surface and deep waters (Allan Hancock

Foundation (AHF) , 1965; Eber, 1977; SCCWRP, 1973 ; Westec, 1986)
toSurface to bottom pH values exhibit very little change due the

great buffering capacity of seawater.

The four parameters discussed above were all measured during the

biological survey conducted at the proposed site of Platform Gail

(McClelland Engineers, 1985) The measurements of these

parameters, taken over a period of 4 days, fell within normal

ranges indicating no anomalous trends either with depth or for

the season. Other commonly measured water quality parameters are
discussed below.

Natural sources of increased turbidity are high plankton
concentrations, river runoff, particularly during the stormy
season, and resuspended bottom sediments due to wave surge or
bottom currents. Turbidity was measured near the proposed site
of Platform Gail. Values ranged from 2 to 10 mg/1 with a very
steep turbidity gradient increasing inshore (Drake et al. 1971)

Nutrients are substances necessary for marine life to grow and

reproduce. Nitrogen, phosphorus, silica, and trace metals, in
the order listed, are the most important nutrients. Information
concerning nutrients may be found in BLM (1975) Redfield (1958)
Ryther and Dunstan (1971) and SCCWRP (1973) Trace metals may be

present in ionic form, absorbed onto particulate matter,
organically bound or in chemical complexes (chelated) Normal.^
levels of commonly found metals in the Southern California Bight
are presented in Bruland (1983)

Levels of hydrocarbons, other organic pollutants and trace metals

have been monitored since 1977 by the California Mussel Watch

Program sponsored by the California State Water Resources Control

Board (CSWRCB) The data is tabulated and discussed in annual

reports published by the CSWRCB (1979-1985)

The primary sources of eutrifying conditions (an overloading of

essential nutrients into the ecosystem) are anthropogenic (for
example from municipal wastewater dischargers, surface runoff and

atmospheric fallout of air pollutants) This results in a great
diversity of foreign substances being introduced into the marine

environment. Of these sources, wastewater discharges account for
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A variation in the biotic diversity of sandy beach intertidal
organisms is primarily due to the dynamic nature of tidal action.
Straughan (1977, 1978, 1979) indicated that the sand crab (
Emerita sp. ) was the dominant species of the steepest, most
unstable beaches. The amphipod beach hoppers (Orchestoidea and
Orchestia) usually dominated the upper beach. Dominant species in
the mid-and low tidal zones include polychaetes (segmented worms)
and nematodes (round worms) Euzonus mucronata is the typical
polychaete found in a narrow zone of the mid-tidal area. A
schematic profile of a typical exposed sandy beach and its
associated species can be found in MMS (1983a)

3 .4.2 Subtidal Benthos

A regional description of the subtidal benthic communities within
the study area is discussed in Section 3 6. 1. 2 of Chevron’s ER
(Westec, 1986) Additional references on the subtidal communities
in the Southern California Bight are found in (MMS, 1983a)
Benthic macrofauna within the study area have been surveyed and
described (Fauchald and Jones, 1977 and 1978) Site-specific
descriptions of subtidal communities in the eastern Santa Barbara
Channel (proposed location of Platform Gail) have been
characterized in the following environmental documents: (USGS,
1976; City of Oxnard and USGS, 1980; MMS, 1983a; and Nekton,
1984)

The site-specific biological survey conducted on OCS-P 0205

(McClelland Engineers, 1986) included a field characterization of
the benthic flora and fauna. The benthic environment at the
proposed platform site is characterized by species of demersal
fish and invertebrate species. There are no rocky outcrops
located at the proposed platform site or within the pipeline
corridor. A description of the project’s geological environment
is found in Section 3 1 of this EA. During the survey, 151 taxa
were identified. This represented a total of 2381 individuals.
The predominant fish species captured during trawling was the
Pacific sand dab (Citharichthvs sordidus ) which comprised 38.4

percent of the total fish catch. The predominant macroepifaunal
invertebrate sampled was the urchin (Allocentrotus fraqilis)
which was observed as common to abundant.

The site infauna were sampled at 8 stations within a 1000 m (3280
ft) radius of the proposed platform location. The infauna was
dominated (diversity and abundance) by the polychaetes. The most
abundant single species sampled was the ophiuroid ( Amphiodia
urtica) which comprised 19. 4 percent of the individuals collected
during the grab sampling. During the survey, a potential new
cumacean species (referred to as Petalosarsia sp. A) was taken at
Station 8 Species identification for Petalosarsia sp. A will be
delayed until it can be described and documented by the southern
California Association of Marine Invertebrate Taxonomists
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new arecumacean experts. Potentially benthic species(SCAMIT)
typically encountered in such marine biological surveys.

3.4.3 Fish Resources

Marine fish resources .5. 1. Santafor the Bight (see Section 3 1)

Barbara Channel, and the vicinity of the proposed Gail project

have been discussed in MMS (1983a) MBC (1984) and in Chevron’s
literatureER for the Gail Project (Westec, 1986) These

sources discuss the characteristic species occurring in various

habitats and discuss natural history features of these species.

the Gail Project areSite-specific trawling studies conducted for

presented in Westec (1986) Most species of fish discussed in

these reports are widely distributed in both the Bight and Santa
of concern

Barbara Channel. The northern anchovy, however, is

since they are an important consumer of plankton in the

California current, and also serve as a critical forage organism

of fish and seabirds, including the endangered
for many species
California brown pelican.

oneThe northern a pelagic schooling fish, is of theanchovy,
most abundant species in the study area. As noted above, their

large numbers make them an important consumer of plankton, but

more importantly, an important prey species for other fishes and

1983a; MBC, 1984) Northern anchovy areseabirds (MMS,
indiscriminate, daytime, filter feeders on primarily zooplankton.

Large copepods and euphausiids are the most important food items

(Loukashkin, 1970) Anchovies are eaten by most predatory fish,

several that are pelagic (Frey, 1971) Anchoviesincluding
constitute 76 percent of the Pacific bonito diet, 56 percent of

diet in southern California waters and 80
the Pacific albacore
percent of the diet of bluefin tuna in Mexico and California

et , 1971) Bird species feeding on anchovies include(Pinkas al.
several gulls, the California least tern, and the California

Brown Pelican. Brown Pelicans, in fact, are essentially
& Gross,dependent upon anchovies as a food resource (Anderson

1983 ; Sunada et al ; 1981; Anderson, et al. , 1980) According to

Anderson et al. (1980) the Brown Pelican breeding effort, and
Islandreproductive rate (based on foraging success) at Anacapa

heavily dependent on levels of anchovy abundance and
are
availability.

An overview of northern anchovy natural history is presented in
information is presented in MBC

MMS (1983a) Additionally,
(1984) The CDF&G has monitored pelagic fish resources in the

California current system since 1966 using hydroacoustic
methods of

equipment and midwater nets (Mais, 1974) These

sampling have demonstrated the northern anchovy is the dominant

pelagic species (in biomass) occurring in the California current
indicated the bulk of thesystem (Mais, 1974) Survey data

anchovy resource occurs in the Southern California Bight with me

highest concentrations found over deep water basins near
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escarpments canyons. wereand/or submarine Although few fish

found in shallow water (< 91 m [50 fms] ) , the highest shallow
Santa Barbarawater concentrations were located in the eastern

Channel. Squire (1983) reported this high concentration in the

eastern Channel based on aerial spotter surveys for 1974-78 (see
Figure 4 5.7 in MBC, 1984)

The status of the more important pelagic fishery resources in

southern California during the mid 1970’s was reviewed by MacCall

et al. (1976) In the mid 1970 ’s, northern anchovy stocks were
resourcethought to be lightly exploited. In 1984 the anchovy

was considered fully exploited, particularly in light of

increased Mexican harvests (MBC, 1984) At that time (1984) the
wasanchovy stock size had declined from the late 1970 ’s, but

still considered healthy. According to A. MacCall of the NMFS

(verbal comm. , 1986) commercial anchovy fishing has been

virtually nonexistent for the past three years because of low

market demand. Mexico still harvests anchovy, but no harvest is

expected in the U.S. in the foreseeable future. Despite the
stillabsence of a viable fishery, the anchovy resource is

considered healthy since estimated spawning biomass levels remain

high (MacCall, NMFS, verbal comm. 1986) Since 1980, spawning
biomass estimates have ranged from 309, 000 to 870, 000 metric tons

( ) (340, 000 to 958 000 tons) with the estimate for 1985 at

522 000 mt (575, 000 tons) The Pacific Fishery Management
Council (PFMC) continues to set harvest quotas for southern

California even though the commercial fishing effort is

nonexistent (MacCall, NMFS, verbal comm. , 1986) According to
biomass levelsthe present formula, no quota is permitted at

below 300, 000 mt (330, 000 tons) , with the quota reaching a level

of 140, 000 mt (154 000 excesstons) at spawning biomass levels in
of 500, 000 mt (551, 000 tons)

3 .4 4 Marine Mammals

waters of the study area contain one of the andThe largest more

diverse marine mammal populations in northern temperate waters.
The study area for this resource has been defined as the southern

to the broad foraging habits of theCalifornia Bight, due
animals. Several resident, breeding populations of worldwide or

significance are known to occur in these waters.regional
Several pinniped species (California sea lion, northern fur seal,

elephant seal, harbor seal and Stellar sea lion) breednorthern
and rear their young on the Channel Islands. Other mammal

populations (California gray whale, common dolphin. Pacific

white-sided dolphin, and Northern right whale dolphin) use the
effortChannel as migratory and foraging areas. In animportant

to provide information needed to predict and minimize impacts

from OCS development the MMS funded studies of the population

status, distribution, seasonality and ecology of the marine

mammal populations of the entire Southern California Bight.

Results of these three-years of studies (1975-78) , identified
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marineseveral areas to be of extraordinary significance to
mammals. These areas, and their seasonal importance as

reproductive areas, feeding grounds or traditional migratory
pathways are presented and discussed in detail in the "Summary of

Marine Mammal and Seabird Surveys of the Southern California
Bight Area" prepared by the Center for Marine Studies at the

University hasof California at Santa Cruz (1980) This report
provided the basis for the regional discussions of marine mammals

contained in the Chevron ER (Westec, 1986) and is incorporated
herein by reference.

Approximately 75, 000 pinnipeds and a similar number of cetaceans
utilize the waters of the Southern California Bight (CMCS, 1980)
most are concentrated within the Santa Barbara Channel and

surrounding areas. Four pinniped species (California sea lion,
northern fur seal, northern elephant seal, and harbor seal) breed

and rear their young on the Channel Islands. The CMCS reported
adult breeding populations of pinnipeds numbering around 32, 000

individuals, with approximately 20, 000 young born each year. The

greatest numbers of seals and sea lions breed and pup on the west
end of San Miguel Island; San Nicolas Island ranks second among
the islands in importance among pinniped rookeries, followed by
San Clemente and Santa Barbara Islands. Several smaller breeding
areas occur in closer proximity to the Platform Gail location.
These include Scorpion Anchorage, Santa Cruz Island (harbor

Pointseals) Anacapa Island (harbor seals and sea lions) , and
Mugu (harbor seals) A harbor seal breeding/hauling area occurs
on the mainland at Carpinteria Pier, the site for support vessel

beendepartures for Platform Gail. This breeding area has

reported to be used consistently by harbor seals for over 10

years, with little or no adverse affect from nearby crewboat

activities (Wildlife Group, verbal comm. 5/19/86) The Point
Mugu breeding area is relatively new (4 pups noticed in 1984 ; 6

pups in 1985) and is the only reported mainland breeding site
south of Carpinteria in southern California (Klope, USAF, verbal
comm. 12/19/85) Point Mugu has six miles of restricted beach

which makes it a particularly attractive haul-out area for both

harbor seals and sea lions. Other mainland haul-out areas used

by harbor seals which are in proximity to the Platform Gail
location include Goleta Beach and Burmah Beach.

Cetaceans are not reported to breed within southern California
waters, however, the young of several species are frequently
observed. These include common dolphin. Pacific white-sided
dolphin, bottlenose dolphin, northern right whale dolphin,
Risso’s dolphin, and pilot whale. Young of the endangered
California gray whale pass through the nearshore waters of the

project area each spring on their migration from calving areas in

Baja, Mexico. The endangered humpback whale is occasionally
observed within the Santa Barbara Channel.
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3 .4.5 Marine and Coastal Birds

restingThe study area contains a variety of foraging, and

breeding areas for marine and coastal birds. Several breeding
sites have worldwide and regional importance. Due to the

transient nature of marine and coastal birds, the study area for

this resource category is defined as the Southern California
may be found inBight. Detailed information on these species

Center for Marine and Coastal Studies (1980) Norris et al.

, and California Department of Fish and Game (1973) A(1976)
more focused discussion of marine and coastal birds in the

project area is presented in Chevron’s ER (Westec, 1986)

Seabirds

Perhaps the most conspicuous and numerous avian group found

within the study area is the pelagic (open ocean) seabirds. This

group consists of such species as shearwaters, petrels,
murrelets, auklets and gulls. These seabirds exhibit a wide

array of body forms, life history patterns, and strategies for

obtaining food, reproducing, and avoiding predation. Different

species utilize the open ocean to different degrees; some stay
away from land throughout the year and come ashore only for a few

months to nest and rear their young, while others feed briefly
at sea but remain on land for most of each day.

Among the diverse strategies employed by seabirds for feeding on

fish, squid, and planktonic crustaceans are: seizing prey at
surface while flying, dipping just beneath the surface, and

actively pursuing prey underwater to depths as great as 80 to 100
some speciesm (260 to 330 ft) The diet and foraging areas of

atmay be quite restrictive. For example, Cassin’s auklet San

Miguel Island and Xantus murrelet at Santa Barbara Island feed

within a very small area surrounding their respective breeding
colonies. A heavy dependence on northern anchovies has been

demonstrated for western gulls at Santa Barbara Island and brown

pelicans at Anacapa Island.

Approximately 17 species of seabirds have been reported to nest

in the Southern California Bight. Of these, four nest only on

the mainland coast (four species of terns) and two (the common

murre and tufted puffin) have ceased to nest on the islands since
sites havethe turn of the century. Several of these breeding

worldwide and regional importance. Santa Barbara Island
contains the largest Xantus murrelet nesting colony in the

storm petrel.world and the only U.S. nesting site for the black
Anacapa Island, Anacapa Passage and the waters over the Ventura

Shelf (which are nearby the proposed Platform location)

contain the second largest seabird breeding aggregation in the

Southern California Bight and the northernmost consistent
breeding colony of the endangered brown pelican.
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Coastal Birds

A variety of coastal bird populations are also found occupying
the sandy beaches, rocky shores, offshore rocks and wetlands

(marshes, sloughs and bays) of southern California. Several of

these species (light-footed clapper rail, Belding’s savannah

sparrow) have been listed as endangered or are under

consideration for listing by the USFWS.

Heavy recreational usage of sandy beaches, although seasonal, has

reduced the value of these areas to coastal birds who forage and
nest on southern California beaches. Species utilizing sandy

beaches include semi-palmated plover, American golden plover,
black-billed plover, whimbrel, marbled godwit, sanderling,
western sandpiper, and the least sandpiper. Birds dependent on
wetlands for nesting include the endangered least tern (which has

had to alter its nesting habits and move to less favorable
sites) the long-billed curlew (a candidate for listing) and the
western snowy plover (also a candidate species)

Coastal birds which utilize rocky shores and offshore rocks

include the black oystercatcher, black turnstone, ruddy
turnstone, spotted sandpiper, surfbird, and western gull.

3 .4 6 Endangered and Threatened Species

Several species which have been listed by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service or National Marine Fisheries Service are known

to occur within or near the study area. The study area for this

resource category has been defined as the Southern California
Bight, to provide a broad understanding of the threatened and
endangered species. The species include marine mammals, marine
and coastal birds, plants and sea turtles, all of which are
considered as potentially affected by the proposed project. As
required by Section 7 (a) of the Endangered Species Act, the MMS
has entered into formal consultation on the potential impacts
from this project. A listing of those species which are being
consulted on is provided in Appendix A. I. Seeman & Associates
(1985) prepared an Endangered Species Analysis (ESA) for this
project which contains information on the biology, behavior,

ordistribution and abundance of species listed as threatened
endangered. To avoid repetition these discussions have been

incorporated into this EA by reference. New and/or additional
information on four listed species (California brown pelican,
bald eagle. Peregrine falcon and California clapper rail) has

been provided in the following pages, where appropriate.
Descriptive information regarding species not formally listed,
but considered candidates for listing, is provided in detail in

Appendix A. 4
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californicusCalifornia brown pelican Pelecanus occidentalis

Anacapa Island (12 .2 Ion [7.6 mi] south of the Platform Gail site)
only consistent breeding habitat of the Californiacontains the

brown pelican in the U.S. Prior to its decline, historic
breeding sites for the brown pelican included Anacapa Island,
Scorpion Rock (Santa Cruz Island) , and Santa Barbara Island in
the U. S. ; and Los Coronados, Todos Santos Island and Isia San

Martin in Baja California, Mexico. The history of the brown

pelican’s decline due to DDE and scarcity of food (i^e.
anchovies) is well documented in the literature and is summarized
in the Endangered Species Analysis prepared for this project,

documentsChevron’s ER (Westec, 1986) , and numerous other

including the Brown Pelican Recovery Plan (USFWS, 1983)

Within the study area, December/January is generally the low

point of pelican abundance. The population builds in April and

May, with 15, 000 pelicans present by July. In good years, 30, 000

pelicans may be present in the Bight from September to October.
Historic nesting levels are thought to approximate 2500 breeding
pairs on Anacapa Island and 1500 pairs on Los Coronados (USFWS,
1983) During the 1984-85 breeding season over 6, 200 nests were
counted on Anacapa and Santa Barbara Islands (Gross, UCD, verbal

comm. 12/3/85) The Anacapa Island site hosted over 5, 150

nests, the highest on record since the 1890 ’s and much greater
than previous years. Santa Barbara Island recorded over 1, 046
nests during 1984 This is truly remarkable since only two
nestings have ever been recorded for this site (USFWS, 1985)
Preliminary estimates of the combined breeding effort of the two
islands during the 1984-85 season was 6, 200 nests producing 7,954
young (Gress, UCD, verbal comm. , 12/3/85) This phenomenal
effort during 1984-85, and possibly again in 1985-86 is extremely
encouraging. Large losses of nestlings early in 1986, possibly
due to lack of available prey (tentatively estimated at 70% loss

at Anacapa Island, Gross, verbal comm. , 4/24/86) , will hopefully
be offset by a successful relay by these birds.

Breeding occurs in the Southern California Bight almost

year-round (USFWS, 1985) Generally, late December marks the
occursbeginning of the first breeding attempts. Peak activity

January through May. During the 1984 season, eggs were still

nests as early July which effectively extendedfound in as late
the breeding season as late as mid-October (USFWS, 1985) A

large mortality of young which occurred early this spring
season) has inspired another late breeding (Gress, UCD,(1985-86

verbal comm. 4/24/86) The causes of this mortality are not yet
determined, but may be related to food shortages (Gress, UCD,

verbal comm. , 4/24/86)
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Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus

For the last five years, the Institute for Wildlife Studies,
Santa Catalina Conservancy, and the Department of Fish and Game
have sponsored an effort to re-establish bald eagle habitat on
Catalina Island (some 60 mi southeast of the proposed platform
site) The current Catalina Island flock of 12 birds are
survivors of 25 which were translocated to the island from

northern California and Washington. In June, nine baby bald

eagles will be taken from their nests on Vancouver Island,
British Columbia and transported to man-made nests on Catalina
Island. Baby bald eagles have been selected for this
translocation in hopes that they will imprint on the nests at
Catalina Island.

Peregrine falcon Faico perearinus anatum

In 1985 a joint effort by the National Park Service and Peregrine
Fund successfully hacked three birds on San Miguel Island (NFS,
Written Comm. , 4/9/86) In addition, several Peregrine sightings
have occurred on Anacapa and other Park Islands or the last few

years, particularly during the winter (Whelan, NPS, verbal comm.

4\24\86)

Light-footed clapper rail Rallus lonqirostris levipes

The light-footed clapper rail has suffered a severe decline in
population during the last century. Loss of habitat has been the
major cause of the decline (Wilbur, 1974) Carpinteria Marsh and
Point Mugu lagoon are the only locations supporting rail
populations that are near the project area. Carpinteria Marsh
does not offer optimum habitat for clapper rails due the lack of

Spartina. but is considered adequate by researchers (Massey et
al. 1984) Population estimates for Carpinteria Marsh and Point
Mugu lagoon through 1983 are provided in Seeman (1985) Census
figures for 1984 (26 pairs) and 1985 (7 pairs) at Carpinteria
Marsh are representative of the statewide decline of clapper
rails this past year. Statewide population estimates for

clapper rails declined from 277 pairs in 1984 to 142 breeding
pairs in 1985 (Zerobal, USFWS, verbal comm. 3/24/85) In
addition, the second largest California colony (Tijuana Marsh)
was lost (38 pairs in 1984, 0 in 1985) when the river mouth
closed and dredging permits were not obtained in time to avoid
flooding of the marsh area (Zembal, USFWS, verbal comm. ,
3/24/86) Point Mugu contains the only clapper rail population
not in decline in the entire state. Estimates have gone from 0

pairs in 1981, 1 pair in 1983 3 pairs in 1984 and 7 pairs in
1985 (Klope, USAF, verbal comm. December 19, 1985) The success
of this colony has been attributed to the elimination of

predation by red foxes. Overall, the light-footed clapper rail
is probably one of California’s more endangered species.
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3.4 .7 Estuaries and Wetlands

The estuaries and wetlands in the study area have been described
in Section 3.6.7 of Chevron’s ER (Westec, 1986) , BLM (1979,
1981) ; MMS (1983a) ; and USGS (1976)

The estuarine and wetland areas that are located in the study
area include Devereux Slough and Lagoon (wetland) , University
Lagoon (wetland) , Goleta Slough (marsh/estuarine) , Carpinteria or
El Estero Slough (marsh/estuarine) , Ventura River mouth

(estuarine) , Santa Clara River mouth (estuarine/marsh) , and Mugu
Lagoon (wetland) These areas are depicted in Figure 3 .6-4 of

Chevron’s ER (Westec, 1986) Refer to Section III.B.7 of MMS,
1983a and Section II.E. 2.b of USGS (1976) for the approximate
areal extent of these resources. Estimations of entrance widths
of these areas are given in Table III.B.7-3 of MMS (1983a) Refer

to MMS (1983a) for a discussion of the diversity of organisms in
these productive areas. Section 3 .4 6 of this EA discusses the

endangered and threatened species of the areas.

3 .4 .8 Areas of Special Concern

Areas of Special Concern include refuges, preserves, and Areas of

Special Biological Significance (ASBS) These areas have been
described in Section 3 .6.2 of Chevron’s ER (Westec, 1986) BLM
(1979, 1981) and MMS (1983a)

Ecological reserves, marine life refuges, reserves, and ASBSs are
legally defined and controlled by the State of California. The

purpose of designating these areas is to reduce the abuse and
waste of the State’s intertidal and shallow subtidal resources.
The areas include: Anacapa Island Ecological Reserve, San Miguel
Island Ecological Reserve, Santa Barbara Island Ecological
Reserve, Mugu Lagoon to Latigo Point, and Santa Cruz Island. All
these areas are ASBSs and they include the surrounding waters to
a distance of 1830 m (1 nm) offshore or to the 91 m (300 ft)
isobath, whichever is the greater distance. An exception to this
is the Mugu Lagoon to Latigo Point ASBS which extends to the 30 m
(100 ft) isobath or 305 m (1000 ft) from shore, whichever is the

greater distance.

The biological resources of these areas are described in the

appropriate sections of this EA (Sections 3 .4 1 6) and the

previously described references.

3 4 9 Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary and
National Park

The Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary has been described
in Section 3 6.2 of Chevron’s ER (Westec, 1986) , BLM (1981) and

MMS (1983a) Considerable detail on the Sanctuary and its

natural resources is provided in the EIS for the Sanctuary (NOAA,
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the1980) regulations toThe federal pertaining Sanctuary are

found at 15 CFR 935.

Islands and Santa
The area adjacent to the northern Channel

Barbara island, seaward to a distance of 11 tan (6 nm) (see Figure

was designated as a marine sanctuary by
2 5-1 in Chevron’s ER)
presidential approval in September 1980. This ^P1"(R)5^8-^,;^
of about 4200 sq km (1252 sq nm) The Marine protection Research

authorized the Department of
and Sanctuaries Act of 1972
Commerce, through the Office of Coastal Zone Management within

NOAA, to designate the Sanctuary.

(0. 6 nm)
Platform Gail is proposed to be located about 1.1 km

outside the Sanctuary boundary. Hydrocarbon development and

allowed within the Sanctuary (15 CFR
production operations are
935) on any lease obtained prior to 1980. Chevron’s lease OCS-P

Sale of 1968 Sucn
0205 was obtained in the Oil and Gas Lease
operations are subject to all prohibitions, restrictions, and

conditions imposed by applicable regulations, permits, llcenses,
or other authorizations of State andand consistency reviews

Federal agencies. Hydrocarbon operations within the Sanctuary on

leases that were executed after 1980 are prohibited.

waters and substrate immediately around the islands support a
The
large and diverse assemblage of marine mammals, numerous seabiras

endangered brown pelican, and important fisheryincluding the
resources, including kelp and shellfish (NOAA. 1980) These

itassemblages occur in the Sanctuary partially because is

biogeographic transition zone between northern and
located in a
southern waters partially because it is one of very few areasand

has been relatively
off the southern California coast that

unaltered by human use. Refer to the appropriate sections within

ofthis EA for discussions of the resources the Sanctuary.

Islands National Park was established in 1980. The
The Channel
Park includes San Miguel, Santa Rosa, Santa Cruz, Santa Barbara,

and Anacapa Islands to 1852 m (1 nm) offshore. Proposed Platform

Gail is located about 9260 m (5 nm) from the seaward boundary of

portion of the Park. The Park is a Class II
the Anacapa Island
PSD (Prevention of Significant Deterioration) for air quality_

Refer to NFS
The Park has been nominated for Class I PSD status.
(1985) for additional information and references. Refer to the

ofappropriate within this EA for discussions thesections
resources of the Park.
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3 .5 Socioeconomic Resources

3. 5.1 Commercial Fisheries

3.5. 1. 1 Region

Recent landings and ex-vessel landing values for Ports in the

Southern California Bight, are presented in MMS (1983a) In
addition, MMS (1983a) describes the key commercial fisheries and

the gear types used for their capture in the Santa Barbara
Channel and Inner Basins. Additional information on commercial
fishing in the Region is presented in USGS (1976) and BLM (1979)

3.5. 1.2 Santa Barbara Channel

The commercial fishing user-group for the Santa Barbara Channel
area consists primarily of fishermen originating from ports
between Morro Bay and the San Pedro area (Thompson, 1984) The
majority of fishermen that utilize the Santa Barbara Channel,
however, originate from Ports within the Channel proper including
Santa Barbara, Ventura, Channel Islands Marina, and Port Hueneme.
Vessels fishing the Channel that originate from Morro Bay (or
Port San Luis) and the San Pedro Area are principally trollers
and purse seiners, respectively. A port-by-port summary of the
commercial fishing fleet in the Santa Barbara Channel is
presented by Thompson (1984) and ADL (1985)

The commercial fishing industry in the Santa Barbara Channel is
characterized by a wide diversity of both commercial fishery
resources and fishing gear technologies. Over 75 species of fish
and shellfish are harvested in the Santa Barbara Channel area;

however, less than a third of these species represent the bulk of
the catch (Thompson, 1984) Sea urchins, mackerel (Pacific &
jack) , northern anchovy, rockfish. squid, and albacore constitute
the largest volume species in terms of landings. Other lesser

volume but important species include bonito, various sharks,
halibut, various flatfishes, shrimp, lobster, crabs, abalone, and
swordfish. Harvest data (for ports in the Santa Barbara Channel,
including Morro Bay, for the 10 year period from 1973-82 are

presented by Thompson (1984) Updated information for 1983 is
presented by ADL (1985) These data show the development of the

urchin, mackerel, shrimp, and shark fisheries, and decline in the

abalone and anchovy fisheries. The principal gear types used by

fishermen in the Channel include purse seines and lampara nets,
harpoons, hookah (surface air supplied diving gear) otter trawl

nets, set gill and trammel nets, drift gill nets, and various

hook and line methods. A description of the primary species
sought with each gear type, as well as the areas, depths, and

seasons fished is presented by Thompson (1984)
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3. 5. 1. 3 Assessment Area

CaliforniaCommercial fishing harvest data are compiled by the

Department of Fish and Game (CDF&G) for a grid system of offshore
milesFish Blocks. Each block is approximately 11 by 9 statute

in size. Figure 3.5. 1 in the Chevron ER (Westec, 1986)
the location of these Blocks in the Santa Barbaraillustrates

Channel and in the vicinity of the Gail project area. These data

are compiled from copies of receipts (i.e. , "pink" tickets)
submitted by dealers to CDF&G (Thompson, 1984) Data on location

of catch, species captured, and aggregate weights by species are

recorded separately for otter trawl and non-otter trawl gear.
According to M.S. Oliphant (CDF&G, verbal comm. 1986) the

trawl data has not been allocated by individual Fish Block since

1977 As discussed by Thompson (1984) and ADL (1985) Fish Block

data are not particularly accurate; however, in most instances

they represent the best available information.

The proposed Platform Gail site and a portion of the -proposed
pipeline corridor to Platform Grace lie within CDF&G Fish Block

684 (see Fig. 3 5-1 in Westec, 1986) A portion of the proposed
pipeline corridor (and Platform Grace) lie within the adjacent
Block 665 to the north. The commercial harvest data for Fish
Blocks 684 and 685, as well as Block 683 , are presented in Table
3 5-1 of Chevron’s ER (Westec, 1986) for the years 1977 and 1981.

For the purposes of this EA the assessment area for commercial
fishing is defined as the area encompassed by Fish Blocks 683

catches684, and 685. The data indicate that total fluctuated
greatly between years and Blocks, but that the dominant species
(by weight) were those taken by the purse seine fishery including
northern anchovy, bonito, and (jack and Pacific) mackerel. Other

important species harvested in these Blocks were California
halibut (otter trawl, set net) English sole (otter trawl)
various shark species (set and drift gill nets) , rockfish (otter
trawl, hook and line) , lobster (trap) , shrimp (otter trawl) and

sea urchin (diver)

More recent unpublished data for 1982 and 1983 (not including
trawl catches) were obtained (M.S. Oliphant, CDF&G,otter

written comm. , 1986) for these same Blocks. According to these

data, the principal commercial fishing activities (excluding
otter trawling) in Block 684 (containing most of the proposed
project) were purse seining for anchovy, mackerel, and bonito,

drift gill netting for thresher shark, bonito shark, and

swordfish, set gill netting and/or hook and lining for halibut,

angel shark, and rockfish, diving for sea urchin, and trapping
for crab and lobster. With the exception of a white croaker

fishery located in Blocks 665 and 683 , the harvest from these

Blocks was generally comparable to that from Block 684
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^

seining-forAccording to Chevron’s ER (Westec, 1986) , purse
northern anchovy in the project area occurs primarily--in
nj^^^Sjsr ftyer deep wat6j___ln--ag~"area bet-ween ventura and

for mackere3-takesAnacapa Island. In contrast, purse seining_

place in shallower water, generaITy~less_than 300 feet. Aerial
surveys of pe+/-gglc species over-tire period 1962-78 indicated

mackerel and bonito tended to be most abundant near anta_^ruz
and Anacapa Islands~and al6ng~Ehe norm sloe of the Channel,

whereas anchovy occurred predominantly in___fche-eastern Santa
Barbara-Channei~-(Squire, 1983)^-Although ’"anchovy and mackerel

mgy-generally be~~isbed-i-these areas, the size and location of

catches is not highly predictable for these species because of

their pelagic habitat and coastal migratory behavior (Klingbeil,

CDF&G, verbal comm. 1986) In addition to variability in

location, seasonal variations in abundance, market demand and

quotas (established by the Pacific Fishery Management Council)
;affect the quantities of these species harvested (Thompson, .1984

Klingbeil, CDF&G, verbal comm. , 1986) For example, market

conditions for anchovy have been poor over the past three years
since the reduction fishery is virtually nonexistent (Klingbeil,
CDF&G, verbal comm. 1986, and MacCall, NMFS, verbal comm.

1986) Due to the absence of a market for anchovy, purse seine

fishermen have redirected their effort primarily to mackerel.

The current open season for anchovy is from September 13 to June
The mackerel fishery30, but is subject to quota restrictions.

is presently open year round. The spawning biomass and present
quota for this EA.anchovy is discussed in Section 3 .4 3 of

The drift gill net fishery in the eastern Santa Barbara Channel,
and in the vicinity of Fish Blocks 684 665, and 683 focuses

primarily on thresher and bonito shark, and only secondarily on
swordfish. In the last season (1983-84) for which individual
Block data were available from CDFG for species taken by drift

gill net, peak thresher shark catches were between May and July

in Blocks 684 and 665 (unpublished CDFG data; Bedford, CDF&G ,
Blocksverbal comm. Catches were comparable or higher in1986)

with667 peak catches666, and 668, which are further west, in

through August. In the fall of the 1983-84the months of June
season, drift gill netters switched from shark fishing and began

to focus on swordfish. Although swordfish catches have been

reported from Blocks 684 and 683 (unpublished CDFG Block data)
relatively were taken in this area in the 1983-84 season.few
Most swordfish effort was focused south of the Channel Islands

toand offshore (Bedford, CDF&G, verbal comm. , 1986) According

Bedford the traditional pattern of drift gill netting for shark

from May through late summer, followed by a fall shift to

swordfish in offshore areas occurred in both 1984 and 1985.
wasPrior to 1986, the drift gill net season open from May

through January, however, due to severe fishing pressure on the

thresher shark resource, a new seasonal closure has been imposed

for the 1986 season (Bedford, CDF&G, verbal comrn. , 1986)
According to Bedford, the drift gill net season in 1986 will open
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willon May 1st and close on June 1st. The closure end by
mid-August when drift gill net vessels have traditionally shifted

to Channel Islands.fishing swordfish offshore and south of the

This closure will effectively allow only one month for thresher
at leastshark fishing. This closure is expected to be in force

until 1989, and it will probably be expanded in the future

(Bedford, CDF&G, verbal comm. 1986) Beginning in 1985-86,

there will also be a December 1 January 31 closure of drift

gill net fishing within 25 miles of shore along the entire

California coastline to protect gray whales during their annual

migration.

Although CDFG Fish Block-specific otter trawl data are not
available for years after 1977, maps have been developed that

illustrate known commercial trawling grounds in the eastern Santa

Barbara Channel, including the vicinity of the Gail Project.
Figures 3 5-2 and 3 5-3 (taken from MMS, 1983a) in Chevron’s ER

(Westec, 1986) are based on interviews with CDF&G personnel and

commercial fishermen. Comparable maps were independently
Centaur Associates (1984b) based on natural historydeveloped by

information and fishermen interviews. These maps indicate that

commercial trawling occurs in the vicinity of the Gail Project
for several species including: English sole, Petrale sole,
various rockfish, and spot prawn. Based on these maps, ridgeback
prawn appear to be fished in shallower water northwest of the

Gail assessment area, whereas halibut are taken in shallower

water inshore Johnof Platforms Grace and Gilda. According to
Sunada of CDF&G (verbal comm. 1986) these maps accurately
depict existing trawl grounds in the eastern Channel, and thus
the Petrale sole, English sole, spot prawn, and possibly,
ridgeback prawn fisheries would be those most likely to occur in
the vicinity of the proposed Gail Project. At a April 15, 1986,
meeting at the Fisheries Liaison Office in Santa Barbara,
commercial trawl fishermen indicated that all of these species,
including ridgeback prawns, are taken in the immediate vicinity
of the Platform Gail site.

Based on the foregoing discussion, English sole, Petrale sole,
rockfish, spot prawn, and ridgeback prawn are expected to
represent the key species targeted by trawl fishermen near the

proposed Gail Project. English and Petrale sole are fished all

year at depths ranging from 90-350 m (300-1, 140 ft) ; however, the

principal months of fishing are January through May (Centaur
Associates, 1984b; MMS, 1983a; Sunada, CDF&G, verbal comm. ,
1986) At present there is no closed season. The landings of

these species increased in 1985 following a period of reduced
catch CDF&G,(1981-83) that may have been due to El Nino (Sunada,
verbal comm. 1986) Rockfish (several species) are taken by

trawlers all year (i.e. no seasonal closure) at depthscommercial
of 110-370 m (360-1,200 ft) (Centaur Associates, 1984b)
Although there is no clearly recognized seasonal peak fishing

period, many trawlers evidently switch from halibut in the spring
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and summer to rockfish in the fall and winter when the halibut
catch begins to decline (Sunada, CDF&G, verbal comm. , 1986)
Shrimp are trawled over a wide depth range, with ridgeback prawns
taken from 120-165 m (390-540 ft) and spot prawns taken at depths
of 200-240 m (660-780 ft) (Sunada, CDF&G , verbal comm.

seasonal
,_ 1986)

Both fisheries are subject to closures with the

ridgeback prawn fishery closed between June 1 and September 30,
and the spot prawn fishery closed from November 1 through January
5l (Centaur Associates, 1984b; Sunada, CDF&G, verbal comm. ,
1986) A summary of the principal trawl fishing seasons and

depths in the Santa Barbara Channel is presented in Centaur
Associates (1984b)

3 .5.2 Marine Vessel Traffic and Routing Systems

The Santa Barbara Channel is an area of major shipping activities
offor inbound and outbound vessel traffic to and from the ports

Los Angeles, Long Beach, and Port Hueneme. The Vessel Traffic
Separation Scheme (VTSS) recommended by the U.S. Coast Guard and

approved by the International Maritime Organization (IMO) passes
through the center of the Santa Barbara Channel. Currently, more
than 90% of all commercial shipping traffic in this area utilizes
the VTSS (USCG, 1981) This does not apply to noncommercial
pleasure craft or fishing boats. In order to reduce vessel
routing conflicts, the former position of the VTSS has been moved
0. 9 km (0. 5 mi) southward in the eastern part of the Channel as
per Coast Guard recommendation. This change became effective in
February 1985.

The configuration of the existing VTSS is depicted in Section 4

of the Chevron DPP (Chevron, 1986) Platform Gail would be

situated approximately 858 m (2814 ft) north of the VTSS

northbound lane buffer zone and 1348 m (4421 ft) north of the
lane itself. Measurements of this distance cited in the DPP and

ER differ slightly because of inaccuracies inherent when

transferring between coordinate systems. The Coast Guard uses
latitude and longitude, while MMS and the oil companies use UTM
or the Lambert System. Upon re-measurement, the above figure was
arrived at (Cmdr. Alien, USCG, verbal comm. , 4/7/86)

The nearest safety fairway in the project vicinity. Port Hueneme,
lies approximately 14 5 km (9 mi) away. Vessel movements there

include supply boats, commercial fishing vessels, and tankers.
Gail setAll support vessels will use a traffic lane to Platform

up by the Santa Barbara Channel Oil Service Vessel Corridor
Traffic Program. The program is intended to reduce potential
conflicts between the oil and gas industry and commercial
fishermen. Figure 2 6. 1 in the ER depicts the various traffic
lanes.
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and3.5. 3 Recreation, Tourism, Visual Resources

3 .5. 3. 1 Recreation

G:-si?e Is restric^o0^^
^-^sr^^nn^s?^^^^S^an^^ometers6
% TSo^inS-capaS^̂

^^-^^o-over^OS Many"?

^aca^a?^^^^5s?and y "island Packers", a commercial tour service

Harbor to Anacapa.running boats out of Ventura

Onshore recreation in the vicinity of the Platform e311 ?^0^
region occurs mainly at the State-run and County-run beaches and

narksChevron’sbetween

of these areas
^R? .1.4

These listedPoint Mugu and Gaviota. are in

Section 3 (Westec, 1986) Further
are provided in MMS (1983a)

Corporation
.Bm d65^10^(1975)

(1979) , BLM, (1981) , The Granville (1981) and B^CCC
(1981a)

orlented both
recreational activities are primarily water

The

aspect!from an active participation as well as from a passive aesthetic

million
Ventura County and

About 4 .7 million recreationists in

one recreationists in Santa Barbara County use

recreationlsLrecreation areas each year (MMS, 1983a) lnese
coastal

^he
are not only local residents of the two counties,

are also day visitors and tourists.but

3 5. 3 .2 Tourism

Tourism is one of the major industries in the Santa Barbara

^
with excessChannel area an economic value in of $170 million

emphasis ^ng^ed
lanta-Sba---Co^^^^^^
Sara-BarbaS.-hir ^^^S
^es?ec BLMdescriptionscounty

1986? where the^value of tourism ^^^^is broken down
to beand city. Additional are found in

fby
^979^ 19^1) MMS (1983a) and in The Granville Corporation

(1981)

onshore of the area for tourism are the beaches with
The prime attributes
thean^ She vistas of the Channel Islands, the Historic Missions

theassociated Spanish influence on

the backdrop of the Santa Ynez Mountains, localco^^^
PrLtine

and the relatively

coastal area with the mix of farInln?
commercial and industrial areas. A complete description.ranchS^of this
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Granvillecoastal section can be found in The Corporation (1981)

and in MMS (1983)

3.5.3.3 Visual Resources

The visual resources of the California coast were systematically
Granville Corporation in 1981 and the results

analyzed by The
the

given in POCS Paper 81-5. These results showedTechnical
study area to be extremely diverse in its type of visual

Islandsresources as it varies from the pristine Channel to_ the

onshore power plant and oil development at Mandalay. Overall the
hills acting as a

area has a very pleasing effect with barren

backdrop to harmonious beachfront communities which vary in size

as
from cities such as Ventura to small clusters of houses such

at Mussel Shoals. A general overview of the visual resources of

coastline is presented in Section 3 .8 of
the Ventura County
Chevron’s ER (Westec, 1986) in addition, an overview of the

MMSentire Santa Barbara Channel area is given in (1983a)

Channel Islands have
Due to their distance from the mainland, the

relatively pristine with ranching being the principleremained
cultural modification. Anacapa Island is almost entirely free of

with the exception being a lighthouse and
cultural modifications,

the
a group of small buildings the easternmost island ofon

landscape and do not detract from
chain. These buildings fit the

what is considered to be one of the few remaining pristine

environments in southern California. Additional information on
in NFSthe Channel Islands can be found (1984)

3 5.4 Mariculture and Kelp Harvesting

activities occur within or near Chevron’s lease
No mariculture
(OCS-P 0205) However, kelp harvesting does occur within the

of large brown
study area. Kelp beds are ecological complexes
alaae (qenerally, Macrocvstis) occurring throughout the Sant-a

Barbara Channel area as well as north of Point Conception in

ft] ) Generally, kelp bedswaters (less than mshallow 31 [100
are found over hard substrate areas (rocks) but can be found in

ranges for kelp beds are 5 to
area of sedimentary bottoms. Depth
30 m (16 to 98 ft) and will be highly variable depending upon

considered to be of
local conditions. Turbidity is rna^or
significance when determining onshore and offshore productivity

limits (BLM, 1975)

astands and adjacent outcrops provide heterogeneous
Kelp

which serve as a source of food, shelter, and
environment
attraction for fishes (Quasi, 1968a)

Significant kelp bed resources in California are under the
of Flsh and Game

jurisdiction of the California Department

waSefCDFG) The proposed platform and pipeline alignment are in a

’deptn of approximately 225 m (739 ft) and no kelp resources
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are within the project footprint. The nearest designated beds are
Bed 109 around Anacapa Island (not harvested) and Bed 17
(harvested) which runs from Pt. Mugu to Pt. Dume (see Figures
3.5-6 and 3 .5-7 in Westec, 1986) Bed 109 is protected by the
ecological reserve regulations and is located approximately 10. 6
tan (6. 6 mi) from the proposed platform. Bed 17 is located
approximately 43 km (27 mi) from the proposed platform.

3 .5.5 Socioeconomics

The study area for this resource is defined as Ventura County
and Santa Barbara County. Both of these Counties have been
historically involved in onshore and offshore oil and gas
development.

The total population of the study area is 916, 700 (January 1985)
Between 1960 and 1983 the population of Santa Barbara County grew
by 86% and Ventura County grew by 184% (Centaur Assoc. , 1984a)
Population in Santa Barbara and Ventura counties is expected to
grow through the year 2000 at annual rates of 0.7 percent and 2.2
percent, respectively (URS, 1985) The majority of onshore
activity is expected to occur in the Oxnard/Port Hueneme area.
The combined population of Oxnard and Port Hueneme is 141, 650
(January, 1985) and has historically grown at about the same rate
as Ventura County (Centaur Assoc. , 1984a)

The total civilian labor force of both Santa Barbara and Ventura
Counties is 446, 300 (November 1985, State of California) Total
mineral extraction employment, which includes the oil and gas
industry is 4, 600 people. Unemployment in Ventura County is 7.4%
and 5. 0% in Santa Barbara County. Total unemployment equals
29, 100 persons (State of California, 1985)

Centaur Associates (1984a) indicate that Santa Barbara County
employment would be 1.9% less in the absence of an oil and gas
industry. Four industries accounted for 80% of wage and salary
employment: government, services, retail trade and manufacturing.
In Ventura County the absence of the oil and gas industry would
result in an employment loss of 4.8% (Centaur Assoc. , 1984) Four
industries accounted for 73-76% of the wage and salary
employment: government, retail trade, services and manufacturing.

Total enrollment in the Ventura and Santa Barbara school systems
is 152 , 000 students. Enrollment is trending upward. The Oxnard
school system is currently at overcapacity and is operating on a
year round schedule (Ron Weinert, verbal comm. March 18, 1986)
The Port Hueneme school system has about a 5 percent excess
capacity.
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The Oxnard airport is a Level II airport with an FAA tower. It
currently has 136, 000 aircraft operations per year. At its peak
the airport had 280, 000 aircraft operations per year. The FAA has
a Memorandum of Understanding with the helicopter operators
concerning the conduct of helicopter operations (Norine Harwood,
Federal Aviation Administration, verbal comm. , 3/19/86)

Port Hueneme is located in the Los Angeles Hydrologic Study Area
(Department of Water Resources, State of California) In 1980
energy production accounted for 0.4% of water usage. Urban usage
accounted for 80% followed by agriculture at 14% (Department of
Water Resources, State of California; 1983) Four percent of the
water needs are met through overdrafting groundwater supplies. In
the Oxnard Plain area of Ventura County, ground water pumping for
both urban and agricultural uses has created seawater intrusion
problems (Department of Water Resources, State of California;
1983) Port Hueneme is using its maximum water allocation (Jack
Duffy, Public Works Department, Port Hueneme, verbal comm. ,
4/17/86)

Four ports and harbors are located in the vicinity of Platform
Gail They are Port Hueneme, Channel Islands Harbor, Ventura
Marina, and Santa Barbara Harbor. Of these four facilities. Port
Hueneme is the major port serving the needs of the offshore oil
and gas industry. Santa Barbara Harbor, Ventura Marina, and
Channel Islands Harbor are principally recreational facilities
with some support for the commercial fishing industry. Port
Hueneme is also the only natural deepwater port between Los
Angeles and San Francisco. From 1982 through 1985, one third to
one half of the Port’s revenues were derived from supporting
offshore oil and gas activities. Oil companies and their
suppliers lease land and facilities throughout the harbor area.
Other major activities included offloading or onloading citrus,
fruit, cotton, chemicals, canned goods, bananas, fertilizers,
wood pulp, lumber, wheat seed, and automobiles (Bob Harnuth,
Oxnard Harbor District, verbal comm. 3/04/86; MMS, 1985a)

Port Hueneme harbor has a mean low-water depth of 11 m (36 ft)
and is relatively maintenance free with respect to dredging. The
entrance channel is 700 m (2 300 ft) long and has a width of 100

m (330 ft) The Port has 550 m (1,800 ft) of wharfage. In
December of 1984 the Port of Hueneme purchased surplus wharf
space from the U.S. Navy thereby adding eighteen acres and 200 m
(650 ft) of existing wharfage. This acquisition plus the the
construction of an additional 210 m (700 ft) of wharfage will
allow for an 80% increase in the harbor’s capacity. The wharfage
expansion project is currently undergoing environmental review.
Construction is expected to begin in mid 1986 and to be completed
within twelve months (Bob Harnuth, Oxnard Harbor District, verbal
comm. , 3/04/86; MMS, 1985a; Rogers et al. , 1984)
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Periodic overcrowding at Port Hueneme and the increase in
offshore activities in northern Santa Barbara County have
resulted in proposals for a second supply base in either Santa
Barbara County or San Luis Obispo County (Rogers et al. , 1984,
1986) A new supply base would lessen congestion at Port Hueneme.
Oil and gas industry boat activity peaked in FY 1984 In November
of 1983, 75 offshore oil vessels were serviced at Port Hueneme or
otherwise used its facilities. In January of 1986, 32 offshore
oil vessels were serviced at Port Hueneme, a decline of just over
50% from the November 1983 figure (Bob Harnuth, Oxnard Harbor
District, verbal comrn. , 3/04/86)

Ventura Harbor has been used on occasion by crew and supply
vessels. However frequent dredging, limited dock space, and its
design as a recreational small boat harbor have discourage this
harbor’s use for supporting offshore oil and gas activities (MMS,
1985a)

3. 5. 6 Sportfishing

Sportfishing is an important recreational activity throughout
southern California. Five types of recreational fishing
predominate: shoreline, pier and jetty, commercial passenger
fishing vessel (party-boat) private boat, and skin/scuba diving
(MMS, 1983a; Berwick & Thomson, 1984) In general, more
productive fishing is achieved from boats of one type or another.
Over the period of 1963-66, pier and jetty fishing was the most
popular in southern California, but party boat fishing resulted
in the highest total catches of fish and highest catch-per-man
hour (Pinkas et al. , 1968) According to MMS (1983a)
approximately 11 percent of the sport fishing conducted from
boats in southern California occurred in Santa Barbara/Ventura
Counties, while a somewhat higher percentage (20 percent) of dive
boat trips originated from those counties. Although over 150
species have been recorded in the southern California sport
catch, a relatively few number of species tend to predominate.
The angler catch generally is dominated by bonito, mackerel,
bass, croaker, and rockfish, whereas the diver catch is
characterized by abalone, scallop, and lobster (MMS, 1983a)

All types of recreational fishing occur in the Santa Barbara
Channel (from Point Mugu to Point Arguello including the Channel
Islands) In 1980, pier/jetty and shoreline fishing represented
slightly over half (54 percent) of the Sportfishing participation
(i.e. effort) in the Santa Barbara Channel (The Granville Corp.
1981) Party/charter boats and private and/or rental boats
accounted for the remaining 46 percent of the total
participation. Although estimated Sportfishing effort for all
types of fishing along the mainland coast of the Santa Barbara
Channel (excluding the Islands) has decreased by approximately
24 percent in the past fifteen years (1970-85) , a relatively
constant proportion of the total effort (57-59 percent) has been
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concentrated in the area between Summerland and Port Hueneme (The
Granville Corp. , 1981, in Benwick & Thomson, 1984)

In general, pier/jetty and shoreline fishing is limited to the
mainland coast since access to the Islands isj restricted.j

Private boat fishing occurs along both the mainland and in the

Islands, but activity focuse s on kelp beds and reefs (Berwick &
Thomson, 1984) Diving occurs in kelp beds or near reefs

generally at depths less ti^an 18 m (60 ft) Party boats are
available from Goleta, Santa Barbara, Venture Marina and Channel

Islands Harbor, Port Hueneme, and Oxnard (total of 27-30 boats)
for fishing in coastal areas from Point Mugu to Point Arguello
and in the Channel Islands. The majority of fishing is within

shore and focuses on kelp beds and rocky areas atthree miles of
depths of up to 91 m (300 ft) In the vicinity of Santa
Barbara/Carpinteria, considerable effort is expended fishing near
existing oil platforms (sed Figure 2.2 in Berwick & Thomson,
1984)

The dominant species taken in the sport catch from the Santa

Barbara Channel area include
&

rockfish. kelp/sand bass, bonito and
mackerel (Berwick ThomsonJ 1984) Although these species
predominate, considerable cnanges in species composition have

occurred in the past twenty y^ars. Table 3 .5-3 in Chevron’s ER
(Westec, 1986) shows the species taken by party boats in Santa
Barbara and Port Hueneme in 1981. The most numerically abundant

species included rockfish, kelp bass, mackerel, and bonito. The

vast majority of these species; are taken in shallow water near
reefs or in the vicinity of kelp beds. Figure 3 5-5 in Chevron’s

ER (Westec, 1986) illustrates the more important areas for sport
fishing between Santa Barbara and Point Mugu, including Anacapa
Island.

Love et al. (1985) reported 01 sport catches taken from party
boats in the Channel Islaids over the period from 1975-1978.
This study indicated that several rockfish species and kelp bass

dominated the sport fish catch from this area, and that most
fishing was conducted at depths less then 73 m (220 ft) Based
on their survey, the majority of angler-hour effort was expended
in the eastern Channel Islands, principally around Anacapa and

eastern Santa Cruz Islands.
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4 Environmental Consequences or the Proposed Action

Section 4 describes the en^̂ ironmental consequences
purposes

of the
proposed action. For the p of this EA, impacts are
determined to be either insigni leant or significant. Refer to
each resource category for definition of the significance
criteria that are used in the mpact analysis. Refer to the
beginning of Section 3 for a Description of the study area used
for impact analysis.

4 1 Oil Spill Models and Mud Discharge Model

4 1. 1 Discussion of the MMS Oil Spill Risk Analysis
Model and the ^)ames and Moore Oil Spill Risk and
Trajectory Ana ysis

The oil spill risk analysis for the Platform Gail project was
developed by using both the MMS Oil Spill Risk Analysis Model
(OSRAM) and the Dames and Moore Oil Spill Trajectory Model (Dames
and Moore, 1985) The results from these models are used in the
impact analysis for this EA. A description of both models and a
comparison of methods and resul s is contained in Appendix B.

In brief, both models examine oil spill risk by calculating
conditional and final probiliti is and applying these to simulated
trajectories generated by compu er. Conditional probabilities are
those which are conditioned (i e. ,depend on) by the fact that an
oil spill occurs. Given that a spill occurs, trajectory analysis
can predict with some degree of accuracy which targets or land
segments could be contacted by he spill. Taking this process a
step further by accounting f >r the probability of an oil spill
actually occurring results in a final or joint probability. These
final or joint probabilities ^re presented in Tables 8 and 9 in
Appendix B. I. (MMS results) and Tables 3-9 through 3-20, 3-25

through 3-28, 3-33 through 3 44, 3-49 through 3-54 in Appendix
B. 2 (Dames and Moore results) Thus, joint probabilities account
for the, statistical occurren :e of an oil spill as well as the

probability of the spill contac ing a particular land segment or
target; whereas conditional probabilities account only for the
probability of contact and not :he statistical occurrence of a
spill. The probabilities are derived from historical accident
rates, physical parameters (winds, currents and tides) and
exposure variables (physical aspects of the project that are
linked to the probability of a .pill actually occurring) The

trajectories provide graphic a: numerical estimations of where a
spill could drift over 3 10 a 30 days. From this information,
risk may be assigned to any iologically sensitive areas which
may provide habitat for endendangeredred, commercially valuable or
vulnerable species as well as socioeconomic issues.



theThroughout following onthe discussions of impacts various

resources, likelihood descriptors were used to describe the

probability of oil spill contacts to the resources. These

descriptors, unlikely, moderately likely and likely, correspond

to numerical ranges which cover roughly the same values as those

Species Analysis conducted for Platform Gailin the Endangered
(Larry Seeman Associates, 1986) The numerical ranges and their

associated descriptors are: 0-25% unlikely; 26-50% moderately

likely; and >50% likely.

The estimated probability of one or more oil spills (^ 1, 000

bbis) occurring from Platform Gail during the life of the project

is 13 percent according to the MMS Oil Spill Risk Analysis Model

(OSRAM) ; the Dames and Moore Oil Spill Risk and Trajectory Model

states a 7 percent chance of one spill occurring from the

platform and pipeline. These values represent final or joint
anprobabilities. considers these probabilities toMMS represent

unlikely event.

4 1. 2 Discussion of Offshore Operators Mud Discharge

Model

usedThe Offshore Operators Mud Discharge Model was to simulate
thethe fate of a drilling fluid discharge disposed of from

proposed site of Platform Gail (see Westec, 1986, Section 10)
waterOceanographic parameters (current speed and direction and

depth) were varied based on known values for the area and

combined with several mechanical variables (mud weight, pipe

diameter, discharge rate) to produce simulated trajectories and
consideredareas of predicted deposition. The modellers six

different current speed and direction scenarios and ran the model

for as long as 16.7 hours. Both an upper plume (the soluble
werefraction) and a lower plume (the particulate fraction)

modelled.

4 2 Projects Considered in the Cumulative Impact Analysis

The projects that were considered in the analysis of cumulative
Table (Appendix J)impacts in this EA are presented in J-l

This information was based on projects identified in URS (1985)
Table listsand reviewed by the MMS for completeness. The

theprojects that could potentially affect resources in Platform

Gail study area.

The cumulative risk of oil spills from platforms, pipelines and

tankers (local, Alaskan and foreign) in the Southern California

Planning Area (which includes the Santa Maria Basin and Santa
LUISBarbara Channel as well as the area between the Monterey/San

Obispo County line to the Mexican boarder and out to sea

approximately 31 km (50 miles) is shown in Table B.4-1 (Appendix

B.4) ) The cumulative risk with and without Platform Gail is

calculated by including and excluding the produced oil from
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Platform Gail over the 32 year life of the project. Since volume
of oil from all sources is the common variable in the cumulative
analysis, adding and subtracting Gail ’s contribution results in a
calculable representation of the probability of oil spill
occurrence both with and without Platform Gail. The table shows
that the incremental risk attributable to the Gail project is
very small compared to the overall probability of spill
occurrence.

4 3 Geologic Hazards

4 3 1 Impact of Geologic Environment on project

The significance criteria used in this analysis are based on
those adopted by URS, 1985. Impactacts that geohazards would have on
the proposed project would be donsidered significant if:

o Earthquake induced grpund motion capable of causing
damage to the facility or pipeline could occur, or

o Near surface geologic conditions are sufficiently
unstable or otherwi^e succeptible to failure such that
they would require extensive foundation engineering,
implementation of specials slope stabilization meaasures,
or avoidance of areas of unstable ground.

As discussed previously in Section 3 1. 5 of this EA, the
principal design considerationsconsider ions and potential hazards are
seismicity, shallow gas, and slopeope instability. The platform has
been designed to withstand seismic shaking from a maximum
credible earthquake of Richter 7. 5 magnitude. The Gail to Grace
pipeline will be constructed of pipe having a wall thickness
corresponding to API specifications for the particular soil type
and seismic regime in the area.

The proposed platform sit^ is located away from the
areas characterized by the two foundation zone considerations
identified (potential slope instability and shallow gas)
Although located downslope from the hummocky area, geotechnical
analyses of the shallow soils probabilistic determination of
peak mudline accelerations indicatee that only very minor seafloor
displacements would occur from a rare, intense earthquake.
Similarly, the pipeline corridor’r avoids the hummocky slide
terrain for a major portion of its length. The segment of the
pipeline that will cross t: slope is located on the lowest
gradient and least disturber portion of the slope between
Platforms Gail and Grace.



4. 3 .2 Impact of project on Geologic Environment

The impact to the geologic environment from the proposed project
would be considered significant if:

o known mineral resources could be destroyed or rendered
inaccessible,

o geologic processes, such as landsliding or erosion, could
be triggered or accelerated, and

o substantial alteration of topography could occur.

The nature of the proposed drilling and production operations,
regional stress regime and reservoir characteristics indicate
that no induced seismicity or subsidence would result.

An adequately placed and set anchor of proper capacity would
disturb approximately 200-300 square meters per anchoring event
of the type of seafloor (silts and clays) prevalent in the
eastern Santa Barbara Channel. This estimate is based on the

anchor size and on the amount of attached chain in contact with
the bottom. However, adherence to proper anchoring techniques,
laying the pipeline in benign weather and possibly working from
north to south along the Gail to Grace route would minimize
disturbance of the seafloor. More detail concerning anchoring
contingencies in this part of the Channel can be found in Centaur
(1984b) and Section 4 6. 1 of this EA.

4 3 3 Conclusions

The potential geologic impacts, or project impacts on the

geologic environment will be either avoided or taken care of by
project design. Impacts on geology are considered to be
insignificant.

4 3 .4 Cumulative Impacts

No impacts by this project on the regional geologic environment
are anticipated ; hence, there would be no incremental increase
to any cumulative impact baseline. Only a small, local area of
the seafloor will be disturbed on a short term basis by setting
of the Gail to Grace pipeline.

4 4 Impact on Air Quality

The air quality impacts in this section are based on the
guidelines set forth in the DOI regulations (30 CFR 250. 57) since
Platform Gail and the associated pipelines are proposed for

installation on the OCS and therefore under MMS jurisdiction.
These guidelines establish a procedure whereby air quality
impacts from OCS sources can be determined. Air quality impacts
are considered significant under the following conditions:
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o for inert pollutants, em Lssion exemption levels and
concentration signific mt levels are exceeded, and

o for VOC, emission exempt Lon levels are exceeded.

4.4. 1 Impact from Normal Activities

Construction. Highest annu il emissions associated with
constructing the facility are yiven in Table 4.4. 1-1, along with
the DOI emission exemption leve L for each pollutant of interest.
These levels are strictly a fu iction of distance of the facility
from the closest onshore area o ? the state. The north shore of

Anacapa Island (Class II area) Ls the closest onshore area and is
12 .2 km (7. 6 mi) from the propo sed Platform Gail site. Note from
the table that the peak annua L emissions of SO- , TSP, NO VOC,
and CO are estimated to be 19, 5, 75, 3 and < 1 percent 6f the
DOI exemption levels, respec :ively. Since the construction
emissions are below the exempt!’an levels, no significant onshore
air quality impacts are expec ;ed to occur and no further review
of air quality impacts due to p Latform construction and pipeline
installation is required.

TABLE 4 .4 1-1. COMPARISON 0
APPLICABLE EM

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS TO
[SSION EXEMPTION LEVELS.

Peak annual emission rate (tons/yr)

Construction
Exemption level

189.8
253 1

49
13142

Normal Operations. The highest total annual emissions from the

facility during the operatic: i phase of the proposed action are

given in Table 4 .4 1-2 along w Lth the appropriate DOI emission
exemption level. As with the instruction phase of the project,
the emissions are well within t: ie emission exemption levels; thus

no significant impacts to on shore areas would be expected as a

result of the proposed action.

TABLE 4 .4 1-2 COMPARISON OF OPERATION EMISSIONS
APPLICABLE EMISSION EXEMPTION LEVELS.

Peak annual emission rate (tons/yr)

SO,

Operation phase
Exemption level

12 .8
253 1

TSP NOx

1. 9
253 1

45.5
253 1

VOC

23 5
253 1

CO

54
13143



An air quality analysis was prepared by SAI (1984) for Chevron to
determine impacts to Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties. In this
analysis, worst-case maximum hourly emission rates for the
production phase were assumed and the models COMPLEX II/OCS and
RPM-IISS were used for the inert and photochemical pollutant
Modeling, respectively. The meteorology and background air
quality data used in the photochemical analysis was that
collected during the September/October Santa Barbara Channel
Oxidant Study (Smith et al. 1983) The maximum NO SO, , and CO
impacts to Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties are Summarized in
Tables 4 .4. 1-3 and 4.4 1-4 respectively. The maximum predicted
impacts are within the DOI significance levels and the pertinent
PSD increments. The total impacts (increment + background) are
less than the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)

4-6



TABLE 4 .4. 1-3. COMPARISON OF
PERTINENT FEDERA
(PPM)

WORST-CASE PLATFORM GAIL IMPACTS TO
STANDARDS, FOR VENTURA COUNTY

Pollutant

Increment
background*
total
DOI
PSD (Class II)
NAAQS

Averaging periods

1-hour 3-hour 8-hour 24-hour annual

0. 0001
0. 023
0.023
0. 0005

0.05

SO
Increment
background*
total
DOI
PSD (Class II)
NAAQS

CO

0. 0017
0. 07
0. 07
0. 0396
0. 197
0.5D

0. 0004
0. 022
0. 022
0. 0019
0. 0035
0. 14

0. 00002
0. 003
0. 003
0. 0004
0. 0077
0. 03

increment 0. 026
15. 0
15. 0
1.75

background**
total
DOI
PSD (Class II)
NAAQS 35

0. 015
8 .7
8.7
0.44

9

increment project
* Highest observed

county.
** Highest observed

county.

increment
value in 1980-83 at any location in the

value in 1981-83 at any location in the



TABLE 4.4 1-4 COMPARISON OF WORST-CASE PLATFORM
PERTINENT FEDERAL STANDARDS, FOR
COUNTY (PPM)

GAIL IMPACTS TO
SANTA BARBARA

Pollutant
Averaging periods

1-hour 3-hour 8-hour 24-hour annual

NO

SO

increment
background*
total
DOI
PSD
NAAQS

Increment
background*
total
DOI
PSD (Class II)
NAAQS

0. 001
0. 12
0. 12
0.0096
0. 197
0. 50

0. 0002
0. 024
0. 024
0.0019
0. 0035
0. 14

0. 00002
0. 024
0. 024
0. 0005

0. 05

0. 000002
0. 002
0. 002
0. 0004
0. 0077
0. 03

CO
increment 0. 015
background** 16
total 16
DOI 1.75
PSD (Class II)
NAAQS 35

0. 008
8.7
8. 7
0. 44

9

increment project increment
* Highest observed value in 1980-83 at any location in the

county.
** Highest observed value in 1981-83 at any location in the

county.

SAI s (1984) ozone analysis looked at peak incremental increases
and maximum impacts (increment + background) due to Gail along
each of the twelve trajectories analyzed. Peak incremental
increases of 0. 004 to 0. 018 ppm would occur either in the Santa
Barbara Channel or at landfall. The results also indicate that
Gail could increase an existing observed maximum (0. 11 ppm on

10/01/80 and 10/08/80) by as much 0. 005 ppm, to a combined impact
of 0. 115 ppm The federal ozone standard is 0. 12 ppm On days
when the NAAQS is exceeded (i.e. , a reported maximum of 0. 13 ppm
or greater) , Gail would, at the most, increase the maximum
predicted impacts by 0. 001 ppm Thus, under conditions of
worst-case platform emissions and worst-case
dispersion/photocheroical conditions, the proposed action would
not increase the highest observed ozone values in Ventura and
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Santa Barbara Counties.

Abandonment. The impacts assoc ated with abandonment depend upon
the methods used. It can be a sumed that these impacts would be
very similar in nature to thos that would occur .during the
construction phase of the project. As shown earlier,
construction impacts would be insignificant.

4.4.2 Overall Conclusions

The emissions associated with all phases of the project
development are within the emision exemption levels set forth in
the DOI regulations (30 CFR 250, 57) and thus the impacts are
determined to be insignificantt. The Platform Gail air quality
impact assessment performed by i?AI for Chevron confirms this.
Maximum predicted impacts are within the DOI significance levels
and the pertinent PSD increments; total impacts (increment +
background) are less than the NAAQS

4 4. 3 Cumulative Impacts

Platform Gail would not contribute to inert cumulative impacts
for the following reasons:

o very small incremental itipacts are expected from Gail
o inert pollutants generally cause localized impacts, and
o there is an extremely small chance of plume overlap from

remote sources which might result in cumulative impact
concerns.

The most convincing reason is tl ie negligible contribution from
Gail. SAI (1984) has shown tha’ the estimated impacts in Ventura
County range from about I/50th .0 l/500th of the measured peak
background concentration. In S. inta Barbara County, the estimated
impacts are substantially less. These small increments are more
than an order of magnitude Ie; is than the reporting precision of
the local APCDs and CARB. In ai Idition, due to the conservative
model used in the analysis (0 >MPLEX II/OCS) the actual impacts
are probably much less. Comple: terrain model evaluation studies
indicate that COMPLEX II overestimates maximum 1-hour
concentrations by factors of 10 to 20, 3-hour concentrations by
factors of 8 to 15, and 2 -hour concentrations by 5 to 20

(Wackter and Londergan, 1984 am Gutfreund et al. , 1983)

To assess cumulative ozone impacts, the Joint Interagency
Modeling Study (JIMS) (SAI, IS 86) is used. The purpose of JIMS
was to determine the impact that proposed OCS exploration and
development activities would have on air quality in the South
Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB) The offshore sources in the
study consisted of 12 existing platforms, 9 proposed platforms
(Gail was one of these) , and 4 hypothetical platforms.
Subsequent to the JIMS analysis, proposed OCS development has



been reduced in scope. Modeling scenarios with and without
proposed OCS development at two future years, 1990 and 1995, were
considered.

Results of JIMS show that full OCS development would have minor
impacts to onshore Ventura County (including Anacapa Island)
Onshore ozone concentrations in Ventura County (including Anacapa
Island) would increase from 0.000 to 0. 002 ppm an increase of
1’ess than 2 percent of the federal standard.

4.5 Impact on Water Quality

4 5. 1 Impact from Normal Operations

Impacts to water quality could arise from project-generated
turbidity and from the following liquid discharges: hydrostatic
test water, sanitary and domestic wastes, desalinization brine,
excess cement slurry, completion fluids, deck drainage,
non-contact cooling water, produced waters and drilling muds and
cuttings. Accidental oil spills are discussed in Section 4. 5.2
These discharges, all occurring to greater or lesser extent
during life of the project, may produce varying levels of impact
on nearby water quality ranging from turbidity to changes in the
levels of temperature, salinity, pH or trace metals. See
Chevron’s ER (Westec, 1986) and DPP (Chevron, 1986) for further
details concerning the disposal methods of these discharges.

Significance criteria for water quality impacts are founded on
EPA water quality criteria which are in turn based on definitions
of release zones, initial mixing and limiting permissible
concentrations (40 CFR 125 Subpart M and 40 CFR 227) A release
zone (also referred to as a Zone of Initial Dilution-ZID) is a
circle described by a radius of 100 m (330 ft) Initial mixing
of any discharges takes place within the ZID and are assumed to
be fully mixed within four hours. Limiting Permissible
Concentrations (LPC) are those which do not exceed 0. 01 of a
concentration shown to be acutely toxic to appropriate sensitive
marine species. No LPC’s may be exceeded beyond the ZID.

A significant impact to water quality occurs if any of the above
conditions are violated. Water quality criteria for waters
within the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary boundaries
are identical to those described above. In addition, any NPDES
permit issued will follow the same EPA water quality criteria
which, by definition, also delineates insignificant impacts to
water quality (i.e. , the violation of EPA water quality criteria
would result in a significant impact to water quality)
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Construction. Increases in turbidity will occur during the
construction phase due ’to equipment barge anchor movement and
platform jacket placement on the seafloor. Due to the depth of
water, no turbidity should rise to the surface, although some
portion of the water column will be clouded. Any turbidity will
be diluted and dispersed by the prevailing currents.

Discharged hydrostatic test water, sanitary and domestic wastes
and brine from desalinization operations will conform to the
standards of the individual NPDES permit which will be issued for
the construction phase. All impacts to the water quality from
these discharges will be temporary and minor and thus,
insignificant. See Chevron’s ER (Westec, 1986) for further
details.

Normal Operations. The operational phase of the proposed project
includes both the drilling and production programs (see Section
2 .4 1) The amount and type of the effluents produced during
these programs will be different because of the changing levels
of drilling activity, numbers of producing wells, numbers of
personnel involved, and the volume of oil produced during the
life of the project. For example, once the drilling program is
complete (six years) only intermittent discharges of muds and
cuttings will occur (due to well workover operations, if any) and
concurrently, the volume of produced waters will peak. With the
exception of drilling muds and cuttings, the discharge point of
all the effluents discussed below will be located just below the
surface of the receiving waters.

Discharges of sanitary and domestic wastes, seawater distillation
brine, excess cement and non-contact cooling water will conform
to the standards of the individual NPDES permit which will be
issued for the operations phase of the project. These discharges
will result in an insignificant impact to the water quality.
Volumes of these effluents (Section 2 1.7; Westec, 1986; Chevron,
1986) will vary over the life of the project.

Completion fluids consist mostly of seawater with weighting
agents in the form of salts (EPA, 1985) No discharge of excess
completion fluids will exceed NPDES permit standards resulting in
an insignificant impact to the receiving waters.

Engine and pump room deck drainage consists of oil and water that
is washed off the decks of the platform, collected, cleaned and
discharged in accordance with the NPDES permit limitations
(Section 2 1.7) Since the effluent will be cleaned of

hydrocarbons to the extent required by EPA, an insignificant
impact to the water quality is expected. A discussion detailing
the procedures used in the oil/water separation process is
contained below in the section addressing formation waters.
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Formation waters will be separated from the crude oil stream,
cleaned of oil and discharged through a disposal caisson.
Monitoring requirements of hydrocarbons contained in produced
waters will be addressed in the
individual NPDES permit to be issued by the EPA for the
development/production phase of the project. Formation water is
essentially a brine with trace levels of heavy metals,
oil-related hydrocarbons and other organics (e.g. phenols,
nitrogen and sulfur heterocyclids) , cyanide, ammonia, sulfide and
other chemicals and solid (mineral) matter (ADL, 1985)
Pre-discharge treatment procedures of produced water are
described in Chevron’s ER, Section II (Westec, 1986) Following
discharge, initial dilution should be adequate to reduce the
concentration of these constituents to below federal and state
water quality standards within the zone of initial dilution.
This conclusion is generally supported by the review conducted
by Middleditch (1984) However, if emulsion breaking and reverse
emulsion breaking chemicals are to be utilized during the
dehydration process, some impacts to the local water quality may
occur. The results of toxicity tests conducted with some of the
chemicals used in the oil/water separation process indicated
short-term toxicities (96 hours) of toxic to moderately toxic
(ADL, 1985) These toxicity tests, however, were not conducted
on standard marine species or, in some cases, even on aquatic
species. Therefore, while some level of toxicity may be applied
to these chemicals, no precise definition may be determined at
this time. In addition, because of the lack of specific testing,
only an estimation of impact due to chronic toxic effects may be
determined. In any case, no NPDES standards will be exceeded by
the discharge of formation waters. Thus, impacts to the water
quality by the discharge of formation waters will be
insignificant due to the dilution and mixing which will take
place within the ZID.

Drilling is expected to be carried out over a six year period and
it is estimated that a total of 102, 672 bbis of cuttings and
30, 600 bbis of drilling muds will be discharged during that time
(Westec, 1986) Chevron plans to use either EPA-approved Generic
Mud Numbers 5 or 7. If Chevron must use chrome lignosulfonates
at anytime, the used drilling fluids will be barged to shore and
disposed. Chevron modelled the dispersion of muds and cuttings
from Platform Gail utilizing the Offshore Operators Mud Discharge
Model A typical EPA-approved generic mud (No. 7) and six
different sets of oceanographic conditions were used in the
simulation. The model and its results are presented in Section
10 of the ER (Westec, 1986) Based on that discussion and other
technical documents (ADL, 1985; Continental Shelf Assoc. , 1984 ;
EPA, 1985; NRC, 1983 ; URS, 1985; and Westec, 1986) impacts to
water quality from the discharge of muds and cuttings during
drilling operations on Platform Gail will be short-term and minor
in nature. The only model scenario that results in the
degradation of the water quality within state or sanctuary
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boundaries is number 6. The discharge point is approximately
1,111 m (0. 6 run) from the Channel Islands National Marine
Sanctuary boundary. The results of the model state that the

plume would be carried to a point 3 .3 nm from Anacapa Island.
This point is well within the sanctuary boundary or 6,240 m
(20,470 ft) from the discharge source. The particulate
concentration was calculated to be 0.29 mg/1 (1 mg/1 1 ppm)
The state of the water quality under these concentrations would
be essentially nondegradated (NRC, 1983) In terms of toxicity,
the worst LC-50 calculated for the eight EPA-approved generic
muds was 30, 000 ppm (Generic Mud #1) The modelled scenarios
indicate that a discharged mud plume will reach 100 m (the
boundary of the ZID) in approximately 12 to 15 minutes. At that

point, the concentration would be < 0. 1 ppm for the fluid
component and approximately 100 ppm for the mud solids component
of the drilling fluid plume. These concentrations do not violate
the Limiting Permissible Concentration criteria established by
EPA. Thus, there will be an insignificant impact to the water
quality from the discharge of drilling fluids to the marine
sanctuary waters as well as to marine waters in general.

Of all the additives contained in drilling fluids, barium has
proven to be the most useful as a tracer in determining the
physical fate of fluid discharges (Boothe and Presley, 1983)
Chemically, barium is very inert being relatively insoluble in
seawater (Chow, 1976; Church and Wolgemuth, 1972) Barium
concentrations found in seawater may be due to suspended
particulates rather than dissolved barium (Brannon and Rao,
1979) Barite toxicity has been found to be low to roost
organisms (Daugherty, 1951; Grantham and Sloan, 1975; Dames and
Moore, 1978) except for copepods and algae (EGandG Bionomics,
1976) where mortality was probably due to physical abrasion.
Generally, both lethal and sublethal effects of barite can be
traced to its physical action including changes in sediment grain
size composition, rather than toxicity (Brannon and Rao, 1979 ;
Cantelrno, et al. , 1979 ; Conklin, et al. , 1980; Tagatz and Tobia,
1978 ; Tagatz, et al. , 1980) While barium is known to be

bioaccumulated (Brannon and Rao, 1979 ; Conklin, et al. 1980)
the chemical form and physiological significance of elevated
barium concentrations in barium-exposed animals is unknown. Two
general reviews of the studies conducted on barium and barite in
drilling fluids may be found in EPA (1985) and NRC (1983)

Abandonment. Effluents discharged during abandonment will be

identical in type to those described in the construction section.
While the volumes of the effluents are unknown at this time, no

significant impacts to the water quality are anticipated. Levels
of turbidity may increase when the platform is removed depending
on the method of removal and the final disposition of the

structure. The increased turbidity will be dissipated by
currents resulting in insignificant impacts to water quality.
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4.5.2 Impact from Accidents

Accidents occurring during drilling and production activities
that may affect water quality are generally associated with the
discharge of hydrocarbons. Other possible types of accidents
(e.g. , explosion and fire due to H-S) may deposit debris such as
soot or equipment into the sea. These items will not
significantly degrade water quality.

Spilled oil may have several effects on the water quality, both
locally around the discharge point and areally as the slick
disperses and spreads. These effects, which will exhibit varying
levels of impact depending on the circumstances of the spill
(e.g. , the depth of the point of initial discharge, rate of
discharge, volume of discharge, etc. ) are: toxicity, odor and
biochemical oxygen demand and dissolved oxygen (Westec, 1986)

The toxicity of oil spilled into seawater is primarily determined
by the weathering processes the slick undergoes over time. The
roost toxic components of crude oil are also the most volatile.
These low molecular weight compounds evaporate into the
atmosphere during the first few days after initial exposure
leaving the longer-chained carbon molecules on or just under the
sea surface. The resulting tarry mass is much less degrading to
water quality insofar as toxicity to plankton and nekton is
concerned. The tar balls, ropes or ’mousse’ may adsorb to
particulate matter in the water column and sink to the bottom, or
they may be washed ashore.

Odor may be considered a function of toxicity because the
compounds that contribute to the odor are the most highly
volatile and hence, are the first to evaporate. Under certain
conditions, a concentration as small as five parts per thousand
of oil in water may be olfactorally detectable (Alyakrinsekaya,
1965) This concentration may be toxic depending on the type of
hydrocarbons spilled.

Dissolved oxygen levels may be affected because the slick may
prevent 0, exchange at the air/sea interface. Under these
conditions, respiratory activity and increased biochemical oxygen
demand from the presence of the oil itself may cause slightly
decreased levels of dissolved oxygen (Kolpack, et al. , 1971) In
general, oxygen levels would be maintained by photosynthesis and
mixing by waves except under certain relatively rare
circumstances (e.g. , extremely calm conditions where large
concentrations of planktonic organisms are in evidence)

Several processes occur when oil is spilled on water that greatly
affect the water quality parameters addressed above. Among these
are spreading, evaporation, dissolution, dispersion, emulsion
formation, sedimentation, auto- and photo-oxidation, biological
processes and tar residue formation. Several researchers, Mackay
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Payneet al. (1983) , Boehm and Fiest (1980) , Jordan and (1980)
Walter and Proni (1980) and University of Rhode Island (1981)
have documented these processes. A study conducted during the

Ixtoc I spill in 1980 found oil concentrations of > 20 ug/1 at 20

m (62 ft) depth, 25 tan (15.5 mi) from the well. However, the

total concentration of waterborne, low molecular weight aromatics

(alky benzenes and naphthalenes) in water near the well fell in
of total waterbornethe 0. 5-500 ppb range, and concentrations

dispersions were in the 100-10, 000 ppb range. The researchers

(Boehm and Fiest, 1980) reported that these values fell well

within the range of observable effects on marine organisms.

Probability estimates of one or more oil spills (^. 1, 000 bbis)
occurring from Platform Gail during the life of the project were

calculated using the MMS Oil Spill Risk Analysis Model (OSRAM)
The model results indicate that the probability of an event of

type occurring is unlikely (the results of the risk analysisthis
conducted by Dames & Moore similarly indicated an unlikely

probability of an oil spill occurring from Platform Gail) See

Section 4 1 for further information.

4 5. 3 Overall Conclusions

Impacts to marine water quality from turbidity due to
construction and abandonment procedures are expected to be

insignificant due to the local (within 1, 000 m (3 280 ft) ) nature
of the perturbation, the limited timeframe of the operations, and

the issuance of NPDES permits by the EPA. Impacts from the

minor discharges (sanitary and domestic wastes, desalinization
brines, non-contact cooling water, deck drainage, completion
fluids and excess cement) during normal operations are also

expected to be insignificant for identical reasons.

dischargedThe overall impact to the water quality from effluents
during normal operations is expected to be insignificant.
Impacts to the water quality within the marine sanctuary

toboundaries will also be insignificant. No impact is expected
occur within the 1, 000 m (3 280 ft) buffer zone outside state

waters, within state waters, or along the mainland coast between

Pitas Pt. and Anacapa Island. Similarly, impacts to the water

quality from discharged drilling muds will be reduced to zero
cessation of discharge (approximately 6 years) Waterupon

quality impacts from the discharge of formation waters are

expected to be insignificant locally, although detectable changes

to water quality parameters (pH, temperature, turbidity) will

occur within the zone of initial dilution.

The estimated probability of one or more oil spills (^ 1, 000

bbis) occurring from Platform Gail during the life of the project
event; thus, nois considered by MMS to be an unlikely

significant impact to the water quality by an oil spill from the

Gail project is estimated.
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4 .5.4 Cumulative Impacts

Potential sources of cumulative impacts with Platform Gail are
listed in Section 4.2 Onshore projects are unlikely to
contribute to any cumulative impacts due to 1) their distance
from the Gail site and/or 2) the volume of their discharges which
are generally small. Other OCS project effluents are also
unlikely to combine with any of Platform Gall ’s discharges
because of the distance between the facilities, the dilution of
the discharges (see above discussions of muds and cuttings,
formation waters, etc. ) and because any discharges from Platform
Gail will result in a very small incremental increase in the
total volume of all effluents currently being discharged into the
Santa Barbara Channel.

Platform Gail will be the only OCS facility within three miles of
Marine Sanctuary waters that will be discharging a produced
waters effluent. Produced waters from Platforms Gina and Gilda
are piped ashore, treated, piped back to the platforms and
reinjected into the strata. In addition, no development drilling
is occurring on either platform. Therefore, no cumulative
impacts are likely to occur to the waters of the Marine
Sanctuary.

Since none of the discharge plumes from other OCS development
activities will interact or combine with any of Platform Gail ’s
discharges, it is unlikely that regional, and thus cumulative,
impacts will occur due to the addition of Platform Gail to the
OCS.

The cumulative probability of oil spill occurrence from all
sources is shown in Table B.4-1 in Appendix B. 4 The calculations
indicate that the Platform Gail project will result in a very low
incremental addition to the cumulative expected number of spills
or the probability of one or more spills of ^ 1, 000 or >. 10, 000
bbis occurring in the southern California OCS. The cumulative
analysis conducted by Dames & Moore for Chevron, while using a
different approach, indicated a similar conclusion.

4 6 Impact on Biological Resources

The significance criteria used in the impact analysis of
biological resources are presented below. Additional or
different criteria apply to some resources. Refer to the
specific resource for further information on these criteria.

Ah impact is considered to be locally significant if it is likely
to directly or indirectly cause measurable change in a) species
composition or abundance beyond that of normal variability or b)
ecological function within a localized area for 5 to 10 years or
longer (long-term) Measurable changes for less than 5 to 10
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years would be short-term impacts. For an impact to be locally
significant, the size of the localized area would be relatively

area insmall compared to that of ecologically equivalent the

immediate region. The threshold for significance is determined

by scientific judgement and considers the relative importance of

the habitat and/or species affected.

if it isAn impact is considered to be regionally significant
likely to directly or indirectly cause a measurable change in a)
species composition or abundance beyond that of normal

localizedvariability or b) ecological function within several
areas or a single large area for 5 to 10 years or longer
(long-term) Measurable changes for less than 5 to 10 years
would be short-term impacts. The amount of affected area,
relative to that available in the region, is determined as for

locally significant impacts. This determination considers the

importance of the species and/or habitat affected and its

sensitivity to impact.

Impacts which do not meet these criteria are considered to be

insignificant. The criteria are based on significance criteria
that were adopted by URS (1985)

4 6. 1 Impact on Intertidal Benthos

A potential oil spill is the only impacting agent from the

proposed project which could affect the intertidal environment.

4 6. 1. 1 Impact from Accidents

Oil Spills. The MMS Oil Spill Risk Analysis Model (OSRAM)
utilized spills ^. 1, 000 bbis to estimate joint(final)
probabilities. The MMS joint probabilities indicate that an oil

spill >. contacting the1, 000 bbis occurring at Platform Gail and
Northern Channel Islands, National Park, and Channel Islands is

unlikely for 3 10, and 30 day trajectories (Dames and Moore

joint probabilities are relatively smaller) Coastal mainland
intertidal environments (McGrath State Beach to Carpinteria State

Beach) are not expected to be impacted by an oil spill ^ 1, 000

bbis from Platform Gail since the final probabilities of the MMS

oil spill risk analysis indicate an unlikely probability of spill
occurrence andand contact with land segment 30 for 3, 10, 30 day

trajectories. Similarity, the MMS final probabilities indicate
the unlikely occurrence of a spill ^ 1, 000 bbis contacting Santa
Cruz Island and Anacapa Island for 3 , 10, and 30 day simulated

trajectories (Dames and Moore final probabilities are smaller
on thethan the MMS values in the last two cases) Based

estimated probabilities which are considered unlikely, no

significant impacts to the intertidal environments are expected
from accidental oil spills. Chevron’s Oil Spill Contingency Plan

would be implemented to reduce potential impacts to the

intertidal environments (islands and coastal mainland) for small
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(< 1, 000 bbis) and large (^ 1,000 bbis)

Through the use of the mathematical techniques of oil spill
Modeling (see Section 4. 1) , it has been estimated which areas
could be contacted in the event that a spill does occur. Based on
this mathematical prediction of spill contacts, the following
impacts could occur to the intertidal environment.

In the unlikely event of an oil spill (well blowout, pipeline
break, etc. ) , potential impacts to intertidal habitats could
occur near the mainland coastal areas. In addition, Anacapa
Island and other islands within the National Marine Sanctuary and
National Park could be impacted due to such a spill. Impacts due
to oil spills have been characterized as lethal (toxicity)
sublethal (physical and mutagenic effects) and habitat
alteration (change in size and function) (Westec, 1986)

Briefly, oil that reaches intertidal shores would cause mortality
to both sandy and rocky intertidal organisms. During the 1969
Santa Barbara oil spill, certain species incurred mortality of up
to 100 percent, while other species incurred noticeable
mortalities, were harmed only slightly, or were apparently
unharmed (Straughan, 1977 ; Foster, 1974 ; Foster et al. 1971)
The extent of damage from spills depends largely on the residence
time of the oil on the impacted intertidal area (Gundlach and
Hayes, 1979) Recovery of damaged rocky intertidal areas to a
pro-disturbance structure will depend upon the vertical level of
the intertidal zone impacted (Murray and Littler, 1979; 1980)
Recovery of rocky intertidal species can range from several
months to over ten years (Vesco and Gillard, 1980) In most
cases, the extent of damage to a sandy beach intertidal community
from a large oil spill will be less than that to a rocky
community. The extent of the damage is largely unknown, but is
generally not expected to result in the complete destruction of a
community. Refer to URS, 1985 ; ADL, 1985; BLM, 1979 1981; and
MMS, 1983 ; City of Oxnard and USGS, 1980; and USGS, 1976 for
further discussions on the effect of oil spills on intertidal
resources.

Conditional oil spill model probabilities by MMS indicate a
likely chance of a hypothetical spill (^ 1, 000 bbis) from
Platform Gail contacting the Northern Channel Islands, including
the National Park, and Channel Islands after 3 10, and 30 days
during spring, summer, autumn, and winter (Dames and Moore
conditional probabilities are similar, although slightly less)
Simulations from the MMS oil spill model indicate a range
(unlikely to likely) of conditional probabilities that an oil
spill originating from Platform Gail and along the transportation
route segments (LI, L2 L3 and L4) could contact (McGrath State
Beach to Carpinteria State Beach within 3 days. Likewise, for 10
and 30 days, conditional probabilities for spill contact with
land segment 30 range from unlikely to likely (Dames and Moore
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conditional probabilities are similar, although slightly larger
for the 3 day (Winter) and 10 day (Autumn) trajectories) Based
on MMS seasonal conditional probabilities, the hypothetical
spills would primarily move to the coastal mainland during spring
and summer, and to both the coastal mainland and Channel Islands
during fall and winter.

Based on the foregoing analysis, MMS does not estimate oil spill
related impacts to occur to the intertidal environment as a
result of the proposed action due to the low estimated
probability of spill occurrence (see Section 4. 1)

4. 6. 1.3 Overall Conclusions

Impacts on the intertidal environment are expected to be
insignificant from construction, normal operation, and
abandonment associated with the proposed action. MMS does not
estimate oil spill related impacts to occur due to low estimated
probability of spill occurrence.

4 6. 1.4 Cumulative Empacts

Potential impacts from the propose ! Platform Gail project could
cause small incremental effe ;ts with other oil and gas
development scenarios in the Sant i Barbara Channel and Santa
Maria Basin. The intertidal en vironment could be potentially
impacted by accidental oil spi Lls. Previous environmental
documents have described cumulative impacts on the marine
environmental resources (includes intertidal habitats) in the
Santa Barbara Channel and Santa Maria Basin (City of Oxnard and
USGS, 1980; A.D. Little, 1984 ; SAI 1984 ; URS, 1985) In the
unlikely event of an oil spill, potential cumulative effects on
intertidal resources could result in a range of insignificant to
significant impacts (local to regional) to the coastal mainland
and major intertidal areas such as Anacapa Island depending upon
the spill s physical and chemical characteristics, spill size and
oceanographic and Seasonal conditions (URS, 1985)

The proposed action represents only a very low contribution to
the overall, cumulative oil sp:.11 risk that would affect the
intertidal environment in the study area. Refer to Section 4. 2
and Appendix B for an analysis o:’ the estimated spill risk from
existing and future petroleum act;.vities (platforms, pipelines
and tankering) The analysis c4mparesc the spill risk with and
without the addition of Platform G il.

In conclusion. Platform Gail is no anticipated to result in a
significant incremental addition to cumulative effects on the
intertidal environment.
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4.6.2 Impact on Subtidal Benthos

The potential impacts on the subtidal environment would be caused
primarily by habitat displacement, platform discharges, and oil
spills.

4.6.2. 1 Impact from Normal Activities

Construction. Impacts to the subtidal benthos due to
construction activities from the proposed project are as follows:
installation of the platform legs and pipelines would cause
increased turbidity, alteration and displacement of the soft
bottom benthic habitat at the platform site and along the
pipeline corridor. Anchor placement would cause local and
temporary insignificant impacts due to disturbance and
displacement (URS, 1985) Soft bottom displacement would be
approximately 200-300 square meters (2100-3200 square feet) per
anchoring event (includes anchor and chains) However, rapid
recolonization of the affected benthic area is anticipated. The
nearest hard bottom areas are present on Anacapa Island and the
northern half of Lease OCS-P 0524 both approximately 20 km (12
mi) from the proposed platform site. These areas would not be
impacted by the proposed action. Therefore, construction
activities would have insignificant (local) impacts on the
subtidal benthic environment.

Normal Operations. Potential impacts from normal operations on
the subtidal benthic communities include increased turbidity,
fauna burial, alteration of sediment and potential for
bioaccumulation due to discharges (drill muds and cuttings)
within the immediate vicinity of the platform site. The potential
impacts on the subtidal benthic organisms from discharges would
be localized and limited to a 1, 000 m (3, 280 ft) radius of the
platform site for muds and 100-200 m (328-656 ft) for cuttings
(Westec, 1986) Hence, insignificant (local) impacts are expected
due to rapid dilution of the discharges as indicated from results
of the Offshore Operators Mud Model (Westec, 1986) Also refer
to Section 4 .5.

Abandonment. Platform and pipeline removal would impact the
subtidal benthic habitats similar to that described in Section
4 6. 1. 1 for the intertidal environment. Therefore, insignificant
(local) impacts on the subtidal communities are expected.

4 .6. 2.2 Impact from Accidents

Oil Spills. Results of the conditional and joint (final)
probabilities from the MMS Oil Spill Risk Analysis Model (OSRAM)
are discussed in Section 4. 6. 1. 2. Through the use of the
mathematical techniques of oil spill Modeling (see Section 4 1) ,
it has been estimated which areas could be contacted in the
unlikely event that a spill does occur. Based on this

4-20



followingmathematical prediction of spill contacts, the impacts

could occur to the subtidal environment.

effect of an oil spill on subtidal benthicThe principal
communities would be smothering by weathered oil that has been

to the ocean bottom (SAI, 1983 ; A.D. Little, 1984 ; URS,deposited
of1985) Potential impacts could include depletion food

sources, alteration of species abundance, lowered recruitment,
impactsand lethal or sublethal toxic effects. These potential

would remain until substantial weathering, chemical, or

microbial activity (degradation) occurred.

MMS does not anticipate oilBased on the foregoing analysis,
spill related impacts to occur to the subtidal environment as a

due to the low estimatedresult of the proposed action
probability of spill occurrence (see Section 4. 1)

4. 6.2 3 Overall Conclusions

environment are expected to beImpacts on the subtidal
insignificant from construction, normal operation, and

abandonment associated with the proposed action. MMS does not

estimate oil spill related impacts to occur due to low estimated

probability of spill occurrence.

4 6.2 .4 Cumulative Impacts

Potential impacts from the proposed Platform Gail project could

cause small incremental effects with other oil and gas

development scenarios in the Santa Barbara Channel and Santa
could beThe subtidal environment potentiallyMaria Basin.

impacted due to platform discharges and accidental oil spills.

cumulativeenvironmental documents have describedPrevious
impacts to subtidal habitats in the Santa Barbara Channel and

Santa Maria Basin (City of Oxnard and USGS, 1980; A.D. Little,

1984 ; SAI, 1984 ; of an oiland URS, 1985) In the unlikely event
spill, potential cumulative effects on subtidal resources could

(insignificant to significant) on aresult in a range of impacts
local or regional basis depending upon the spill ’s physical and

characteristics, spill size, and oceanographic andchemical
seasonal conditions (URS, 1985)

The proposed action represents a very low contribution toonly
spill risk that could affect the

the overall cumulative oil
subtidal environment in the study area. Refer to Section 4 2 and

risk fromAppendix B for an analysis of the estimated spill

existing and future petroleum activities (platforms, pipelines

and tankering) The analysis compares the spill risk with and

without the addition of Platform Gail.
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In conclusion, no significant incremental addition to cumulative
effects on the subtidal environment is anticipated as a result of
the Platform Gail project.

4.6.3 Impact on Fish Resources

Potential impacts to marine fish resources from the proposed
Platform Gail project would most likely result from: (1)
discharges (e.g. drill muds, cuttings, produced water, etc. )
from the platform, and (2) oil spills which may directly or
indirectly impact marine fish resources. As discussed in Section
3.4. 3, most marine fishes are widely distributed and abundant
throughout the Santa Barbara Channel and, therefore, they are not
expected to be impacted by discharges or oil spills from the
proposed Gail project. The northern anchovy, however, is of
greater concern since it is both an important consumer of
plankton, as well as a critical forage species for both fishes
and seabirds. In particular, the endangered brown pelican relies
almost exclusively on the anchovy as a prey organism For this
reason, the following discussion is restricted to an analysis of
impacts to the northern anchovy.

4 6. 3 1 Impact from Normal Activities

Impacts to northern anchovy (and other marine fishes) associated
with construction, operation, or abandonment of the Platform Gail
project are not expected to be significant. The reasons for this
conclusion are presented in Section 5. 0.

4 6.3 .2 Impact from Accidents

Oil Spills. Based on the MMS Oil Spill Risk Analysis Model
(OSRAM) and the estimated joint probabilities of oil spills (^
1, 000 bbis) originating from Platform Gail or its associated
pipeline, it is considered unlikely such spills will occur, move
towards, and contact the eastern Santa Barbara Channel mainland
or eastern Channel Island areas (Santa Cruz and Anacapa)
Although these estimated spill probabilities are considered
unlikely, they are somewhat higher for the mainland (segments 30
and 31) , than for the Channel Islands. Since these estimated
probabilities are considered to be unlikely, no significant
impact to marine fishes, including northern anchovy, are expected
from accidental oil spills. If small spills (which are more
likely) occur, or even a larger (^ 1, 000 bbis) spill occurs,
Chevron’s Oil Spill Contingency Plan should serve to reduce the
potential for impacts to northern anchovy occurring in the
project area and eastern Santa Barbara Channel.

Through the use of the mathematical techniques of oil spill
Modeling (see Section 4 1) , it has been estimated which areas
could be contacted in the unlikely event that a spill does occur.
Based on this mathematical prediction of spill contacts, the
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following impacts could occur to fish resources (northern
anchovy)

As discussed in Section 4.7.1.2 of this EA, MMS OSRAM results

(i.e. conditional probabilities) indicate the Santa Barbara
andChannel Mainland and the eastern Channel Islands (Santa Cruz

Anacapa) are at the greatest risk from oil spills originating at

Platform Gail or along the associated subsea pipelines. Since

northern anchovy are pelagic, schooling fishes, their
distribution in time and space is not as predictable as that of

demersal or nearshore species. Despite the fact we cannot
predictably determine their location and abundance, it is not
unreasonable to assume that they occur throughout much of the

eastern Santa Barbara Channel since (1) commercial anchovy
fishing (i.e. , purse seining) has historically occurred there,
and (2) California brown pelicans on Anacapa Island rely almost
exclusively on anchovy as a prey resource.

A considerable number of laboratory exposure studies have been

conducted on adult and early life history stages of northern
using various petroleum hydrocarbon components or wholeanchovy

oil (MBC/SAI, 1983) The laboratory study most useful for

assessing oil spill impacts to northern anchovy (and other

species) in the Santa Barbara Channel was conducted by MBC/SAI
(1983) This study clearly demonstrated that both early and

adult life stages of northern anchovy experienced lethal and

sublethal effects following exposure to the water soluable
fraction of Santa Barbara crude oil at concentrations of 10-600

parts per billion. Although the results of these experiments
supported much of what has been previously reported, they also

indicated that all three life history stages of anchovy (and
halibut) were more sensitive to petroleum hydrocarbon exposure
than a review of previous literature suggested. In large part,
these different experimental results were due to the flow-through
(i.e. constant concentration) exposure regime, and continuous
monitoring of exposure levels that MBC/SAI (1983) employed.

theAlthough previously cited laboratory studies, including
recent MBC/SAI (1983) experiments, have shown that the embryos,

larvae, and adults of fishes can be adversely impacted by

petroleum hydrocarbon exposure, most oil spill case history
studies in open water and sandy or rocky, nearshore subtidal

habitats have failed to demonstrate significant impacts on fish
etpopulations (Tetra Tech 1982) In particular, Ebeling al.

(1971) were unable to show any short-term effects on the species
composition or abundance of fishes in a variety of habitats due

to the 1969 Santa Barbara oil spill.

Adult pelagic fishes, such as northern anchovy, can be expected
to avoid the area of an oil spill and migrating slick. Such

species are active, schooling fishes and are not restricted to a

limited area or habitat. Although studies by MBC/SAI (1983)
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northern

oilthe ^
low contribution

The proposed action would affect
overall cumulative spill r^ ^ Appendix B

anchovy in the ^^y 51-63. , ^^ r^ all existing andrisk
for an analysis of the estimated spill from

pipelines, and

^rringr^hr anSfysIs’Tompar^he’ spil! risk with and

wShoS ?he addition of Platform Gail.
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4 6.4 Impact on Marine Mammals

4. 6.4. 1 Impact from Normal Activities

Construction. Installation of Platform Gail would generate noise
and create some disturbances at the platform site and along
vessel and helicopter traffic corridors. The duration of these
disturbances is expected to be six months. Impacts to offshore
marine mammals from this noise and disturbance are expected to be
insignificant. Most likely, the only offshore mammals which may
be aware of the project construction will be individual foraging
pinnipeds and groups of small cetaceans. Although there are no
studies of the effects of OCS noise on pinnipeds, results of
studies on the effects of various acoustic devices developed for
the purpose of harassing pinnipeds (Mate and Miller, 1983 ; Awbry
and Thomas, 1984) indicate that individual pinnipeds may have to
be closer than 100 m to the activity before measuring any
response. Most likely, pinnipeds and both large and small
cetaceans occurring offshore will avoid the area of activity, an
insignificant impact. Endangered whales are discussed in detail
in Section 4. 6. 6.1.

During construction, a crewboat will travel to the platform site
from the Carpinteria Pier an average of twice per day (2 round
trips) The pinniped breeding and hauling area located near the
Carpenteria pier has existed in close proximity to similiar and
ongoing crewboat activities for several years. Breeding
actvities at this rookery are not expected to be adversely
affected by the addition of more support boat trips associated
with Platform Gail (Wildlife Group, verbal comm. , 5/19/86)
Potential impacts of support activities are expected to continue
to be insignificant.

Normal Operations. Normal platform operations will generate
noise, vessel and helicopter traffic, and discharges of drill
muds and cuttings, formation waters, sanitary and domestic
wastes, and desalinization brines. As discussed for construction
activities, the noises generated by the platform are not expected
to disturb marine mammals. Marine mammals will be able to detect
the platform noise at variable distances from the platform. The
detection of these noises may cause avoidance of the immediate
area surrounding the site by most marine mammals. Exceptions are
harbor seals which have frequently been observed hauling out on
mooring cans surrounding several existing platforms in the
project area.

During normal operations, crewboats will be required to make
approximately two roundtrips per day from Carpenteria Pier to the
platform. During the production phase, crewboats and supply
vessels will originate from the Carpinteria Pier. As discussed
for construction activites, the additional trips are not expected
to adversely affect breeding or hauling harbor seals located
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nearby the Pier.

Discharges from the platform are not likely to contact marine

mammals’ unless individuals are located within B

surrounding the platform.10^1126.Water
area (i.e. , within 1000 m)
quality criteria within this zone are not

individual̂P^"0EPA’s standards to be set forth in the NPDES permits^?^
mammalsSectionfor Platform Gail (see 4 .5. 1) Impacts to m̂arine
in

from discharges are not well understood, however, the
platform

unlikely event that individuals were exposed to a discharge plume

encounter would be short term and
it is likely that the
insignificant to the future health of the individual.

Abandonment. Potential impacts to marine mammals from platform
for the

abandonment would be similar to those discussed
useconstruction phase. An exception would be the likely of

explosives during platform abandonment. Exposure to blasting

could cause physical injury, hearing loss, abortion of young, and

even death to some marine mammals. If abandonment activities

during the gray whale migration, several anlmals would
occurred

to this potential impact. The NMFS and CDFG have
be exposed for
recommended to mitigate by avoidance the potentialprocedures
adverse impacts to whales from exposure to explosive charges

1985) Specific details of platform abandonment
(NMFS,
proceedures, including the use of explosives, will be evaluated

thein Chevron’ Platform Abandonment Plan and reviewed by MMS ats
the protection of marine

that time. Agencies responsible for

life will be contacted for guidance and review.

4 6.4. 2 Impact from Accidents

vessel Collisions. Collisions between marine mammals and crew
events.and supply boats are not considered to be likely Marine

mammals are capable of both detecting and avoiding oncoming

vessels and most likely would avoid collisions. All boat
Fisheries andoperators are required to participate in the

wellWildlife Program (Westec, 1986) and are aware thatTraining
marine mammals occur in the study area. Existing oil and gas

vessel traffic in the Santa Barbara Channel has not
support
resulted in any incidents with marine mammals (Dana Seagers,

NMFS, verbal comm. 3\28\86)

oil Spills. estimate theBoth MMS and Dames and Moore models

joint probability of one or more oil spills ^ 1, 000 barrels

occurring and contacting breeding marine mammal populations on
as unlikely for all

San Miguel Island within 3 , 10 or 30 days
anseasons. Based the very low expected incident of oil spillon

areas, the distance of
occurring and contacting one of these

tomajor breeding areas from the project area, impacts most
to be

marine mammals from an accidental oil spill are expected
insignificant. If small spills (which are more likely) occur, or

even a larger (>. 1, 000 bbis) spill occurs. Chevron’s Oil Spill
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Contingency Plan should serve to reduce the potential for impacts
to marine mammals.

Through the use of mathematical techniques of oil spill Modeling
(see Section 4.1) , it has been estimated which areas could be
contacted in the unlikely event that a spill does occur. Based
on this mathematical prediction of spill contacts, the following
impacts could occur to marine mammals.

A review of the potential impacts to marine mammals may be found
in numerous documents (Westec, 1985; URS, 1986; ADL. 1985; MMS,
1983 ; City of Oxnard & USGS, 1980; Santa Barbara County et al. ,
1979; USGS, 1976; BLM, 1975, 1979, 1981) The vulnerability of
marine mammals to oil has been the subject of several studies
(Geraci and St. Aubin, 1985; Williams, 1978 ; Siniff et al. , 1982 ;
Baker et al. 1981; Geraci et al. , 1983 ; Kent et al. 1983)
These studies have shown that mammals which rely on hair or fur
for insulation are potentially the most severely impacted.
Conductance of heat through sea otter and northern fur seal pelts
can double after oiling (Kooyman et al. 1977 ; Kooyman, Gentry
and McAllister, 1976) To compensate for heat loss, these
animals must increase their metabolic rate (Costa and Kooyman,
1982) and consequently their consumption of food. The stress of

greatly increasing metabolic rates, may place the health of oiled
individuals in serious condition generally leading to death by
disease or starvation. In addition to being a poor insulator,
attempts to groom oiled fur may lead to ingestion of oil. In
contrast, cetaceans, phocid seals, and some sea lions would be

resistant to the thermal effects of oil since their skin or pelts
have little intrinsic insulative value (Geraci and St. Aubin,
1985) Pelts from phocid seals and California seal lions show

little or no change in heat conductance after oiling (Oritsland.
1975; Kooyman et al. 1977) All marine mammals would
undoubtedly experience irritation and inflammation of eyes and
sensitive mucous membranes following contact with oil (Geraci and
St. Aubin, 1985)

Marine mammals may or may not be able to detect oil. Studies
have shown that dolphins can detect oil and, under certain
circumstances, will avoid it (Geraci et al. 1983) Whales
observed swimming through naturally occurring oil seeps in the
Santa Barbara Channel (Kent et al. , 1983) , spent less time at
the surface and breathed at a faster rate.

Although individual marine mammals may be found foraging
throughout the study area, those areas described in Section 3

which function as breeding and hauling areas are considered the
most sensitive to marine mammals. Most are located within the
boundaries of the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary.
Although it is unlikely that an oil spill will occur, conditional
oil spill model probabilities estimated by the MMS indicate that
a spill from Platform Gail is likely to contact some area within
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Marinethe northern Channel Islands and Channel Islands Sanctuary

within 3, 10, and 30 days during all seasons (Dames and Moore

probabilities are slightly less) Of greatestconditional
concern are potential contacts to marine mammal breeding and

&hauling areas on San Miguel Island. Both Dames Moore and MMS

conditional probabilities predict an unlikely chance of a spill

originating at Platform Gail and contacting San Miguel Island

within 3 , 10 or 30 days for all seasons. MMS conditional
Miguel are alsoprobabilities for pipeline spills to contact San

estimated as unlikely for the 3 10 and 30 day scenarios, for

seasons. Winter and autumn conditionals arespring and summer
slightly higher depending on the location of the spill along the

pipeline.

Overall, impacts to most marine mammals are expected to be

unlikely event an oil spill occurs andinsignificant. In the
contacts marine mammals. Pinnipeds, especially the fur seals, and

sea otters could experience impacts ranging from locally to
animalsregionally significant depending on the number of

doescontacted. on the foregoing analysis, MMS not oilBased
anticipate spill related impacts to occur to marine mammals as a

low estimatedresult of the proposed action due to the

probability of spill occurrence (see Section 4 1)

4 6. 4 3 Overall Conclusions

Impacts withto marine mammals from normal activities associated
platform Gail are expected to be insignificant. The most likely

impact is that marine mammals will generally avoid the immediate
andarea of the platform, especially during construction

abandonment. MMS does not estimate oil spill related impacts to

occur due to the low estimated probability of spill occurrence.

4 .6.4 .4 Cumulative Impacts

Marine mammal populations are not expected to experience any

significantly adverse impacts during the life of the project.
sizes of pinnipeds within the study area have beenPopulation

increasing for the last decade (Bonnell and LeBeouf, 1980;

Stewart and Yokum, 1985) and are likely to continue. Other than
of thethose species listed as threatened or endangered, most

cetacean populations which occur in the area are healthy.

Northern fur seals appear to be declining but are no longer under

consideration for listing as threatened. Harbor porpoise

populations have also shown declines, presumably due to

entanglement in commercial fishing gear. The addition of

Platform Gail is not expected to significantly increase the

potential for adverse impacts to the health of marine mammal

populations. At present, entanglements in fishing nets are
studyexerting the heaviest impacts on marine mammals in the

area. Recent legislation passed by the State of California

appears to be reducing these incidents significantly (Marine
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shuttleMammal Commission, 1985) Launches of the space may also

contribute to impacts to marine mammal populations breeding on
San Miguel Island in future years.

toThe proposed action represents only a very low contribution
the overall, cumulative oil spill risk that would affect marine
mammals in the study area. Refer to Section 4.2 and Appendix B

for an analysis of the estimated spill risk from all existing and

future petroleum activities (platforms, pipelines, and
analysis compares the spill risk with andtankering) The

without the addition of Platform Gail. Given that these

estimates do not predict the location of a spill or if contact
with a marine mammal will occur, expected impacts are difficult

to assess. The recent addition of Mr. Clean III to the Point

Conception/Pedernales area should provide increased protection
for the large marine mammal populations at San Miguel Island.

4 6. 5 Impact on Marine and Coastal Birds

Marine and coastal birds may be vulnerable to several
potentially adverse impacts from activities associated with

Platform Gail. Noise and disturbances due to the operation of

crew and supply vessels could interrupt feeding and nesting
activities, discharges from platform operations could affect prey
availability, and accidental oil spills could cause mortalities.
An evaluation of oil spill risk from Platform Gail has been

performed by MMS (1986) and Dames and Moore (1985) Details of

the model inputs and results are provided in Section 4 1.1.

4 6. 5. 1 Impact from Normal Activities

The construction, installation, and normal platform operation of

Platform Gail is not expected to expose marine and coastal birds
seabirdsto any significantly adverse impacts. Disturbances of

resting or feeding offshore will be minor and short-term.
Potential impacts to seabird prey (i.e. plankton, forage fish)
from platform discharges are not well understood. Due to the

patchy nature of these prey and the very small area of discharge,
it is doubtful that if impacts were adverse they would have a

measurable impact on seabird prey availability. Discharges are
water qualitynot expected to exceed EPA’s NPDES standards for

(see Section 4 5. 1) Potential impacts to fish resources are
in Section 4 6. 3 Platform abandonment activities havediscussed

the potential for adversely impacting individual birds which may
be present during blasting activities. The CDFG has recommended

adverse impacts associated with the useprocedures for reducing
of explosives in the marine environment and monitors all such

activities. Specific details of platform abandonment
proceedures, including the use of explosives, will be evaluated

Chevron’s Platform Abandonment Plan and reviewed by thein MMS_at
that time. Agencies responsible for the protection of marine

life will be contacted for guidance and review.
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4.6.5.2 Impact from Accidents

oil Spills. Both the MMS and Dames and Moore models estimate the

joint probabilities of one or more oil spills 1,000 bbis

occurring and contacting breeding colonies at San Miguel,^ Santa
Barbara or Anacapa Islands within 3, 10 or 30 days as unlikely
for all seasons. Based on the very low expected incident of an
oil spill occurring and contacting these areas, the wide and

seasonal distribution of most species within the study area and

elsewhere, impacts to marine and coastal birds from an accidental
oil spill are expected to be insignificant.

Through the use of the mathematical techniques of oil spill
Modeling (see Section 4 .1) it has been estimated which areas
could be contacted in the unlikely event that a spill does occur.
Based on this mathematical prediction of spill contacts, the

following impacts could occur to marine and coastal birds.

The most potentially detrimental impact to marine and coastal
birds would occur if contact was made with an accidental oil
spill. Different species vary in their vulnerability to
contacting a spill due mainly to differences in behaviors. A
description of seabirds, their vulnerability and potential
impacts is contained in the ER for Platform Gail (Westec, 1986)
Direct contact with oil could result in the matting of plumage
which can reduce flying and swimming abilities, loss of buoyancy
which can inhibit the ability to rest or sleep on the water, loss

of insulation which can cause death from exhaustion, and
increased physiological stresses and reproductive failures due to
oil ingestion or accumulation of toxic petroleum hydrocarbons
(Hunt, 1985; Nero and Associates, 1983 ; dark, 1984) Acute

may result. Birds that do not die from ingested oiltoxicity
would likely suffer reduced health, and generally animals in poor
condition do not survive very long in the natural environment.
The level of mortality due to the toxicity of oil cleaned from
feathers or ingested with food is uncertain. However, these

impacts could add to the direct contact effects and delay
recovery time. These effects may be compounded during the

nesting season if adult birds transfer oil from their plumage to
unhatched eggs or chicks causing mortality. Longer term or
sublethal effects of oil include delayed and depressed egg
laying, reduced hatching and reduced growth rate due to poor
nutrient uptake (Hunt, 1985)

Marine and coastal seabirds are widely distributed throughout the

project area. The most sensitive areas and highest
concentrations of birds occur in nearshore waters surrounding
Anacapa Island (MMS land segment 45) , San Miguel Island (MMS land
segment Clara39, 40) Goleta Slough, Carpinteria Marsh, Santa
River, Mugu Lagoon, and sandy beaches and offshore rocks along

the mainland coast, and Channel Islands. MMS conditional
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spillindicate the chance of a occurring and
probabilitiescontactingSanctuary

Nationalportion the Channel Islands Marinesome of
and National Park within 3 , 10 or 30 85 11^

during all seasons (Dames and Moore estimates
^y3are

of sl^htlY
lower) While is difficult to predict the numbers seabirdsit

areas, some estimates can be
which may be contacted in different

inmade based on their seasonal occurrence the s^.. ,1^(R)3 of

individual birds would not be significant^ Seabirds who
Cassin-s auklets at

concentrate for breeding purposes, such as
at

San Miguel Island from through July, Xantus’ murreletMarch
July, and western gulls

Santa Barbara Island from March through

at Anacapa Island from April through August are potentially the

most vulnerable to sustaining regionally significant impacts from

oil spill. Individuals of other whichan species are widely
likelydistributed throughout the study area are not to incur

significance from contact with an oil
impacts exceeding local
spill.

MMS and Dames and Moore conditional probabilities for a spi1!

originating at Platform Gail and contacting San Miguel Island
considered unlikely for most of the

within 3 10 or 30 days are
year. The highest MMS conditional probabilities predicted are

season contacting within 10 orwinterfor pipeline spills in the
as30 days, but are still estimated unlikely. MMS conditional

probabilities for a spill originating at platform Gall and

Island are also estimated to be unlikely
contacting Santa Barbara
during all seasons. (Dames and Moore estimates are similar) Oil

spill response capabilities for containing, diverting and
dispersantprotecting sensitive areas, including the protocol for

s
use are in Westec (1986) and Chevron’ Oil Spilladdressed
Contingency Plan (1985)

does not anticipate oil
Based on the foregoing analysis, MMS
spill related impacts to occur to marine and coastal birde as a

result of the proposed action due to the low estimated
Section 1)probability spill 4of occurrence (see

4 6. 5.3 Overall Conclusions

impacts to marine and coastal birds from construction,

abandonment and normal activities associated with Platform Gail

expected to be insignificant. MMS does notare ^^P^ 011
estimated

spill related impacts to occur due to the low

probability of spill occurrence.

4 6.5. 4 Cumulative Impacts

Marines!gn5ficantlyand coastal birds not expected to experience anyare
adverse impacts during the life of the P^yct.wt?h or

the exception of those species listed as threatened

endangered, most populations occurring within the study area are

healthy. Diving birds, such as murres and grebes, have recently
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fromsuffered large mortalities outside the project area
accidental (non-OCS) oil spills (i.e. , Puerto Rican incident,
Apex Houston spill) and/or reproductive failures due to the

thiseffects of El Nino. Similar reproductive failures may occur
year due to a local "California" El Nino (K. Briggs, verbal

comm. , 4/25/86) The proposed action represents only a very low

contribution to the overall, cumulative oil spill risk that would

affect marine and coastal birds in the study area. Refer to
Section 4.2 and Appendix B.4 for an analysis of the estimated

spill risk from all existing and future petroleum activities

(platforms, pipelines, and tankering) The analysis compares the
Gail.spill risk with and without the addition of Platform

Space shuttle launches over nesting colonies at San Miguel Island
could adversely impact nesting species within the project area

(Cassin’s Parkauklet and pelagic coromorant) The National
Service is currently monitoring seabird populations throughout

the Bight to assess these impacts if they occur.

In conclusion, no significant incremental addition to cumulative
effects on marine and coastal birds is anticipated as a result of

the Platform Gail project.

4 6. 6 Impact on Endangered and Threatened Species

Potential impacts to endangered and threatened species have been

addressed in a separate report (Seeman and Assoc. 1986) prepared
for the purposes of consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. This report
"Endangered Species Analysis Platform Gail" (ESA) is included
in this EA as Appendix A. 3 The MMS concurs with the discussions
and conclusions regarding the potential and expected impact of

activities associated with Platform Gail and incorporates them

herein by reference. The following discussions are provided to

briefly summarize the conclusions stated in the ESA and to
present new information (i.e. results of MMS oil spill risk
modeling) The Biological Opinions issued by the NMFS and USFWS

presented and addressed in Appendices A. I and A.2are
respectively. Reasonable and prudent measures to minimize or

avoid incidental take identified from these consultations have

been incorporated in Section 2 1.4 The significance criteria
at theused for this resource correspond to those listed

beginning of Section 4. 6 and in Seeman and Assoc. (1986)

4 6. 6. 1 Impact from Normal Activities

Construction. Noise and disturbance associated with the

construction and installation of Platform Gail is likely to be

detected by endangered whales which may be present in the area.
Other than the gray whale, the few individuals of each species

which may occur would only be present for a short period while
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themigrating breeding ofto feeding or areas outside study area

The most likely reaction of these whales is that they will avoid

the activity sites.

pipelaying operations are scheduled to
As currently planned,

by the end of November_ Gray
begin in October and be completed

May.
whales?s. possSL through the project area December through It

migrate
could begin arriving in

that individual gray whales

the project area during construction, especially if me

construction is delayed and extends into December Although gray

whales would likely be aware of the

detection is unlikely to cause adverse
Projectimpacts. actlvlt^It is also

could
Possible that installation date of Platform Gail be

the
the installation of the

delayed for unforeseen reasons. If

PlatformImpact overlapped the gray whale migration period potential

are s^ll expected to be insignificant. Based on the

the response of whales to
results of MMS funded studies of

industrial noise, observations of gray whales ln ^avthe vlclnlty
theand the history of growthplatforms, in gray whale0^

population, Service has concluded

&iat the National Marine Fisheries
gray whales are not likely to be Bf^^^ 8^6;56^ ^6

construction activities for several previous OCS platforms (NMFS_
typical response of a gray whale asThe

^
1984b; 1985a; 1985b)
they approach a source of noise appears to be a ^"or

course so that they pass by the source at a distancead-’ust;nent
in their

Bernack,about 180 m (200 yards) (Bolt, and Newman, 1983)_ o^In
previous consultations for OCS platforms NMFS has determined

to avoid noises do not have
these minor course changes ^ adverse

will
effect on gray whales. Most of the whales P355migrating

Channe?
the

of the project site, and outside and in-between
inshore

Islands. Potential impacts to other l^t^ 3?60165 due

to construction activities are considered negligible and

insignificant.

whales to "<->"^
Normal Operations. The response of endangered

activities associated with the operation of Platform Gall will be

similar to those discussed for the construction phase_ The most
course change to avoid theminorlikely impact would be a

the
platform. majority of gray whales migrating throughThe

lllSarlvicinity s?te,of the project are likely to pass inshore of the

vesse? during the northboundparticularly
and helicopter traffic to and from the platform ^ration^should not

dTsturb or annoy the whales provided restrictions on approaching

endangered whales are observed.

to
Responsesdischarges of threatened and endangered species Pi3"0""

have not been studied, however, it is very unlikely
that any listed species will encounter plumes of discharge

exceedingrormatSn
of drilling muds and

NPDES standards. Plumes
waters are noted to travel variable dlstances

platforms, usually at subsurface depths. Most fr^
occur on or above surface waters. Since gray whaleŝ t^are reported^01^
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mostto avoid turbid waters, are constantly moving, and spend of

their time on the surface, they are not likely to encounter a
formation plume. There is no evidence to suggest that contact
with a plume would cause any adverse impacts to listed species.

Other listed species are unlikely to be affected by normal

platform activities. A possible exception could be indirect
effects to brown pelicans if a disruption in the food chain of

their major prey, northern anchovy, was impacted by discharges.
toThis is not considered a likely event. Potential impacts the

northern anchovy are discussed in Section 4 6.3

Abandonment. The abandonment of Platform Gail would have similar
impacts to listed species as those discussed for the

construction/ installation phase. Depending on the season,
several thousand or only a few endangered whales will be in the

range of detection of the project activity. Adverse impacts are
not expected under either scenario. An exception might be the

likely use of explosives during platform abandonment. Exposure
to blasting could cause physical injury, hearing loss, loss of

calves, or death to listed species. Several marine turtles are

suspected to have died as the result of explosives use during
verbalplatform abandonment in the Gulf of Mexico (Lehman, MMS,

comm. 4/28/86) The NMFS has recommended procedures to mitigate
the potential for adverse impacts to listed species from exposure
to explosives (NMFS, 1985) The CDFG also has recommended
procedures for protection of marine life and requires onsite
monitoring of all marine activities involving the use of

explosives. Specific details of platform abandonment
proceedures, including the use of explosives, will be evaluated

in Chevron’s Platform Abandonment Plan and reviewed by the MMS at
that time. Agencies responsible for the protection of marine
life will be contacted for guidance and review.

4 6. 6.2 Impact from Accidents

Vessel collisions. Collisions between endangered whales and oil
and gas support vessels are not considered to be likely events.
As mentioned previously, there have been no reported incidents of

this nature in the Santa Barbara Channel which is currently
heavily used by both marine mammals and crew and supply boats

(Dana Seagers, NMFS, verbal comm. , 3/28/86)

Oil Spills. Based on the low joint probability of one or more
spills >. 1, 000 bbis occurring and contacting areas of special
importance to threatened and endangered species, the expected
impact of an oil spill from Platform Gail is considered
insignificant. MMS estimates of the total annual probability of

a spill occurring at the platform and contacting threatened or

endangered species at Goleta Slough, Carpinteria Marsh, Santa
Clara River, or Mugu Lagoon within 3 days are predicted to be

unlikely. Dames and Moore estimates are lower except for
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duringcontacts to the area between Ventura and Pt. Mugu spring

and summer, but are still predicted to be unlikely. Total

probabilities for contacts to Anacapa and Santa Barbara Islands

(nesting areas for the brown pelican) are also unlikely using

both MMS and Dames and Moore Modeling results. If small spills

(which are more likely) occur, or even a larger (^. 1, 000 bbis)

spill occurs. Chevron’s Oil Spill Contingency Plan should serve

potential for impacts to threatened and endangeredto. reduce the
species in the study area. Expected impacts to threatened and

endangered species from Platform Gail activities are expected to

be insignificant.

the mathematical techniques of oil spillThrough the use of
Modeling (see Section 4 .1) it has been estimated which areas

could be contacted in the unlikely event that a spill does occur.
theBased on this mathematical prediction of spill contacts,

following impacts could occur to threatened and endangered

species:

Reptiles As discussed in the ESA the four listed reptiles
which may be present in the project areas occur infrequently, and

effects of oiling on marine turtles is notas individuals. The
well understood. Young marine turtles have been reported to eat

tar which may seal their mouths and interfere with normalballs
breathing (Geraci and Aubin, 1985 ; Hall et al. , 1983) There are

nesting areas within the project area and individualsno most are

distributed south of the project area. Since the occurrence of

marine turtles in the project area is infrequent and not

predictable, conditional probabilities are of little use in

predicting potential impacts. Given the very low expectation of

any spill occurring, and the low numbers of individuals whichoil
may be present in the project area, potential impacts to listed

turtles are considered to be insignificant.

Birds Potential impacts from contact with an accidental oil
Peregrine falconsspill vary with each species. Bald eagles and

are the least vulnerable to contacting oil since they do not

contact water. The primary mechanism for theirnormally
contacting oil would be indirect, by the consumption of oiled

prey. An oiled Peregrine was found following the ARCO Anchorage

spill in Port Angeles last December (Michael Fry, U.C. Davis,

verbal comm. 7 January 1986) This bird was successfully

rehabilitated and released. Due to the low numbers of these

species which may be in the project area, the low MMS conditional
areprobability of a spill reaching an area where these species
and(i.e. Point Conception\Gaviota\Anacapa forfound Peregrines

Catalina Island for bald eagles) it is unlikely ,that either

species would experience impacts exceeding local significance.

However, the loss of even one bald eagle, or Peregrine would be

significant due to their low numbers in the southernlocally
California area.
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wouldLight-footed clapper rails be ^er^clrp^eria ^Mugu
oil entered ^^"P^.^g’^rren^ly inoSupie^and rail
lagoon. Goleta marsh is based on

the south is not^^"^^ered
clapper

vulnerable
habitat to con^de^d v^ Dames and Moore
conditional probabilities "^ ^"^^-b^iiities predicted for
models. highest MMS ^^^^^fcon^cUng
srfor

The

^^rih^^^^ h^^
to Carpinteria

^imi^he highe^con^t P^ ^ S^Ire Predict
^cc^fo-^
contacts to carPlterJ;a.o^^^

^gy^.’--^-.^Marshe ^Se?y) 3
Due to recent losses

significant impacts.

California least tern populations are most

from an oil ^i1^116 ^rab^
in the ^^ trough

project area late
OilSPrlng^n^h contactSPllis

summer p^sen?
for pre-and

areas offshore
post-breeding purposes. "n^_-^;
of breeding areas (Mugu Lagoon, Ormond

and major post-breeding areas (Mugu Beach^ San^aSanta Clarac^ar River)

^^"^s""conditional
for causing the highest impacts^ The h^ghes^ ^^ing
probabilities for a spiU M^ ^

^^^B^eS ^s unnkely (Mugu Lagoon
these areas wlthln 3 days a^ c!ara R?verhiS^

summer) Ormond Beach
summer ^. ^"^’Tne conditional probabilities
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MMS conditional P^^111;105 ^.^^act e^? these from

and are estimated to be
pipeline spill are sl<3nlflcantly hxgher

between Gail and Grace
likely. The highest risk

R^ver
is from a spiUl? between ^mmer.

contacting. Santa Clara locally
Loss of individual terns w^hm^a^j^ o^^^^significant impacts. If oil lroPactea.. .ct area,

is the largest colony ln the ^ p^t Mugu,

which
could

pro3ecbeP0^"^3^ be Impacted.several birds,

XInp Losses
including fledglings,
could attain regionally significant levels.

California brown pelicans
area most of the

-^^^Sroccurring^u^
have

year^ ^B^
season

, An lar^eniia! of contacting several
would a likely P0^""1. , -acts to the pelican

individuals of this species. ^^B^ant depending on the
could be insignificant to regionally d P

season and number of birds
significant^P^(R)"; concentration^areâ ôr

uncontained oil spill contacting a ^^B^^^s^ands has the

activities were underway potential impacts couia
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tosignificant. this dueRecently, period has been protracted
failures and relaying by pelicans at Anacapa.early reproductive

In 1985 and again this year, nesting and fledging activities have

year round (peaking early winter through summer)occurred almost
Impacts to fledglings would be most noticeable since young up to

one year of age are most vulnerable to starvation and predation,

they congregate andin large numbers on rocks at the waters edge,
spend a great deal of time in the water while learning to dive

Adult nesting birds could(Gress, UCD, verbal comm. , 4/24/86)
contaminate eggs if oiled resulting in mortality to the egg (Grau

attempt (Fry, UCD,et al. , 1977) or abandonment of the nesting
birds may12/8/86) Juvenile, non-breeding be moreverbal comm.

dispersed throughout the project area, but are reported to

contact oil with a greater frequency than adults (Nero and

Associates, 1983) Studies conducted near natural oil seeps in

avoidthe Santa Barbara Channel suggest that adult pelicans may
oil (Nero and Associates, 1983) However, it is doubtful that

behaviors noticed in response to the light-oil slicks and mild

fumes at the kind ofCoal Oil Point are directly applicable to
slick which may occur in a major oil spill.

MMS conditional probabilities for an oil spill originating at

Platform Gail and contacting Anacapa Island within 3 days are

estimated to be unlikely for winter, spring, summer, and fall
Theand Moore estimates are slightly lower) highest(Dames

probabilities for contact of a spill from Platformconditional
Gail within 3 days to Santa Barbara Island are estimated to be

unikely for winter, spring, and fall (Dames and Moore estimates
to impact pelicanare zero) Pipeline spills are less likely

populations. The highest MMS conditional probabilities for a

pipeline spill to contact Anacapa Island within 3 days occur in

winter and autumn for the pipeline segment between Platforms Gail
on Anacapa almostand Grace. Brown pelicans have been present

year-round, but peak in late winter through summer.

It is important to recognize that a spill >. 1000 bbis at any

location within the project area is likely to contact individual

brown pelicans, any time of the year (Gross, UCD, verbal comm. ,
4/24/86) Trajectories from both the MMS and Dames and Moore

for spillsmodels estimate the highest conditional probabilities
contacting somewhere along the mainland coast between Ventura and

Pt. Mugu within 3 days during the spring. While it is likely

that most brown pelicans will onbe concentrated near colonies

Anacapa and Santa Barbara Island at this time, all pelicans will

foraging throughout the project area looking for food (Gross,be
UCD, verbal comm. , occur5/6/86) Concentrations of pelicans will

wherever their food appears. Historically, the major brown

pelican feeding has occurred over the waters between Anacapa

Island and Ventura/Pt. Mugu, however, brown pelicans will feed

find food. Over the past several years, peakwhere they
abundance of northern anchovy, their major food item, has

occurred in shallow waters near the mainland, south of Anacapa,
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Recovery plans.

Plants The only endangered plant, salt marsh bird’s beak is

most vulnerable to an oil spill during high tides (particularly

winter) Individuals of this species occur primarilyin in

upper marsh elevations that are inundated by tides on a regular

(but above areas which receive daily salt water flooding)basis
influence. Location ofand occassionally outside areas of tidal

boomingthe combined with existing capabilities for offplants,
the species arethat large numbers of notsmall lagoons suggest

likely to be vulnerable to contacting oil most of the year.

Large populations at Carpinteria Marsh and Mugu Lagoonare not

likely to sustain significant impacts from an oil spill.

Based on the foregoing analysis, MMS does not anticipate oil

spill related impacts to occur to threatened and endangered

species as result of the proposed action due to the lowa
estimated probability of spill occurrence (see Section 4 1)

4 6. 6. 3 Overall Conclusions

andNormal project activities, including installation
abandonment, are expected to have insignificant impacts on listed

species. MMS does not estimate oil spill related impacts to

low estimated probability of spill occurrence.occur due to the

4 6. 6.4 Cumulative Impacts

Threatened and endangered species in the study area have suffered

population declines primarily due to loss of suitable habitat,

weather, pesticide pollution and/or commercial whaling

activities. Most recently, weather has had a major impact to

several of these species resulting in reproductive failures of

clapper rails and brown pelicans. Clapper rail population

numbers are alarmingly low. Brown pelicans may again be

suffering from a lack of available food (Gross, UCD, verbal

comm. 4/24/86) but have been attempting second nesting efforts

following losses. The addition of Platform Gail will not result

additional loss of wetlands habitat required by thein
light-footed clapper rail or salt marsh birds’ s beak, or sandy

beaches required by nesting least terns. Platform discharges,
to the bottom, aremost of which are diluted quickly or settle

not expected to cumulatively affect listed species (see Section
completely4 5) Potential effects of these discharges are not

understood. However, all discharges will be subject to the
Platformrequirement of NPDES permits issued by the EPA. Gail

will result in a incremental increase in the background noise in

Existingthe area, detectable by endangered cetaceans.project
noise levels appear to be within acceptable limits to these

likely tospecies. increaseThe addition of Platform Gail is not
causenoise levels "threshold",_ and thus will notabove

significant impacts to listed species.
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lowThe proposed action represents only a very contribution of

the overall, cumulative oil spill risk that would affect

threatened and endangered species in the study area. Refer to

Section 4.2 and Appendix B.4 for an analysis of the estimated

spill risk from all existing and future petroleum activities

(platforms, pipelines, and tankering) The analysis compares the

spill risk with and without the addition of Platform Gail, both

estimate a spill to be likely. Total oil spill responsewhich
capability within the study area has increased measureably within

the last several years, due primarily to conditions imposed on
III to theOCS activities. The recent addition of Mr. Clean

Point Conception/Pedernales area provides additional contingency

for oil spill response for the entire California coast.

In conclusion, no significant incremental addition to cumulative
effects on threatened and endangered species is anticipated as a

result of the Platform Gail project.

4 6.7 Impact on Estuaries and Wetlands

Estuaries and wetlands are not anticipated to be impacted by

construction, normal operations, or abandonment that is

associated with the proposed action. Impacts are not anticipated
from these activities due to the distances from the resources.
Estuaries and wetlands may be impacted as a result of accidental
oil spills.

4 6.7. 1 Impacts from Accidents

Oil Spills. Based on joint probabilities estimated by both the

MMS and Dames and Moore oil spill models, it is unlikely that

spills will occur and contact estuaries and wetlands in the

project area. If small spills (which are more likely to occur)
or even a larger (^ 1000 bbis) spill occurs. Chevron’ s Oil Spill
Contingency should serve to reduce the potential forPlan impacts
to estuaries and wetlands in the study area. Therefore,
estuaries are likely to incur only insignificant impacts from the

proposed action.

Through the use of the mathematical techniques of oil spill
Modeling (see Section 4 1) it has been estimated which areas
could be contacted in the unlikely event that a spill does occur.
Based on this mathematical prediction of spill contacts, the

following impacts could occur to estuaries and wetlands.

areaPotential impacts on estuaries and wetlands in the project
from oil spills ^ 1000 bbis have been discussed in Chevron’s ER

(Westec, 1986) and elsewhere (URS, 1985; ADL, 1985; BLM, 19757
1979; 19817 MMS, 1983a,* City of Oxnard and USGS, 19807 Santa
Barbara County et al. 1979 7 USGS, 1976)
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4 .6.8 Impact on Areas of Special Concern

Areas of special concern, as described in Section 3.4. 8 above,

not anticipated to be impacted by construction, normalare
operations, or abandonment that is associated with the proposed

action. Impacts are not anticipated from these activities due to

the distances from the resources. Areas of special concern may
be impacted as a result of accidental oil spills.

4 6.8. 1 Impact from Accidents

Expected impacts on the areas of special concern in the study

area from oil spills >. 1000 bbis are discussed in the appropriate
sections of this EA (Sections 4 .6. 1 6) Based on joint
probabilities estimated by both the MMS and Dames and Moore oil

spill models, it is unlikely that spills will occur and contact
are moreareas of special concern. If small spills (which

likely) occur, or even a larger (^ 1000 bbis) spill occurs,
Oil Spill Contingency Plan should serve to reduce theChevron’s

potential for impacts to areas of special concern. Therefore,

areas of special concern are likely to incur only insignificant
impacts from the proposed action.

oilThrough the use of the mathematical techniques of spill
modeling (see Section 4. 1) , it has been estimated which areas

occur.could be contacted in the unlikely event that a spill does

Based on this mathematical prediction of spill contacts, the

following impacts could occur to areas of special concern.

studyPotential impacts on the areas of special concern in the

area from oil spills ^. 1000 bbis have been discussed in Chevron’s

ER (Westec, 1986 ; URS, 1985; ADL, 1985; BLM, 1979 ; 1981; MMS,
1983a; City of Oxnard and USGS, 1980; Santa Barbara County, et

al. 1979 ; and USGS, 1976)

concern areThe potential impacts on the areas of special
discussed in the appropriate sections of this EA (Sections 4 ^5,

oil spill4. 6. 1 6) These discussions are based on conditional
referencedprobabilities (as presented in the previously

sections) significant impacts could occur along the mainland

coast from McGrath State Beach to Carpinteria State Beach and

Mugu Lagoon to Latigo Point. Island areas of special concern
that could incur significant impacts are the Northern Channel

subtidal, andIslands. Impacts could occur to intertidal,
pelagic habitats.

Based on the foregoing analysis, MMS does not estimate oil spill
related impacts to occur to areas of special concern as a. result

of the proposed action due to the low estimated probability of

spill occurrence (see Section 4 1)

4-42



4 .6.8 .2 Overall Conclusions

:i s
estimated probability of spill occurrence.

4.6.8.3 Cumulative Impact
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recolonized.the impacted area will be rapidly

MftTTnalSsul^ ooerations.drS? Impacts the Sanctuary may also occur as ato
or mud^ discharge.cuttings, and formation water

These impacts are discussed in Sections 4.5 and 4 .6 of this EA_
impacts Lorn cuttings

"Lrm^STnm^awSy^esuTts^fro^^
discharge are.expected t^6 5^;^

.u|
be

mode^ Iwes^ec, 1986, Section 10) suggest.that
on a small portion

discharge could have an insignificant impact ^P;^5, ^0, ^
of the sanctuary during three (winter) months of the year_ AU

NPDES discharge
dischargesPermKs^o wouldissuedbe subject to individual

be by the EPA. This impact would cease when

drilling is completed (about six years)

Sanctuary and Park may occur as a result of
Visual impacts to the

These impacts are discussed in
the oresence of the platform.
section IT?!!Irom of this EA. The platform would likely be obscured

view by fog about 40 percent of.the ^ime durln9.
months This is a period of SUIIlIIl^
comSned wt?h

heaviest visitor use. This is

the platform would be located about
the fact that

seven willmiles from Anacapa Island and appear to be a small

are considered to be
object on the horizon. Therefore, impacts
insignificant. The platform would be painted white so as to be

h?gh?y
p?h v!sible

rm-^
approaching vessels. This safety measure is

to

^^^0-0^^^
Se-mos? Sghly^breToror’i^^^^
would offset, somewhat, the orange color.

Abandonment. Impacts to the Sanctuary would occur as a

These impacts are similarabandonment of the platform. r^u^sito those
platform

discussed for above. Abandonment of theconstruction,
to the Sanctuary and Park.

would eliminate visual impacts

4 .6.9 .2 Impact from Accidents

^^^^tiateds^^.ro ^/^7^sra^sii!^^^

^park̂ c^^^^n^^^^^^insignificant impacts from the
are likely to incur only

proposed action.

Through the use of the mathematical techniques of oil spill

Modelina contacted
estimated which areas

cou?d fsee Section 4 1) it has been

be in the unlikely event that a TP111 ^3
of spill contacts, the

Based on this mathematical prediction 0^
following impacts could occur to the Sanctuary and Park.
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fromPotential on Parkimpacts the Sanctuary and oil ^P111^ -^
1000 bbis have been discussed in Chevron’s ER (Westec, 1986, URS,

1985; ADL, 1985; BLM, 1979; 1981; and MMS, 1983a)

The potential impacts on the Sanctuary and Park are discussed in

sections this EA (Sections 4. 5, 4. 1ofthe appropriate 6^ 6,

4 7 3 and 4 .7 .5) These discussions are based on conditional
should a

oil spill probabilities (i.e. impacts are discussed

soill occur) Briefly, based on conditional oil spill

probabilities (as presented in the previously referenced

sections) significant impacts could occur to physical^
socioeconomic resources in the Sanctuary ana

biological, and a
Park. As discussed in Chevron’s Oil Spill Contingency .Plan/
major effort would be enacted to minimize the potential for a

contact the Sanctuary and Park. Both the MMS and u.s.
soill to

believeCoast Guard have approved this plan and it represents a

method for oil spillreliable and feasible response^
Additionally, the platform will be painted white for high

visib^ty for approaching vessels. This safety factor will help

potential for catastrophic oil spills.to reduce the

Based on the foregoing analysis, MMS does not anticipate oil
orspill impacts to occur to the Sanctuary Park as a

related
the proposed action due to the low estimated

result of
probability of spill occurrence (see Section 4 1)

4 6.9. 3 Overall Conclusions

Impact on the National Park is estimated to be
Sanctuary
insignificant^

theimpacts to a small portion of could
insignificant months
occur as a result of mud discharges during three (winter)

of the year anchoring activity duringand as a result of
impactsconstruction. MMS not anticipate oil spill relateddoes

to occur due to the low estimated probability of spill

occurrence.

4 6.9.4 Cumulative Impact

Based on the discussions above, the proposed action (i.e.

construction, normal operations, or abandonment) is not

in a significant incremental addition to
anticipated to result year
cumulative effects on Park. Mud discharges over thethe six

drilling period are predicted to have an insignificant effect on
Sanctuary

tne water quality of a small, local portion of the

This represents the only oil and gas-related discharges to me

Sanctuary. However, all discharges will to

SecSon
EPA. Also refer to

individual NPDES permits to be issued by ^ ^-^
4 5. The proposed action represents only

contribution to the overall, cumulative oil ^. er^
Sanctuary and Park. Refer to Sectionaffect the

^^i4 2 ^nSand A^endtxAppends

B. 4 for an analysis of the estimated spill risk from all existing
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andand future petroleum activities (platforms, pipelines,
tankering) The analysis compares the spill risk both with and

without the addition of Platform Gail.

In conclusion. Platform Gail is not anticipated to result in a
significant incremental addition to cumulative effects on the
Sanctuary and Park.

4.7 Impact on Socioeconomic Resources

4 .7.1 Impact on Commercial Fisheries

The proposed Platform Gail project could potentially impact
commercial fishing activities through: (1) preclusion (i.e.
exclude from access) from traditional fishing grounds due to
platform/pipeline construction activities, the physical presence
of the platform and pipeline following installation, and debris,
bottom alteration, and/or anchor scars; (2) damage to fishing
gear from debris, the physical presence of the pipeline, and/or
anchor scars; and (3) oil spills resulting in exclusion of
vessels from fishing areas and/or direct effects on fishery
resources. Additional impacting agents not considered to be
potentially significant are discussed in Section 5. 0 of this EA.
A discussion of conflicts between the oil/gas and fishing
industries, potential impacting agents on commercial fishing, and
their relative significance is presented by Thompson (1984)

For the purposes of analysis for this resource category, impacts
are analyzed for an area defined by the CDFG fish blocks 664

665, 683 This area is referred to as the assessment area. As
discussed in Section 3.5. 1, the predominant types of commercial
fishing thought to occur in the Platform Gail assessment area
include purse seining for mackerel, drift gill netting for shark
and swordfish, and otter trawling for rockfish, flatfish, and

shrimp.

Impacts to commercial fishing are considered to be significant if
one or more of the following criteria are met:

1) A 10 percent or greater loss of or exclusion from
currently productive fishing grounds in the assessment area
(local impact) or study area (regional impact) for all or
most (as determined by professional opinion of the
consultant) of a fishing season;

2) Affecting (through preclusion from fishing grounds) 10

percent or more of the fishermen using the assessment area
(local impact) or study area (regional impact) for all or
most of a fishing season; and
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3) A one percent long-term (more than 5 years) or 5 percent
short-term (1 year) or greater reduction in the productive
area available for kelp harvest or mariculture in the
assessment area (local impact) or study area (regional
impact)

These criteria are based on the significance criteria that were
adopted by URS (1985)

4 .7. 1. 1 Impact from Normal Activities

Construction. During construction of Platform Gail and the
installation of pipelines to Platform Grace, commercial fishing
activity is expected to be precluded from the immediate area
occupied by structures, work vessels, anchors and lines, and
buoys, as well as adjacent buffer zones, that are avoided by
fishermen to protect their gear from damages. The actual area
precluded during construction will differ depending on the type
of fishing gear considered. Installation and construction
activities associated with Platform Gail are expected to occur
for a four to six month period beginning in August 1986 (Westec,
1986) Installation and construction asssociated with Platform
Gail itself would likely preclude all types of commercial fishing
from a minimum area of 29. 3 sq km (11. :i sq mi) assuming (1)
construction zone (including anchor spread and support vessel
buoys) around the platform site is a circle with a 2 1 km (1. 3

mi) radius (Chevron, personal comm. , 1986) and (2) fishermen
observe a 1 km (0.6 mi) buffer zone around the construction site
to avoid gear loss (Thompson, 1984 ; URS, 1985) Trawling, in
particular, is likely to be precluded from a somewhat larger,
spindle-shaped area, if it is assumed trawlers begin to avoid an
obstruction at twice the distance they wish to circumvent the
obstruction (URS, 1985) For Platform Gail, the area precluded
from trawling is estimated to be 36 sq kin (14 0 sq mi) for the
duration of construction (i.e. 4-6 months) Purse seining and
drift gill netting could potentially be precluded from a much
larger area since fishing vessels employing these methods may
drift considerable distances once their gear is deployed. As
discussed in Westec (1986) , the preclusion area for purse seining
could range up to ten square miles. URS (1985) estimated that up
to 189 sq km (73 sq mi) could be precluded from drift gill net
fishing by a single platform in the northern Santa Maria Basin.
Comparable estimates are not available for the Santa Barbara
Channel.

Installation of the pipeline from Gail to Grace is expected to
occur over a two month period from October through November 1986

(Westec, 1986) Assuming (1) a pipeline construction corridor
that is seven times (i.e. 7 1 anchor spread) the water depth
(Chevron, personal comm. , 1986) (2) a 1 km (0. 6 mi) buffer zone
around the corridor, and (3) a pipeline corridor length of
approximately 10 km (6.2 mi) (Westec, 196) , a minimum total area
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of 28.5 sq km (11.0 sq mi) could be precluded from all types of
fishing including otter trawling. As with the platform
construction, it is likely that a larger area may be precluded
from purse seining and drift gill netting. Unlike platform
construction, however, the amount of area actually precluded at
any given time during pipeline installation will be a much
smaller area than that estimated for entire pipeline construction
corridor, and this area will be constantly changing during the
construction period as the pipelines are laid.

As discussed in Section 3.5. 1, mackerel (jack and Pacific) are
fished by purse seiners in the Platform Gail assessment area
(Fish Blocks 684 665, and 683) as well as other areas in the
Santa Barbara Channel. Although mackerel are generally fished in
water shallower than 91 m (300 ft) (Westec, 1986) and near the
eastern Channel Islands (Squire, 1983) , the size and location of
catches is not highly predictable. Within the Platform Gail
assessment area, harvests have varied considerably between years
and Blocks, due in part to the behavior of the species, but also
due to factors such as changing quotas and market demand. For
these reasons, mackerel are considered available throughout the
Platform Gail assessment area (approximately 800 sq km [300 sq
mi] for the three Block area) During the platform and pipeline
construction period from August through January (maximum) purse
seine fishing could be precluded from an area of approximately
28.5 sq_ km (11. 0 sq mi) (3.5% of assessment area) Because of
the relatively small area likely to be precluded from purse
seining, the availability of mackerel elsewhere, and the
relatively short duration of construction (4-6 months) , purse
seining for mackerel is not expected to be significantly impacted
from either platform or pipeline construction activities.

Drift gill netting for shark (thresher and bonito) and swordfish
has historically occurred in the Santa Barbara Channel between
May and January (see Section 3 .5. 1) As discussed in Section
3 .5. 1, however, most shark fishing has occurred further west of
the Platform Gail assessment area, with peak catches between May
and July. Similarly, the vast majority of drift gill netting for
swordfish occurs well outside of the assessment area; typically,
offshore and south of the Channel Islands. In 1986, and in the
foreseeable future, drift gill netting will be closed from June
through August and from February through April to protect the
thresher shark resource, and from December through January
(within 40 km [25 mi] from shore) to protect gray whales (see
Section 3 5. 1) Because of these closures for resource
protection, and historical gill net fishing patterns that result
in most of the fleet fishing for swordfish in offshore waters,
little temporal overlap is expected between drift gill net
fishermen and the proposed platform and pipeline construction
areas. Since little seasonal overlap in space use is
anticipated, and the area potentially precluded is small relative
to the assessment area, no significant impacts to drift gill net
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fishermen from activities.are expected the proposed construction

As discussed in Section 3 .5.1, English sole, Petrale sole,

rockfish, ridgeback prawn, and spot prawn are expected to be the

principal species harvested ofby trawl-fishermen in the vicinity

the Platform Gail site and associated pipeline corridor. The

available trawling area in the assessment area (Fish Blocks 665.
a of maps presented in684, and 683) was estimated from review

Chevron’s ER (Westec, 1986) and Centaur Associates (1984b) The

percentage of available trawling grounds potentially precluded
was estimatedfrom use by the proposed construction activities

using the assumed preclusion areas discussed previously.

12%For English and Petrale sole, approximately of the available
precluded fromfishing grounds in the assessment area could be

use for up to six months. However, only one of these months

is included in the peak fishing season for these(January 1987)
species. The entire pipeline construction corridor could

preclude access from up to 12% of the available English and

grounds; however, none of the proposed constructionPetrale sole
would occur during the peak winter months. Somewhat larger areas

may be precluded from rockfish trawling areas (16% for the

platform and 16% for the pipeline) due to construction

activities, but as with the two species of sole, preclusion would

only occur for a maximum period of three to six months (less than

full season)

PlatformTrawling for spot prawn could be precluded by or

pipeline construction from up to 40-45% of the available grounds
the assessment area. However, the spot prawn grounds thisin in

area are not well defined and it is uncertain how much area

actually occurs in the immediate vicinity of the Gail project.
Based on season andclosures, preclusion from platform pipeline

construction would occur for only three months (only one-third of

the season) and one month (10% of season) , respectively. The

estimated preclusion area for pipeline construction is considered

an overestimated worst-case since a much smaller area will

actually be used for pipeline laying operations at any given time

during construction.

PlatformTrawling ridgeback thefor prawns also occurs in Gail

assessment area and could be precluded from trawling. As with
notspot prawn, ridgeback trawl grounds are well defined, andthe

it is uncertain how much area actually occurs in the immediate

vicinity of the project. Trawling for ridgeback prawn could be

precluded from up to 40-45% of the available grounds in the

assessment area. The length of this preclusion could range from

three to four months for pipeline and platform construction,
to halfrespectively. In the worst case, this could represent up

the available season. As for spot prawn, the preclusion area for

pipeline construction is considered a worst-case overestimate.
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constructionFor each of these trawl fisheries, preclusion from
is expected to be short-term (i.e. , less than a full season) and

to represent a relatively small area compared with that available
for fishing in either the immediate assessment area (Fish Blocks
684 , 665, and 683) or in the Santa Barbara Channel proper.
Traditional trawl grounds for all of these species are available
in areas adjacent to the assessment area or in other portions of

the Channel and should not be affected by the proposed
construction activities (see figures 3.5-2 and 3 in Westec, 1986;

and visuals in Centaur Associates, 1984) For the reasons stated

above, and since trawlers fish throughout the Channel,
construction impacts on trawl fisheries are not expected to be

significant.

To minimize any potential conflicts with commercial fishermen,
Chevron proposes to notify fishermen of project construction
schedules in the Coast Guard’s Notice to Mariners. The proposed
project has already appeared in the Santa Barbara Marine Advisory
Newsletter. Thirty days prior to commencement of construction,
Chevron will republish a construction schedule notice in the Oil
and Gas project newsletter.

Normal Operations. During operation of the proposed Platform
Gail, commercial fishing activity will be precluded from both the
immediate area and that which is occupied by the platform itself.
Assuming that fishermen observe a 1 km (0.6 mi) buffer zone
around the platform, then a minimum area of 2 .8 sq km (1.1 sq mi)
would be precluded from direct use by all types of fishermen.
Based on assumptions similar to those used for the construction
analysis, a slightly larger area of 3 .9 sq km (1. 5 sq mi) is
expected to be precluded from trawl fishing. For the purposes of
this analysis, the operational platform is expected to preclude
purse seining and drift gill netting from areas comparable to, or

less than, those estimated the for construction phase. Since the
available fishing area precluded by platform operation is
substantially less than that estimated for construction
activities, impacts to trawl fishermen are not expected to be

significant. Impacts to purse seiners and drift gill net
fishermen are not expected to be significant for reasons
discussed under construction impacts.

Normal operation of the proposed pipelines from Platforms Gail to
Grace are not expected to significantly impact commercial fishing
in the assessment area. Purse seining and drift gill netting
will not be affected since net deployment for these gear types
occur only in the water column. Trawling operations are not

thatexpected to be affected since: (1) Chevron has indicated
pipelines (and possibly pipeline connections) will be designed to
eliminate the possibility for snagging or otherwise interfering
with fishing gear operations (Westec, 1986) and (2) MMS requires
(in accordance with OCS Order No. 9) that pipelines be compatible
with fishing gear operations. If the pipeline did represent an
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obstruction, or fishermen chose to avoid it, they would observe a
buffer of approximately 0.40 km (0.25 mi) (Fisheries Liaison
Office Meeting, personal comm. , 1986) This would represent a
preclusion area of only 3 .9-7.8 sq km (1.5-3 0 sq mi) around the
pipeline, and would not be considered significant.

Although the physical presence of pipelines is not expected to
interfere with trawling operations, anchor scars resulting from
pipeline installation could interfere with or preclude effective
trawling operations (Centaur Associates, 1984) Such bottom
disturbances could represent a long-term, local impact if they
occurred over a large enough area, and are not mitigated. The
proposed pipelines will be laid in an area that could be subject
to anchor scarring. In the worst case, substantial portions of
the pipeline construction corridor could be rendered unusable by
trawling gear. MMS will require Chevron to minimize impacts to
commercial fisheries, including trawling activities, through
compliance with MMS OCS Order 9. These regulations address
pipeline design and installation procedures.

Debris lost during construction activities may interfere with
otter trawling during platform and pipeline operations. It is
assumed that most debris would be lost within the construction
areas previously estimated. Chevron will be required to conduct
post-construction surveys of the platform and pipeline areas and
all retrievable debris will be removed (Westec, 1986) If
equipment is lost overboard. Chevron will be required to attempt
to retrieve the object if it is likely to be retrievable (in
other words, large enough to be located and pulled back aboard)
If a piece of equipment is lost that proves to be irretrievable
and which creates a sea floor obstacle. Chevron will be required
to notify the Coast Guard of the situation, and to provide
coordinates of the location. These requirements are specified in
Pacific OCS Order No. 1. If the situation arises whereby
fishermen are experiencing damage to their equipment, the proper
procedures for the filing and processing of damage claims through
the Fishermen’s Contingency Fund or the Fishing Vessel and Gear
Damage Compensation Fund will be followed. In addition, MMS

requires as a policy that when substantiated reports of gear
hand-ups are received by the Pacific OCS Region office, the
incident is investigated and, if the investigation warrants, the
operator must re-clear the site. Both of the compensation funds
have been and are being extensively used to assist in mitigation
of losses due to conflict between fishermen and oil and gas
activities. The Pacific OCS Region assists the NMFS in
processing such claims on a regular and continuing basis.

Abandonment. Abandonment of the proposed Platform Gail and all
pipelines will be conducted in accordance with MMS OCS orders and
regulations operating at that time. If all structures are
removed as part of the abandonment procedures, impacts to
commercial fishermen are expected to be insignificant as
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discussed for construction activities previously.

4.7. 1.2 Impacts from Accidents

Oil Spills. Based on the MMS Oil Spill Risk Analysis Model,
estimated joint probability of oil spills (^ 1, 000 bbis)
originating from Platform Gail or its associated pipeline, it is
unlikely such spills will occur and contact the eastern Santa
Barbara Channel mainland or eastern Channel Islands (Santa Cruz
and Anacapa) Although these estimated spill probabilities are
unlikely, they are somewhat higher for the mainland (segments 30
and 31) than for the Channel Islands. Since these estimated
probabilities are considered to be unlikely, no significant
impacts to commercial fishing are expected from accidental oil
Spills. If small spills (which are more likely) occur or even a
larger (^, 1, 000 bbis) spill occurs. Chevron’s Oil Spill
Contingency Plan should serve to reduce the potential for impacts
to commercial fishing operations in the eastern Santa Barbara
Channel. If a spill occurred and damages were incurred by
commercial fishermen, the Federal Oil Spill Contingency Fund
would serve to reduce impacts to fishermen.

Through the use of the mathematical techniques of oil spill
Modeling (see Section 4 1) it has been estimated which areas
could be contacted in the unlikely event that a spill does occur.
Based on this mathematical prediction of spill contacts, the
following impacts could occur to commercial fishing.

An oil spill from Platform Gail or its associated pipeline could
affect all types of commercial fishing. Effects may be direct
through exclusion from fishing grounds as fishermen avoid the
spill area to protect their vessels and gear from fouling with
oil or indirectly through lethal or sublethal toxic effects of
petroleum hydrocarbons on all life stages of commercial species
or their prey. Exclusion from fishing grounds would last until
surface slicks have either been cleaned up or have dispersed
through natural weathering mechanisms; a time period that could
range from several days for small spills to several months for
larger spills. Large quantities of oil remaining in the water
column or along the bottom could extend the period of exclusion
for fisheries that use nets or traps.

Conditional probability results (based on the condition that a
spill occurs) from the MMS Oil Spill Risk Analysis Model (OSRAM)
trajectory simulations indicate that large spills (^ 1, 000 bbis)
from either Platform Gail or its associated pipeline could
contact the eastern Santa Barbara Channel mainland (between Santa
Barbara and Port Hueneme) and both Santa Cruz and Anacapa Islands
within three days of a spill. Conditional probabilities for ten
and thirty days following a hypothetical oil spill indicate that
the same geographic areas (i.e. , eastern Channel Mainland, Santa
Cruz, and Anacapa Islands) would be contacted. Conditional
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probabilities were generally highest for the mainland, followed
by Santa Cruz and Anacapa Islands, respectively. Maximum

probability values after thirty days indicated it isconditional
likely that a spill would contact the mainland (segment 30) In
contrast, Anacapa and Santa Cruz Islands are unlikely to be

contacted by a spill. Seasonal conditional probabilities suggest
spills would move principally to the mainland in Spring and

to both the mainland and the Channel Islands in theSummer, and
Winter and Fall.

In the unlikely event that a spill did occur, oil spills
following these trajectories could impact the principal

trawl,commercial fishing activities in the study region (otter
drift gill net, and purse seine) , as well as those other types of

fishing located along the mainland coastline and Santa Cruz and

Anacapa Islands. Along the mainland, trawling, diving, trapping,
and set gill netting are most likely to be affected, as well as

possibly purse seining. Spills moving to the eastern Channel

Islands are most likely to affect set gill netting, some

trawling, diving, and trapping, as well as purse seining. Spills
moving onshore, if large enough, could even force the temporary
closure of harbors such as Ventura, Channel Islands Marina, and

Port Hueneme.

Based on the foregoing analysis, MMS does not anticipate oil
related impacts to occur to commercial fishing as a resultspill

of the proposed action due to the low estimated probability of

spill occurrence (see Section 4 1)

4 .7. 1. 3 Overall Conclusions

Impacts on commercial fishing are expected to be insignificant
from construction, normal operation, and abandonment associated

the proposed action. MMS does not anticipate oil spillwith
related impacts to occur due to the low estimated probability of

spill occurrence.

4 .7 1.4 Cumulative Impacts

allOil and gas related activities in the Santa Barbara Channel
have the potential to affect commercial fishing to some extent.

on the commercial fishing industry are, to aPotential effects
large extent, segregated geographically since most fishermen

using the Santa Barbara Channel come from ports within the

Channel. Exceptions were discussed in Section 3 5. 1. 2 Since

both fishing activities and potential impacts are segregated

geographically, the cumulative analysis which follows will focus
as parton the Santa Barbara Channel area. Projects considered

of the cumulative scenario for the Platform Gail project are

presented in Section 4 2
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theCumulative impacts from oil and gas projects in Santa Barbara

Channel are most likely to occur for trawl, drift gill net, and

possibly purse couldseine fishing. Some effects also be felt by

fishermen who use several gear types (e.g. , those equipped for

fishing) Increased support vessel and
both set gear and drift

the
tanker associated with these projects willtraffic increase

potential for interference with all types of fishing and damage

to fishing gear, particularly set gear and drift gill net5- In

particular, boat traffic through nearshore waters could increase

substantially in the vicinity of Ellwood and/or Gaviota due to
occur Effects of increased vesseldevelopments that may there.

geartraffic would most be insignificant for all but setlikely
fishing.

Trawl fishing by the Santa Barbara Channel fleet could be

Santa Ynez development, the ARCO Coal on
affected by the Exxon
Point Arguello state lease and possibly exploratory activities

(depending on specific location) For example, concurrent
construction of the proposed Chevron and Texaco Point Arguello

Field project platforms and Platforms Sacate and Pescado A/B2 for

the Exxon Santa Ynez Unit development could exclude dragging from

a substantial portion of the rockfish grounds available in the

western Santa Barbara Channel (Thompson, 1984) Exclusion from
documentdragging grounds was estimated in that to rangehalibut

percent. Such impacts on trawling could be
from 7 to 22

Theregionally significant but would be short term. Platform

Gail project is not expected to result in significant impacts as
timing of projectsdiscussed in Section 4 .7 1. 1. Due to the in

the cumulative scenario, it is not expected that incremental

Gail project will result in significantimpacts from the
short-term cumulative impacts from construction activities.

Long-term cumulative effects on trawl fishing could range from

insignificant to significant depending on the total area excluded

by operational structures, debris, and/or the presence and size

of any anchor scars, (which will be mitigated as noted

previously) If long-lasting, problematic bottom alterations
leftanchor scars or pipeline snags) are in several

(e.g.
productive tow areas if platforms are placed in clusters that

preclude dragging in between, then significant long-term
4 .7. 1. 1,preemptions could result. As discussed in Section

long-term (operational) impacts from the Platform Gail project
impactsare not expected to result in significant to trawl

amount of trawling area availablefishermen. Based on the large
toin the and the relatively small areas expected bechannel

precluded from fishing, the incremental impact of the Gail

is not expected to result in significant cumulativeproject
impacts.

Concurrent construction of platforms for several projects along

with exploratory activities (drilling plus seismic testing) could

have significant impacts on purse seining and drift gill netting

4-54



in the short-term but only if these activities were to make fish
unavailable for harvest through exclusion of fishing areas. The
Santa Ynez Unit Development, in particular, is most likely to
result in significant impacts to drift gill net fishing in the
mid to western Channel (SAI, 1984) However, for the reasons
discussed in Section 4.7. 1. 1, the Platform Gail project is not
expected to result in either significant project impacts, or
significant cumulative impacts. Clusters of operational
platforms, such as those proposed in the Santa Ynez and Arguello
fields, or eastern Channel, could have significant long-term
preemption impacts on drift gill net fishing. Due to fishing
pressure on the shark resources, historical fishing patterns
associated with swordfish and more restrictive resource
management practices by the CDFG, however, neither the Platform
Gail project itself nor the cumulative development scenario are
anticipated to result in significant drift gill net fishing
impacts.

The proposed action represents only a very low contribution to
the overall, cumulative oil spill risk that could affect
commercial fishing in the study area. Refer to Section 4 2 and
Appendix B for an analysis of the estimated spill risk from all
existing and future petroleum activities (platforms, pipelines,
and tankering) The analysis compares the spill risk with and
without the addition of Platform Gail.

In conclusion. Platform Gail is not anticipated to result in a
significant incremental addition to cumulative effects on the

commercial fishing.

4 .7 2 Impact on Marine Vessel Traffic and Routing Systems

4 .7.2 1 Impact From Normal Activities

Significant impacts to vessel traffic would result if the
proposed action jeopardizes vessel safety. The significance
criterion is:

o Platform presence or operations interfer with marine
vessel traffic within the VTSS. This interference
results in re-routing of future vessel traffic.

There is no anticipated interference with commercial shipping due

to the Platform Gail project including the installation period
when workboat activity would be high. A standard Notice To
Mariners will be posted (Cmdr. Varanko, USCG, verbal comm.

2/27/86)

Aids to navigation will consist of four quick-flashing. Coast
Guard approved, five-mile white lights at each corner of the

aids toplatform and a Coast Guard approved two-mile foghorn. All
navigation will meet USCG regulation 33 CFR 67 20. The platform
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white.will be painted a bright, highly visible Although

discussions between Chevron and the Coast Guard have addressed
known asthe feasibility of installing a radar warning system

ARPA (automatic radar plotting aid) on Platform Gail, the company
theultimately decided against taking this action for following

not anreasons: 1) the Coast Guard holds the opinion that ARPA is

effective means of regulating vessel traffic, 2) the existence of

shipping lanes greatly reduces the chance of a shipdistinct
colliding with the platform, 3) historically, ship/platform

collisions have not occurred near designated shipping lanes, and
lead to reduced4) reliance on such detection systems could

vigilance and attention paid to vessel maneuvers, thereby

increasing the risk of mishap.

4 .7 2 .2 Impact From Accidents

Significant impacts from accidents would result if:

o A reasonable probability exists of an oil spill contacting
the area subtended by the VTSS such that cleanup vessels

vesseland equipment could interfere with marine
traffic.

Oil Spills. Based on the MMS OSRA Model, the estimated joint
originating fromprobability of oil spills (^ 1000 barrels)

thePlatform Gail or the associated pipeline and contacting VTSS
Fairway is considered unlikely. Hence, noor the Port Hueneme

fromsignificant impacts to marine traffic are expected oil

spills.

Through the use of the mathematical techniques of oil spill
estimated which areasModeling (see Section 4 1) , it has been

could be contacted in the unlikely event that a spill does occur.

that couldBased on this prediction of spill contacts, the impact
occur to marine vessel traffic is that oil spill cleanup

activities involving the Clean Seas Cooperative and U.S. Coast

Guard vessels could interfere with commercial marine traffic

within the VTSS and the Port Hueneme Fairway. A large enough

spill could even force the closure of harbors such as Ventura,

Channel Islands Marina and Port Hueneroe.

Conditional probability results (based on the condition that a

spill actually occurs) from OSRAM trajectory simulations indicate

that large spills of 1000 barrels or more from the Platform Gall
contact the area between Port Hueneme and Muguproject could

Lagoon and the Northern Channel Islands (crossing through the

VTSS) within three days of the event. The probability of contact
thedeclines in magnitude as more northerly spill points along

pipeline are used. Probabilities for 10 and 30 days duration

indicate contact of the same geographic areas.
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notBased foregoing doeson the analysis, MMS anticipate that oil

spill related impacts will occur to marine vessel traffic as a

proposed action due to the low estimated
result of the
probability of spill occurrences (see Section 4. 1)

4 .7.2 .3 Conclusions

traffic are expected to be insignificantImpacts on marine vessel
from the construction, normal operation, and abandoment

associated with the proposed action. MMS does not estimate oil

impacts to occur due to the estimated low
spill related
probability of spill occurrence.

4 .7.2 .4 Cumulative Impacts

lowproposed action represents only a very contribution to
The

risk that would affect marine
the overall, cumulative oil spill
vessel traffic in the study area. Refer to Section 4 .2 and

B for an analysis of the estimated spill risk from allAppendix
existing and future petroleum activities (platforms, pipelines,

spilland tankering) The analysis compares the risk with, and

without, the addition of Platform Gail.

Since there are no discernible impacts on marine traffic in the

Port Hueneme Fairway, there would be no
VTSS or in the
incremental increase to a cumulative total.

4 .7 3 Impact on Recreation, Tourism, and Visual

Resources

and vessel traffic
Oil spills, offshore structures, pipelines,

overall
have the potential impact recreational resources. Theto
significance of these impacts will depend upon the resource

of the impact^ Impacts on
impacted, and the magnitude
recreational resources are considered to be significant if they

viability of a resource or if the increased demand
threaten the

fiveexceeds the resource’s design capacity. A percent increase

in demand on a resource or thatthat is currently overcrowded
would be overcrowded as a result of the increase would be

tensignificant. A five percent permanent or percent temporary
recreational opportunities would also

(one season) reduction in
coastal

be significant. action that prohibits access to areasAn
for recreation would have a significant impact. The significance

are based on the impacts to the resourcecriteria for tourism
viability as described in the significance criteria for

significancerecreation. criteria are based on theThese
criteria that were adopted by URS (1985)

visualdefinition of significance criteria for resources is
The

the area, with a
based on the change in recreational use of

significant impact occurring if there is a noticeable reduction

visitor attendance, or if the visual qualityin is changed to an
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area.extent that affects most people in the An impact is

considered insignificant if there is no noticeable reduction in

is changed to an extent thatattendance, or if the visual quality
does not affect roost people in the area.

It is important to note that the use of recreational areas

fluctuate dramatically with weather conditions. However the trend

is for a growth in use over time due mainly to population
Itand increases in discretionary time and money. isincreases,

also important to note that an impact on any of the recreational
andresources affect the local economic conditions couldwould

recreational resources in the area by bothaffect the other
resourcestranslocation of recreationists, and by making thethe

less desirable.

4.7.3 1 Impact from Normal Activities

Construction. Construction of Platform Gail and the associated

pipeline would impact recreational boating and sportfishing (see

Section 4 .7 .7) in the immediate area of the construction
would be insignificant asactivities and vessels. This impact

thethe area removed would be minor in relation to total area of

boating. The noise resulting from the construction activities
immediatewould also tend to affect the recreationists in the

area, but would not be noticeable to most of the boaters unless

they approach the actual construction sites. Noise would not be

entire construction process, but wouldcontinual throughout the
mainly be limited to the period of initial platform installation

while piledriving is occurring. These impacts would be localized

(in the area of construction) , short term, and insignificant.

Normal Operations. Normal operations of Platform Gail would
arearecreational boaters by removing a small of the oceanimpact occursfrom the total area available for boaters. This impact

because of the physical presence of the platform, and although it

is a long term impact (the life of the project) , it is extremely

localized, and should therefore be considered insignificant.

Additionally, the structure may be a minor hazard to navigation
but it also serves as an excellent aid toin adverse weather,

obtained.navigation, and location where emergency help can bea

There would be no significant impacts to onshore recreationists
offrom normal operations theof the platform. Normal operations

pipeline would have no impact on recreationists. There would be

no significant impacts to tourists as a result of normal

operations of the platform or the pipeline.

The MMS believes that the Gail project will not result in

significant visual impacts. Because of navigational safety

concerns, platform will be painted white. The platformthe is

proposed to be installed in a location which is at a minimum 16

km (10 mi) off the mainland coast. At this distance the platform
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would be obscured by fog and haze from 40 to 90 percent of the
time according to the historic records of the US Weather Bureau,
with the heaviest occurrence of poor visibility occurring during
the summer when beach attendance is the heaviest. When the
platform is visible from the shoreline, the impact would be
minimal as the platform would occupy 0. 006% of the horizon (2.16
degrees) as seen from the closest mainland beach.

A" viewer, approximately two m (six ft) tall. Standing at the
waters edge, would only be able to See the top 21 ro (70 ft) of
the actual main structure, and this would extend less than one
degree above the horizon. The drilling rig would extend higher,
but due to the relative size of the drilling structure it would
not be easily discernible from this distance except at night when
the lights on the drill rig would be visible. At night these
lights would be visible for about 39 km (21 nm) to viewers at the
waters edge, if atmospheric conditions permitted. However, at
distances far less than this, the lights would be almost
indistinguishable from ship navigation lights.

Platform Gail, when visible from Anacapa Island, would occupy
0. 042% of the horizon (15. 12 degrees) to the north of the
islands. However as the islands have elevations ranging from 76
to 283 m (250 to 930 ft) the entire platform would be seen from
the islands, and would appear to be below the horizon in relation
to the mainland. Since visitors to Anacapa would be viewing the
platform from an elevated vantage point, the potential silhouette
of the platform which would be visible at this distance would be
greatly reduced, and would tend to merge with the vessel traffic
in the shipping lanes. In addition the atmospheric conditions
would tend to obscure the platform from Anacapa Island
approximately 40 percent of the time during the summer months,
which is the period of heaviest visitor use.

Abandonment. Abandonment of Platform Gail and the associated
pipeline would impact recreational boaters in a manner similar to
those which occurred with construction. These impacts would also
be localized, short term, and insignificant. However when this
phase is complete, all impacts, to recreationists, associated
with the project would have been removed, and the area would
revert back to its pro-project character.

4 .7. 3 2 Impact from Accidents

Oil Spills. Based on the MMS Oil Spill Risk Analysis Model, it
is unlikely that an oil spill will occur as a result of the Gail
project. The estimated (i.e. , joint) probabilities of oil spills
(>, 1000 bbis) resulting from the proposed action and contacting
the Ventura County coastline, within 10 days, is considered
unlikely. As these probabilities are considered to be unlikely,
no significant impacts to recreation are expected from accidental
oil spills. Similarly, no significant impacts to tourism and
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visual resources are expected as a result of the proposal.

Through the use of the mathematical techniques of oil spill
Modeling (see Section 4. 1) , it has been estimated which areas
could be contacted in the unlikely event that a spill does occur.
Based on this mathematical prediction of spill contacts, the

following impacts could occur to recreation, tourism, and visual

resources.

Oil spills are the most noticeable impacting agent to recreation,
as they tend to preclude most recreation in the areas of contact.

While still at sea, oil spills in this region could adversely
affect all water borne recreational activities including offshore
boating, diving and fishing. Where oil spills contact the coast,
they could close the local ports due to the installation of
booms. The most noticeable impact to recreation would occur where

oil spills contact the shoreline, as this would adversely affect

seashore related recreational activities.

The contacting of the beaches by an oil spill would also greatly
reduce the desire of tourists to go to the area, and due to the

adverse publicity that is associated with oil spills would tend
to stay away from the impacted area even after clean up
operations had been completed.

The visual impact of an oil spill depends upon the size of the

spill, the type of coastline that is contacted, the weather

conditions at the time of contact, and the aesthetic quality of
the stretch of coastline that is contacted.

The MMS oil spill model conditional probabilities indicate that
it is moderately likely that the Ventura County coast may be
potentially contacted by oil spills within 10 days during the
summer (Dames and Moore conditional probabilities are

considerably different) It is also moderately likely that the

Channel Islands may potentially be contacted by oil spills within
10 days during the winter (Dames and Moore conditional
probabilities are considerable less)

The MMS oil spill model also indicates that it is unlikely that

an oil spill originating at platform Gail will contact the Santa
Barbara county beaches. Contact of the Santa Barbara beaches by a

spill originating from the portion of the pipeline closest to the
shoreline is also indicated as being unlikely within 10 days of
occurance.

In the event that a spill does occur and contact the coastline, a

closure of the affected beaches would occur for the duration of

the spill (MMS, 1983a)
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theIf with ofa spill contacts the Ventura area a 30 day closure

beaches during the summer period, the impact could mean a
could meanreduction of more than 700, 000 recreationists, which

an equivalent loss in human welfare to recreationists in Ventura
County of between $13 .6 and $20.4 million. In addition there

could be a reduction of between $18 to $30 million in tourist

expenditures, with the region economy suffering a loss of between

$48 and $80 million.

If a spill contacted the Channel Islands, the recreational impact
would be minimal, however the actual impact would be far greater
as the Channel Islands are part of the National Park System, and

as such are an important national natural resource.

estimateBased on the foregoing analysis, MMS does not oil spill
related impacts to occur to recreation, tourism, or visual

resources as a result of the proposed action due to the low

estimated probability of spill occurrence (see Section 4. 1)

4 .7. 3.3 Overall Conclusions

toOverall an insignificant impact is expected to occur
recreation, tourism, and visual resources as a result of the

project. MMS does not estimate oil spill related impacts to
occur due to the low estimated probability of spill occurrence.

4 .7. 3 4 Cumulative Impacts

The proposed action represents only a very low contribution to
the overall, cumulative oil spill risk that would affect

recreation, tourism, and visual resourcesin the study area.

Refer to theSection 4 2 and Appendix B for an analysis of

estimated spill risk from all existing and future petroleum
activities (platforms, pipelines, and tankering) The analysis
compares the spill risk with and without the addition of Platform

Gail.

The proposed project would not add significantly to the
occurring,cumulative impacts from the other projects which are

or are expected to occur in the project region.

conclusion. Platform Gail is not anticipated to result in aIn
significant incremental addition to cumulative effects on

recreation, tourism, or visual resources.

.7 .4 Impact on Mariculture and Kelp Harvesting4

The major potential impact to mariculture and kelp harvesting

activities that could be caused by the proposed project
activities would be an oil spill. Potential impacts from

accidental oil spills on marine biological resources are

discussed in Section 4 6. 1. The significance criteria used in
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the impact analysis are presented below.

Impacts to mariculture and kelp harvesting are considered
significant if a one percent long-term (more than five years) or
five percent short-term (one year) or greater reduction in the
productive area available for kelp harvest or mariculture in the
study area.

Impacts which do not meet these criteria are considered to be
insignificant. The criteria are based on significance criteria
that were adopted by URS (1985)

4 .7.4 1 Impact from Accidents

Oil Spills. The MMS Oil Spill Risk Analysis Model (OSRAM)
utilized spills ^ than 1, 000 bbis to estimate joint(final)
probabilities. The MMS joint probabilities indicate that an oil
spill >: 1, 000 bbis occurring at Platform Gail and contacting the
Northern Channel Islands, including the National Park, and
Channel Islands is unlikely for 3 10, and 30 days trajectories
(Dames and Moore joint probabilities are relatively smaller) The
coastal mainland environment near Point Mugu containing Kelp Bed
17 is not expected to be impacted by an oil spill ^ 1, 000 bbis
from Platform Gail along the pipeline transportation route
segments since the final probability of the MMS oil spill risk
analysis indicates an unlikely probability of spill occurrence
and contact with Mugu Lagoon for 3, 10, and 30 day trajectories.
Similarly, the MMS final probability indicate the unlikely
occurrence of a spill 1, 000 bbis contacting Anacapa Island
(site of Kelp Bed 1̂09) for 3, 10, and 30 day simulated
trajectories (Dames and Moore final probabilities are smaller
than the MMS values) Based on the estimated probabilities which
are considered unlikely, no significant impacts to kelp
harvesting and mariculture activities are expected from
accidental oil spills. Chevron’s Oil Spill Contingency Plan would
be implemented to reduce potential impacts to kelp harvesting
and mariculture activities for small (< 1, 000 bbis) and larger (^:
1, 000 bbis)

Through the use of the mathematical techniques of oil spill
Modeling (see Section 4 1) , it has been estimated which areas
could be contacted in the event that a spill does occur. Based on
this mathematical prediction of spill contacts, the following
impacts could occur to mariculture and kelp harvesting
activities.

No mariculture activities are currently underway near the
proposed project. The primary effect of an oil spill on kelp
harvesting would be hydrocarbon coverage. Potential impacts
could include lethal and sublethal toxicity, depletion of food
sources and shelter for fish, and disturbance of the ecological
complexes and associated organisms.
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Conditional oil spill model probabilities by MMS indicate a
likely chance of a hypothetical spill (^ 1, 000 bbis) from

Platform Gail contacting the Northern Channel Islands, National
Park, and Channel Islands after 3, 10, and 30 days during spring,
summer, autumn, and winter (Dames and Moore conditional
probabilities are similar, although slightly less) Simulations
from the MMS oil spill model indicate an unlikely occurrence

an oil spill originating from Platform Gail along thethat
transportation route segments could contact the coastal mainland
environment of Mugu Lagoon within 3 days. For 10 and 30 days,
the conditional probabilities for spill contact with Mugu Lagoon
range from unlikely to moderately likely (Dames and Moore
conditional probabilities are similar, although slightly larger
for the 3 and 10 day trajectories) Based on MMS seasonal

conditional probabilities, the hypothetical spills would

primarily move to the coastal mainland during spring and summer
and to both the coastal mainland and Channel Islands during fall
and winter.

Should an oil spill occur (an unlikely event) potential impacts
could effect Kelp Bed 109 at Anacapa Island and the coastal
mainland Kelp Bed 17 near Point Mugu. Both areas could be

impacted through oil coverage. In addition, since Kelp Bed 17 is
harvested commercially, oil spill impacts could result in the
restricting of kelp harvesting vessel activities.

Based on the foregoing analysis, MMS does not anticipate oil
spill related impacts to occur to mariculture and kelp harvesting
activities as a result of the proposed action due to the low

estimated probability of spill occurrence (see Section 4 1)

4 .7.4. 3 Overall Conclusions

Impacts to roariculture and kelp harvesting activities are
expected to be insignificant from construction, normal operation,
and abandonment associated with the proposed action. MMS does

not anticipate oil spill related impacts to occur due to low
estimated probability of spill occurrence.

4 .7. 4 .4 Cumulative Impacts

Potential impacts from the proposed Platform Gail project could
cause small incremental effects with other oil and gas
development scenarios in the Santa Barbara Channel and Santa
Maria Basin. Mariculture and kelp harvesting activities could be

potentially impacted due to accidental oil spills.

Previous environmental documents have described cumulative
impacts to mariculture and kelp harvesting activities in the

Santa Barbara Channel and Santa Maria Basin (City of Oxnard and

USGS, 1980; ADL, 1984 ; SAI, 1983, and URS, 1985) In the
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unlikely event of an oil spill, potential cumulative effects on
mariculture and kelp harvesting activities could result in a
range of impacts (insignificant to significant) on a local or
regional basis depending upon the spill ’s physical and chemical
characteristics, spill, its size, and oceanographic and seasonal
conditions at the time (URS, 1985)

The proposed action represents only a very low contribution to
the overall, cumulative oil spill risk that would affect
mariculture and kelp harvesting activities in the study area.
Refer to Section 4 .2 and Appendix B for an analysis of the
estimated spill risk from all existing and future petroleum
activities (platforms, pipelines, and tankering) The analysis
compares the spill risk with and without the addition of Platform
Gail.

In conclusion. Platform Gail is not anticipated to result in a
significant incremental addition to cumulative effects on
mariculture and kelp harvesting activities.

4 .7.5 Impact on Socioeconomics

Changes to the socioeconomic environment are driven by changes in
employment and population. Changes in these two activities affect
other socioeconomic components such as the capacity of the
existing community infrastructure to service its population base,
the need for additional land, and impact on the quality of life.
Impacts to the fresh water supply are considered separately.

Impact analysis will therefore be based evaluating changes to
population and employment caused by the construction and
operation of Platform Gail. For the purposes of analysis in this
EA employment and population impacts of less than one percent are
considered to be insignificant. Project-related impact to the
fresh water supply of less than one percent are considered to be
insignificant.

4 .7.5. 1 Impact From Normal Activities

Construction. About 240 persons are proposed to be employed
during the four to six month installation of Platform Gail The
installation of the subsea pipelines will require about 100
persons for about two months. Total project personnel could reach
a maximum of 340 persons if all project components are
constructed concurrently (Westec, 1986)

Temporary employment is assumed not to have an impact on the
socioeconomic environment because: the majority of construction
force has been working on other in-region projects (Cynthia
Norris, Chevron, verbal comm. , April 17, 1986) , employment
generated through this activity will be of short duration
(four to six months) , construction activity has a very limited
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and
impact (Centaur 1984a)on the local economy Associates, ’
employees who are hired locally would already be part of the

socioeconomic system.

M^I operations. For the first eight years of "P;^10"; ^(R)

maximum crew size for Platform Gail is expected to be 70 persons

(Westec 1986) This figure represents a combination of both

permanentL employees and contract employees. Due to the downturn
the

offshore oil activity the area, it is stated thatin
contract employees will be drawn from the local labor pool

(Cynthia Norris, Chevron, verbal comm. April 17, ^S6/. 0"0(R)

drilling operations have been completed, the staffing on Platf0

Gail is expected to drop to 37 people (around l995) the
1986)remainder of the

^03"
platform’s life expectancy (Westec,

the
Chevron anticipates some, if not most, workers fromhiring
local labor pool. Indeed, the shut-down of some oil fields in

Santa
the area, and the decrease in oil production in the eastern

Barbara Channel could make available enough personnel to meet
AprilGait staffing requirements (Chevron, written comm. , 17’s

are hired from the local
1986) In the event all personnel
labor-pool, the proposed action would represent no net population

increase, and, thus, no significant impacts.

work force (70 persons)In the unlikely event that the permanent
is entirely composed of in-migrants to the region, it is

impact.possible to estimate the potential maximum Given the

is 85 persons (Centaurassumption that an average family size 2

Assoc. 1984a) then the anticipated direct population increase

would amount to 200 persons. Further, the Gail proposal would

impact the regional economy by creating an additional 161. 30DS
Twenty percent of created jobs would be filled by an additional

in-migration of 33 employees. These numbers are derlved from
Adding the

formulae found in POCS Technical Paper No. 83-10.
a

direct and employment impacts will resultindirect in total

population increase of 294 persons (or 103 households) This
Portrepresents a 0. 2 percent population increase for the

Hueneme/Oxnard area. In reality, employees could locate anywhere
orwithin distance of either Port Hueneme Chevron’scommuting
Ventura andCarpinteria Pier. On a region-wide basis (i^e.

Santa Barbara Counties) this represents a population increase of

0. 03 percent. Thus, on a local and regional level, this

represents an insignificant impact.

ofAs previously discussed, the impact the proposed action is

estimated by the MMS to be less than the potential maximum impact

Employment in the minerals extractiondiscussed above. ind^y
200

is expected to decline six percent, or a loss of jobsby
(Connie Lau, Research Analyst, State of California, verbal comm

employmentApril 10, 1986) Further evidence of the decline in

includes: oil and gas support boat activity has fallen about 50

percent since it peaked in 1984 average California offshore
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r?g 22.rotary rig activity peaked in 1982 at 6, in 1985 average

rotary activity declined to 12 .0 (Oil and Gas Journal,
Santa Barbara area

January 27. 1986) ; 60 onshore wells in the

have been shut-in (Chevron, written comm. , April 17, 1986) since

one offshore
the beginning of 1985, the work force of at least

firm (Measurement Control Engineering) has been reduced by 60

percent as a direct result of the decline in west coast

exploration (Bill Hewston, Measurement Control En9lneerln9.0ral.0"^^
testimony, public hearing on the Draft EIS,

Leasing Program,^P05^1986)5-B̂ased on
Continental Shelf Oil and Gas 0"^
this information, the proposed action is not expected to

significantly impact onshore employment, transportation, and boat

traffic operations.

operations concerning Platform Gail will take
Most land based

road
place out of Port The port itself and the systemHueneme.

to handle the anticipated traffic (Bobshould be able Harnuth_
Operations Manager, verbal comm. February 26, 1986) based on

port expansion plans and the decline in offshore oil and gas

activity. The port wharfageis in the process of increasing its

by an additional 213 m (700 ft) and developing a plan to improve

traffic circulation.

are unlikely to be impacted
The public school systems in the area

is
by Gail project. Region-wide, school enrollment about

the
152 000 students. Natural student enrollment growth for Santa

Ventura County it
Barbara County is estimated at 0. 5 percent; for

is estimated at 2 .9 percent. Average annual enrollment
which

g^^"
would

rate for the Oxnard School System is 3 3 percent
731 students (General Research Corp. 1985)equal

As discussed above, MMS estimates that it is unlikely that the
70 persons who are

proposed action will result in hiring
in-migrants. However, in this unlikely event, the project could

increase total school enrollment region-wide (Ventura and Santa

Barbara Counties) by 62 students or 0. 04% (based on a multiplier

of 0. 6 for the Oxnard/Port Hueneme area this number is also
ADL,

used for other, nearby locales; see Technical Appendix K,
event students were added to the

1985) In the unlikely that 62

population, and only the local school systems listed in
student
the Table below were impacted, the additional students in this

percent) of totalsystem would be less than one percent (0. 14
enrollment. Therefore, impacts of the proposed action are

estimated by the MMS to be insignificant.
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Selected School System Capacity and Enrollment

System Design Capacity Enrollment

Carpinteria 2, 126 2, 378
Ventura (City) 15,885 14,272
Oxnard High School 10, 634 11, 046
Oxnard Elementary 10,707 11,099
Port Hueneme 7 ,290 6,974

Total 46, 642 45,769

Water resources in the Oxnard/Port Hueneme area are not expected
to be significantly impacted. Energy production only accounts for
0.4 percent (California Department of Water Resources, 1980) of
all water use in the Los Angeles Hydrologic Study Area which
covers the Oxnard/Port Hueneme area. In the Central Coast
Hydrologic Study Area, which covers Santa Barbara County, energy
production accounts for 0. 6 percent of water use. Typical fresh
water needs during the drilling phase are 56,775 to 151,400 1
(15, 000 to 40,000 gal) per day (Chevron, verbal comm. May 29,
1986) A large portion of this requirement will be provided by
two vapor compression desalinization units on the platform. The
two 4 542 1 (1, 200 gal) per hour desalination units (one standby)
will be utilized to produce fresh water from sea water for the
potable, demineralized, and drilling water systems. The
desalinization unit on Gail will have a capacity to produce
195,980 1 (28 000 gal) per day. Chevron will transport fresh
water from shore for any needs over the 195,980 1 (28, 000 gal)
capacity. At this time. Chevron has not selected a drilling
contractor, therefore, the exact source of the fresh water cannot
be determined. As needed, fresh water will be transported by boat
from shore. For the purpose of analysis in this EA, it is
assumed that water will be drawn from the city water supply.
This water is delivered by Port Hueneme by the United Water
Conservation District (UWCD) and originates from the Santa Clara
River and wells tapping the Fox Canyon aquifer.

The city uses approximately 3. 25 million gallons of water per
day. The maximum possible shortfall in the Platform Gail water
supply is 12 000 gallons per day which represents 0. 0037% of the
volume available from UWCD. Port Hueneme draws near the capacity
of its allotment from the UWCD; however, this small incremental
increase will represent an insignificant impact to the available
supply (Jack Duffy, Public Works Department, Port Hueneme, verbal
comm. , 6/6/86) Considering this statement, the decline in
production and drilling activity in the Santa Clara Unit and
onshore (see Section 2 1) and the concomitant reduction in oil

and gas-related water usage, the VMS considers Chevron’s proposal
to represent an insignificant impact to the water supply. In the

unlikely event that sufficient water supplies are not available,
Chevron would need to establish a water source from Ventura and
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Oxnard, or elsewhere, where the gap between allotment and actual

use is greater.

Abandonment. Platform Gail is proposed to be in operation for

about 30 years. The removal of the platform will result in a
temporary short-term increase of construction activity to
dismantle the platform, and the processing facilities, plug the

wells and remove the pipelines. There will also be a permanent
1’oss of 37 jobs. The loss of these jobs will result in a
negligible increase in unemployment and out-migration.

4 .7.5. 2 Impact from Accidents

The local economy is not based on oil and gas activities which
implies that regional population, employment, and land use

patterns would not be altered should an accident (i.e. , large oil
spill) occur. It can be expected that short term insignificant
impacts would consist of: increased temporary employment
(related to either platform repairs and/or oil spill cleanup)
increased harbor activity, increased aircraft activity, and a
possible reduction in tourism. Refer to Section 4 .7. 3 for a
discussion of impacts from oil spills on recreation, tourism, and
visual resources.

4.7 5. 3 Overall Conclusions

Impacts from activities generated by the Gail proposal are
estimated to be insignificant on the socioeconomic environment
(population, employment, transportation, school systems, and
housing)

4 .7.5.4 Cumulative Impacts

Based on the discussion above, the proposed action (i.e.
construction, normal operations, or abandonment) is not
anticipated to result in a significant increment to cumulative
effects on socioeconomics. This is based on the downturn in
offshore oil activity (i.e. production reduction in the eastern
Santa Barbara Channel, reductions in onshore oil and gas
activity, and the general decline in exploration) in the area and
the statement by Chevron that contract employees will be drawn
from the local labor pool.

Cumulative air traffic impacts will only occur if this project
and future proposals will cause increased use of this airport.
Significant impacts will only occur if the airport is unable to
meet demand. Current trends indicate that Platform Gail support
activities will not have an incremental cumulative impact on the

airport.
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The Manager of Aspen Helicopter Services (Rick Throckmorton,
verbal comm. , February 27, 1986) indicated that traffic out to
the platforms had fallen by about 40 percent since it peaked in
1984 and that several other operators had gone out of business.
Aspen Helicopters operates about ten trips per day to the
channel platforms. The Platform Gail proposal anticipates one
round trip helicopter operation per day (during the production
phase) out of Oxnard airport. Some air operations have been
shifted to other airports to be closer to proposed development in
northern Santa Barbara County; this trend is likely to continue.
It appears that helicopter operations are not increasing and
would therefore not generate a cumulative impact.

The Airport Control Officer at the airport indicated that the
additional helicopter traffic brought about by Platform Gail
would not be a problem. Existing helicopter operations are
controlled by a Memorandum of Understanding between the FAA and
the various operators to minimize impacts on any other airport
operations. Current helicopter operations are not stressing the
capability of the air traffic system which is operating at less
than 50 percent of its peak (Norine Harwood, Federal Aviation
Administration, verbal comm. , March 20, 1986)

The proposed action is not anticipated to have a significant
incremental effect on schools, housing, and traffic based on the
discussions in Section 4 .7.5. 1. and below.

Cumulative impacts, historically, have been marginally
significant (Centaur Assoc. 1984) This trend may not continue
based on the following facts and assumptions. Because of the oil
surplus and the resulting decline in the price of oil,
employment in the minerals extraction industry is expected to
decline by 6 percent in Ve^ntura County which would be a decline
of 200 persons (Connie Lau, Research Analyst, State of
California, verbal comm. , April 10, 1986) The Ventura Star Free
Press (March 25, 1986) reported that Vetco-Gray an oil field
equipment firm laid off 53 people (Connie Lau, Research Analyst,
verbal comm. April 11, 1986) Bill Hewston of Measurement
Control Engineering stated (oral testimony, public hearing on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Proposed 5-Year Outer
Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Leasing Program, January 1987
December 1991, 1986) that since the beginning of 1985 his work
force has been reduced by 60 percent as a direct result of the
decline in west coast offshore exploration. Some of these people
may leave the area to find work. Those who stay would be
available for future projects which would reduce the need to
obtain employees through in-migration. The net effect would be a
lack of increased oil and gas related population to generate
cumulative impacts affecting housing, school enrollment, onshore
vehicle traffic, sewage treatment, police protection, and other
community infrastructure. Also, approval of a new crew and supply
base in Santa Barbara County would reduce impacts in the vicinity

4-69



of Port Huememe, Ventura County.

Further evidence of this decline is discussed in Section 4 .7. 5.1.

Based on the discussion in Section 4.7. 5. 1 of this EA, the
insignificant impact to onshore water resources of the proposed
action is not anticipated to represent a significant increment to
any cumulative impact total already in place. This is due to
there being only a very small, insignificant impact on the water
supply of Port Hueneme due to the maximum possible shortfall from
the onboard desalinization unit.

Oil and gas development has had a cumulative impact. However it
should be noted that the degree of impact on the socioeconomic
environment is decreasing and becoming less significant. For
example the impact of oil and gas activities on local retail
trade and wholesale establishments peaked in 1971 and has been
declining ever since (Centaur Assoc. , 1984a)

4 .7.6 Impact on Sportfishing

Potential impacts to Sportfishing from the Platform Gail project
are most likely to involve: (1) preclusion of and/or
interference with fishing activities due to the presence of
vessels and strictures associated with construction and
operation, and (2) oil spills which either directly affect marine
resources or preclude Sportfishing vessels from utilizing
traditional fishing areas. The significance criteria used for
this resource are the same as those described in Section 4.7. 1
for Commercial Fishing.

4 .7. 6. 1 Impact from Normal Activities

Impacts to Sportfishing associated with the construction,
operation, and abandonment of the Platform Gail are not expected
to be significant. The reasons for this conclusion are discussed
in Section 5. 0.

4 .7. 6. 2 Impact from Accidents

Oil Spills. Based on the MMS Oil Spill Risk Analysis Model, and
the estimated joint probabilities of oil spills (^. 1, 000 bbis)
originating from Platform Gail or its associated pipelines, it is
considered unlikely such spills will occur and contact the
eastern Santa Barbara Channel mainland or eastern Channel Islands
(Santa Cruz and Anacapa) Although these estimated spill
probabilities are considered unlikely, they are somewhat higher
for the mainland (segments 30 and 31) , than for the Channel
islands. Since these estimated probabilities are considered to
be unlikely, no significant impacts to Sportfishing activities
are expected from accidental oil spills. If small spills (which
are more likely) occur. Chevron’s Oil Spill Contingency Plan
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should serve to reduce the potential for impacts to sportfishing
in the project area and eastern Santa Barbara Channel.

Potential impacts to sportfishing would be related to (1) the
probability of a spill occurring, (2) the size and location of
the spill, (3) the trajectory taken by the spilled oil, and (4)
the fate of the spilled oil while it is transported by wind and
currents. General impacts to sportfishing are discussed in
Berwick and Thomson (1984) and ADL (1984) for proposed
developments in the western Santa Barbara Channel. Generalized
impacts to sportfishing from an oil spill are similar to those
described for commercial fishing (see Section 4 .7. 1.2 of this
EA) As described in Section 4.7. 1.2 of this EA, results (i.e.
conditional probabilities) from the MMS OSRAM trajectory
simulations (for spills ^ 1, 000 bbis) indicate the Santa Barbara
Channel mainland (principally from Santa Barbara to Port
Hueneme) and the eastern Channel Islands (Santa Cruz and Ariacapa)
are at greatest risk from oil spills. Seasonally, oil spills are
predicted to move onshore (i.e. ,towards mainland) in spring and
summer, and both to the mainland and offshore islands during the
remainder of the year.

Although limited sportfishing occurs in the immediate vicinity of
the Platform Gail project, oil spills transported to either the
eastern Channel mainland or eastern Channel Islands could impact
sportfishing which occurs there. All types of sportfishing
could be affected by oil spills, but party and private boats that
are precluded from fishing are likely to be most affected.
According to The Granville Corporation (1981) and Berwick and
Thomson (1984) , the estimated economic value of recreational
fishing in the Ventura-Port Hueneme area is highest in summer and
winter, with spring and fall values less than half those of
summer and winter. For all seasons considered in their analysis,
private/party boats typically represented the largest proportion
of estimated economic value. Many of these boats fish both the
mainland and Channel Islands. For a large spill that precludes
fishing in both areas and for several months (particularly in
summer and/or winter) impacts to sportfishing could be
significant.

Based on the foregoing analysis, MMS does not anticipate oil
spill related impacts to occur to sport fishing as a result of
the proposed action due to the low estimated probability of spill
occurrence (see Section 4 1)

4 .7. 6.3 Overall Conclusions

Impacts on sportfishing are expected to be insignificant from
construction, normal operation, and abandonment activities
associated with the proposed action.
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4.7.6.4 Cumulative Impacts

BarbaraOil and gas activities in the Santa channel are not
Generally expected to significantly affect sportfishing

ac??v?ties.F
to

Those developments or activities most likely have

S eefs^ina?^^^^^^
i Sig ^an^impac?; ^^W^c^^

develo m:nt pr&.-and.-n fac^ne presence-Tf T^icps?ruc?ures well noted previously,

considerable
Asmay improve sportfishing.

sportfishing effort is targeted at existing platform

structures near Santa Barbara and Carpintena.

The proposed action represents only a very low contribution to

cumulative oil spill risk that affect
the overall
sDortfishing in the study area. to J^ld
Appendix

Section 4 .2 andRefer
estimated spill risk from all

ex!s?ing B for an analysis of the

SnF
pipelinesfuture petroleum activities (platforms,and

tankering) The analysis compares the spill risk with and

without the addition of Platform Gail.

As discussed in Sections 4 .7 6. 1 and 4 .7 6. 2 impacts to
alone are

sportfishing from the Platform Gail project
expected to be significant. Since few projects in the cumulativen^

even l^"ed
development scenario are expected to cause

significant impacts, Platform Gail is not anticipated to result
toa significant incremental addition cumulative effects on

in
sportfishing.
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5 Consultation and Coordination

This section describes the consultation and coordination that was
conducted by the MMS in the preparation of this EA. As part of
this process, and in accordance with 30 CFR 250. 34-2 the MMS
sent copies of Chevron’s DPP package to 23 state, federal, local
agencies, and/or interest groups (refer to Appendix G for a
list of the agencies that were sent copies, and those agencies
that provided review comments) Additionally, the MMS published
a "Notice of of a Proposed DPP" in the Federal Register (Vol. 51,
No. 25, February 6, 1986) Several of the agencies provided the
MMS with written comments on Chevron’s proposal.

In order to further determine the scope (in accordance with 40
CFR 1501.7) of issues to be addressed for this EA, and for the
further identification of the significant issues related to the
proposed action, and potential mitigation, the MMS contacted,
through meetings or other communications, agencies and groups.
The entities that were contacted are listed in Appendix H. By
letter dated March 31, 1986, the California Coastal Commission
presented numerous questions concerning information that the
Commission staff felt was needed to evaluate consistency of the
DPP with the California Coastal Management Program. The
Commision’s letter and the MMS responses are provided in Appendix
F.

The MMS, through the above processes and analysis by an
interdisciplinary team, identified the following resources or
issues of concern which were to be further analyzed in the EA:
geological hazards, air quality, water quality, threatened and
endangered species, benthic habitats. Channel Islands National
Marine Sanctuary, Channel Islands National Park, Areas of
Particular Biological (refuges, preserves and Areas of Special
Biological Significance) estuaries and wetlands, commercial and
sport fishing, marine vessel safety, military activities,
recreation, tourism, viewshed, archaeological resources,
socioeconomics (including schools) and cumulative effects. Refer
to Section 3 of this EA for a description of the affected
environmental resources and to Section 4 for a discussion of the
impacting agents and the potential and expected impacts on these
resources.

The MMS has reviewed and considered all comments received on the
proposed action. Based on this review and consideration, the MMS
has responded within the text of this EA to most of the comments
received from agencies and private concerns. Refer to Sections
2, 3 ,4, and the Appendices for these responses. AJrgo refer to-the-
enuiroBHiewfeaA--documents--listed on the title page of this EA for
informfft’v^n ^nncerpjjij.jt’jhpsa i nfnien Certain issues were raised
by local, state, or federal agencies or public interest groups.
Following detailed analysis, these issues were determined by the

5-1



MMS sense MMSto not be significant in the of NEPA. Although the

gave consideration to these issues, they are not analyzed in

by priordetail in this EA, and may have been covered
environmental review. Refer to the cover page and reference

EA for related environmental documents. MMS hassection of this
summarized its reasons (see below) for not analyzing these

issues.

The following are issues or resources which were identified
through the scoping or comment process or by MMS analysis. For
the purposes of this EA, these items are either not considered to

be significant, or they are not considered to be significantly
impacted by the proposed action for the reasons stated. Further

discussions on potential impacts related to certain of these

issues or resources may be found in the environmental documents

listed on the cover page of this EA.

Preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed
Action: As required by NEPA (40 CFR 1501.3) the MMS has

prepared this EA to determine whether an EIS will be required for
the proposed action. Based on this EA, the MMS Regional
Director, Pacific OCS Region, will make a determination of

whether or not to prepare an EIS. The notice of this
determination will be made public through its publication in the

Federal Register. Further, the determination will be available

in the Public Information Room in the MMS Pacific OCS Region
Office in Los Angeles, California.

Ocean Dumping: There are no ocean dumping sites within the

immediate vicinity of Lease OCS-P 0205 and the Platform Gail
location. ofOcean dumping in the Santa Barbara Channel consists
two dredge spoil sites located off Port Hueneme. One dump site

is about 0.8 tan (0.5 mi) offshore in 20 m (66 ft) of water, and
the other is 6 tan (4 mi) from shore in 400 TO (1300 ft) of water
in Hueneme Canyon.

Non-petroleum Resources: There are no known commercially
extractable mineral resources in the vicinity of Lease OCS P
0205 and the Platform Gail location. Small quantities of sand,
gravel, and phosphorite exist.

State Oil and Gas Sanctuary: This sanctuary was designated to
state offshore drilling within close proximity 19 km (3preclude

mi) of portions of the mainland and the Channel Islands. The

proposed action will not affect this designation.

Ecological Reserve and Buffer: The reserve and bufferFederal
were designated to prevent drainage from the State Oil and Gas

Sanctuary offshore Santa Barbara. The proposed action will not
affect this designation.

5-2



Existing pipelines and cables: There are no known pipelines or
cables traversing or lying adjacent to Lease OCS-P 0205.
However, a 12-inch oil pipeline and a 10-inch gas pipeline run
northward from Lease OCS-P 0217, connecting Platforms Grace and
Hope. The southern terminus of the Grace to Hope pipeline is 11
km (7 mi) from the Platform Gail location. Barge operators are
aware of these pipelines and will avoid them.

Archaeological Resources: There are no known archaeological or
cultural resources in the vicinity of the Platform Gail location.
The MMS initiated a consultation process with the SHPO on April
7, 1987. By postcard dated May 4, 1986, the SHPO notified the MMS
that the proposed action "does not involve National Register or
eligible properties".The correspondence from the SHPO is included
in Appendix C.

Military Operations: There are two military installations in the
vicinity of Lease OCS P 0205 and the Platform Gail location:
the Pacific Missile Test Center at Point Mugu and the Naval
Construction Battalion Center at Port Hueneme. The location for
Platform Gail lies about 29 km (14 mi) west of Port Hueneme and
10 km (6 mi) north of the nearest boundary of the Pacific Missile
Test Range. Surface transit by naval vessels of the Platform
Gailarea is not expected, as said vessels will use the Port
Hueneme Fairway and the Vessel Traffic Separation Scheme.

Surface Aquifers: No extensions of onshore fresh water aquifers
exist in the immediate vicinity of the Platform Gail location.
The Oxnard Plain groundwater basin extends offshore from Ventura
County and has been identified out to 7 km (4 mi) east of the
project site (Greene et al. , 1978)

Effects of Discharges on Commercial and Sport Interest Species of
Fish: Discharges from the proposed action are not expected to
significantly impact commercial fishing or the resources
themselves, since: All discharges will be in accordance with
individual permits issued by EPA and with MMS Order No. 7; all
oil-contaminated muds will be transported to shore for approved
disposal, as will be muds contaminated with non-approved
additives; in the event that Chevron must use chrome
lignosulfonates because of unique downhole conditions. Chevron
proposes to barge all muds containing chromium to shore for
onshore disposal ; effects on bottom habitat and organisms from
discharged muds and cuttings is expected to be restricted to an
area about 1000 m (3048 ft) , or less, from the platform.

Interference with Commercial Fishing from Vessel Traffic:
Support vessel traffic to the Gail project site is not expected
to significantly impact commercial fishing activities in the area
since Chevron has committed to utilize crew/supply boat corridors
established by the Santa Barbara Channel Oil Service Vessel
Traffic Corridor Program. This program was created through joint
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negotiations between the oil/gas and commercial fishing
industries in order to reduce potential conflicts.

Preemption and/or interference between construction/operation
activities and sportfishing: Most sportfishing activity takes

place in shallower water than the project (see Westec, 1986)
Once the platform is installed, however, fishes of sport interest

are likely to be attracted. Therefore sportfishing may increase
at the platform site. No significant impacts are anticipated.

Plankton: Impacts on plankton are likely to be localized and

short-term. Recent data on abalone larvae generated by Drs.
Daniel Morse and Alice Aldridge at UCSB suggest that settling
behavior may be affected by substances used in drilling fluids.
Discharges from Gail are not expected (Westec, 1986) to approach
any known abalone habitat in sufficient concentration to either
affect settling behavior or produce other lethal or sublethal
effects. Since no plumes from other nearby OCS activities
(present or future) or from municipal discharges will mix with

plumes from Gail, significant cumulative effects are not likely.
on(Refer to MMS, 1983 ; BLM 1980, 1981; and to above discussion

effects of discharges on fish)

Formal consultation as required by Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act, as amended, was initiated with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service on
February 20, 1986 and February 21, 1986, respectively. Refer to
Appendix A for related correspondence and the biological opinions
which were rendered by these agencies.

Coordination with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
asas required by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966,

amended, was initiated on April 7, 1986. Related correspondence
and the response from the SHPO are presented in Appendix C.

Although no stipulations were placed on Lease OCS-P 0205 since
andChevron acquired the lease in 1968, both biological

archaeological surveys were required by the MMS. The biological
survey report is included in Appendix A and the archaeological
and cultural resource review is presented in Appendix C.
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Preface to Biological Opinion
from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service by MMS

On February 18, 1986, the Minerals Management Service (MMS)
requested that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) initiate
formal consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act, as amended, for Chevron’s proposed Development and
Production Plan (Platform Gail) in the eastern Santa Barbara
Channel. By memorandum dated February 27, 1986, the FWS Laguna
Niguel (California) Field Office, acknowledged receipt of the
request, with initiation of the formal consultation process
commencing on February 20, 1986. Listed species identified by
the FWS as being potentially affected by the proposed project,
and for which formal consultation was requested include:
California brown pelican, California least tern, light-footed
clapper rail, bald eagle, American peregrine falcon, southern sea
otter, and salt marsh bird’ s-beak. To assist the FWS in
evaluating the potential impacts of Platform Gail, an Endangered
Species Analysis (ESA) was prepared by Larry Seaman & Associates
(1985) A copy of this analysis is included in Appendix A. I.
Additional information was supplied to FWS on request throughout
the formal consultation process.

On June 16, 1986 the FWS issued their Biological Opinion for
Platform Gail, concluding that "implementation of the subject
project as proposed is not likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of the California brown pelican, California least tern,
light-footed clapper rail, American peregrine falcon or
salt-marsh bird’s beak. " The FWS also found "no discernible
effects to the bald eagle or southern sea otter. " The complete
text of the FWS Opinion follows this preface.

Normal operations associated with the construction and operation
of Platform Gail were considered by the FWS to have "only minor
impacts to listed species". This is in general agreement with
conclusions stated in this Environmental Assessment (EA) The
greatest project-related impact to listed species determined by
the FWS (and the MMS) is the potential for contact with an oil
spill. In their review of Chevron’ s oil spill modeling results

(Dames and Moore, 1985) and MMS s independently generated oil
spill modeling results (both of which considered the probability
of a large spill >1, 000 bbis) , the FWS concluded that "the
probability of an impact is small, and the probability of no
impact is much larger. " With respect to small spills the FWS

states "small spills are significantly more likely to occur, but

are less likely to affect the species under consideration".
Their conclusion was based on differences in behavior of small
and large spills (including evaporation, dispersion, dissolution,
etc. ) and the increased capability to control and recover a small
spill.



The FWS observed that the potential for a spill of major concern
is "extremely low", however, they have identified incidental take
in the unlikely case of an oil spill occurring. As discussed by
the FWS, mortality levels (i.e. low, moderate, high) are often
difficult to assess, particularly for species such as the brown
pelican and salt-marsh bird’s beak. Population estimates of
brown pelicans within the project area may fluctuate widely due
to seasonal immigration of nonresident birds from Mexico and
widespread dispersal to roosts located throughout the State.
Unless a spill occurred between November and June, when generally
only resident/breeding birds are present, it would be difficult
to assess the impacts to the endangered southern California
population. Even then it would be nearly impossible to identify
a bird as local (endangered) or nonresident unless it was one of
a few banded pelicans. It might be reasonably assumed that the
majority of birds in the vicinity of Anacapa during most of the
year are local birds. But this would only be a "best .guess"
based on preliminary information (Lewis, NPS, Verbal Comm.

6/16/86) Mortality to other species, such as the salt-marsh
bird’s beak may also be difficult because they are not visible
(i.e. seeds may be present within appropriate habitat, even
though no plants are observed)

As specified in Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act the FWS
has specified incidental take levels for those species which they
feel have the potential to be impacted by Platform Gail ’s
activities. Accordingly, the FWS has specified measures to
minimize or avoid such incidental taking. These measures have
been adopted by the MMS (see Chapter 2) and will be imposed as
mitigating measures in the operating plans for Platform Gail.



Appendix A. I: Biological Opinion from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Departmc.m of the-InterieB Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692

500 N.E. Muknomah Street
Portland, Oregon 97232

MtNtKAlS MANAnr’MEN7 ^.r,?klANAnr’MEN7 ^F^ViGE
PACIFIC OCS REGiO?’;

RECEIVED

JUN 8 B66
In Reply ReferTO!

June 16, 1986

Your Reference:

MEMORANDUM
Leasing and Environn-.cn:

LOS ANGELES

To: ^j.
Director, Minerals Management Service,
Washington, D.C.

FroB: Assistant Regional Director Federal Assistance
Region 1 Portland, OR (AFA-SE)

Subject Formal Endangered Species Consultation Platform Gail
and Associated Pipelines Ventura County, Cal ifornia
( 1-6-86-F-39)

Consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of
1973 (ESA) was requested by the Minerals Management Service
(MMS) on February 18, 19B6 and received and initiated by the Fish
and Wildli fe Service (FWS) on February 20 1986.

This Biological Opinion addresses impacts of the subject oil
production project on the endangered Cal ifornia brown pel ican
(EglGGftQys occidentalis caUformcus) (CBP) California least
tern (Sterna anti Marum brownJL ) (CLT) l ight-footed clapper rail
(Sallys ^ngirostus leviiiesj ( LFCR) bald eagle (Hal iacctug
IsyQSGBh8!"5) (BE) American peregrine falcon (Faico ncregrjinus)
(APF) southern sea otter (Enhydra lytns nereis) (SSO) and
sal t Biarsh bird’ s-beak (Cordylanthus marUirous mnritimus (SMBB)
Our Conservation Recommendations are appended to this Opinion.

During the course of this consultat ion, the following individuals
were contacted because of their expertise on endangered species
or their part icular knowledge’of the project area: Dr. Franklin
Gress University of California, Davis; Mr. Alee McCall Nat ional
Marine Fisheries Service, La Jolla and Mr. Peter Sorensen, FWS.
In addition, numerous meetings and technical conversations were
conducted with members of your agency ns late as May 5, 1986 to
discuss aspects of the project impact analysis and compensatory
measures Numerous technical documents were ut i lized in
developing this Opinion. Those supplied by your ngency
( including the applicant Chevron Inc. ) included: Oi l Spi ll
Emergency Contingency Plan Platform Gail and Platform Grace,
Santa Clara Unit Environmental Report Platform Gail and
Associated Pipelines (Supplement to Santa Clara Unit )
Development and Production Plan: Platform Gai l and Associated
Pipelines; MMS Oil Spi ll Risk Analysis for Platform Gai l
Endangered Species Analysis Platform Gail Site Specific Survey
Platform Gail and Oil Spill Risk and Trajectory Analysis



Biological Information Document Supporting Technical Study for
Proposed Platform Gail A variety of other published reports and
data maintained in our files w-as also used.

We believe there are no discernible effects to the bald eagle or
southern sea otter with this project Therefore, they wi ll not
be included in the remainder of this Biological Opinion.

^i^logical Opinion

It is our Biological Opinion that iinplciaentat ion of the subject
project as proposed is not l ikely to jeopardize the continued
existence of the California brown pelican Cal ifornia least tern,
l ight-footed clapper rai l American peregrine falcon or salt
marsh bird’ s beak.

SeSSCiEt^a ^ the Proposed Action

The permit appl icant Chevron USA, Inc. proposes to instal l
dri lling/production facil ities on OCS Lease P 0205 to develop oi l
and gas reserves in the Sockeye Field, Santa Clara Unit offshore
California. The platform would be located about 6 to 7 miles
north of Auacapa Island and about 9 mi les froa the mainland of
Ventura County. The platform will be placed in 739 feet of water
and wi l l contain 36 well slots

The topside faci l i ties are designed to produce dehydrated,
pipeline quality crude which wi l l require no further treatment
prior to processing at Chevron s Rl Segundo Refinery.

Tlie faci l i ty wi l l also produce dehydrated gas Any hydrogen
sul fide present in the gas will be removed in exist ing faci l ities
on Platform Grace. The gas wil l then be fract ionated in exist ing
facilities onshore at Carpintcria to produce salable products

The platform facil it ies wi l l include systems for recovering
vapors acid gases oil drains water and sands These systems
wi ll minimize releases to the atmosphere and provide for required
clean-up before discharges to the sea.

Power for the faci lities wi ll be provided by gas turbine electric
generators. The turbines are fitted wi th water injection to
reduce nitrogen oxide emissions Ample heat is recovered from
the turbine exhaust to sat isfy al l platform heating requirements.

The platform wil l be suppl ied by boats from Port Hueneme.
Mooring buoys wi ll be provided on the north and south sides of
the plat form.

Three nominal 8-inch diameter pipelines wi l l bo instal led between
Platform Gai l and existing Platform Grace. One line will
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transport oi l to Grace. One line wi ll transport gas to/from Gail
and one is a spare designed to handle either oil or gas

The pipelines are approximately 6 miles long and are routed to
avoid sea-bottom features that might impact the lines. The l ines
will not impact sensitive biological areas or cultural resources

At Platform Grace, the Gail products are co-mingled with Grace
production and transported to shore through existing pipel ines
via Platform Hope to Carpinteria. The new and existing oil l ines
wi l l be equipped with leak detection systems

The existing facilities at Carpinteria arc adequate to handle the
peak production from Gai l No additions to Carpinteria are
proposed. Peak production rates are expected to be 13, 300
barrels of oil per day in 1990, and 20. 2 mi llion standard cubic
feet per day of gas in 1998. First production is scheduled for
the second quarter of 1987

In accordance with various Federal regulat ions, an oi l spi l l
contingency plan has been prepared for this project As part of
this plan, the applicant is required to have oil spi l l
containment equipment on hand at the platform, at the shore
facil ities and on crew and service boats In addition, two
containment cleanup vessels Clean Seas I and Clean Seas I I are
moored within 3 and 8 hours running t ime, respectively, of the
project facilities Sensit ive monitoring equipment has been
instal led to allow early detection of leaks and breaks whi le
shutdown features have been designed into the project Even wi th
these facilities ( the Oi l Spi l l Contingency Plan should be
referenced for a complete descript ion) spi l led oi l can reach
sensitive areas because of increased response time due to weather
and sea conditions human error equipment l imitations and
movement of birds MMS response projections arc based on ideal
weather conditions and model assumptions

^D^fiigs Accounts

The biological and ecological life requirements and site specific
occurrences of the species addressed in this consultation have
been summarized in previous Biological Opinions issued to you and
in documents prepared by or for your agency for this project
Most recently. Biological Opinions 1-6-86 -F-24 (Santa Maria Basin

Cities Service Co. ) 1-G-85-F-34 (Pt Pedernales Union Oi l
Co. ) and l--l-84-r-7 (Santa Ynez Unit) have addressed these
species. We refer you to these past opinions and agency
docuraents for general background informat ion.

New informat ion, pertinent to the analysis of impacts associated
with this project is summarized below.



California Brown Pelican

Although there are breeding peaks (usual ly spring months )
nesting and breeding activities can and do occur throughout the
year. There appears to be a very direct relationship between
productivity and availability of prey, primarily the northern
anchovy. Region-wide prey availability will keep pelicans in the
area the entire year. However, once nest ing has begun they arc
dependent on a local prey base. Feeding forays commonly occur up
to about 30 miles from the nest sites (Frankl in Gress personal
communication) Further distances often result in abandonment of
nests and subsequent mortality of eggs or chicks remaining in the
nest.

As stated above and in the numerous documents utilized to develop
this Biological Opinion, pelicans may be in the project vicini ty
the entire year. Their numbers fluctuate in relat ion to the
availabil ity of prey. The principal prey--anchovies--are most
numerous from the Santa Barbara Channel to the San Pcdro Channel
an area encompassing the entire project vicinity (Alee McCal l
personal communication)

Pel ican populations have increased dramatically since about 1974
with an apparent leveling the past few years due to decreased
productivity. The majori ty of the birds found seasonally in the
project vicinity may be dispers ing birds from the Mexican
population. Productivity has decl ined during the past few years
apparently as a result of human disturbance and other factors
(Gross personal communication) The Anacapa Island (and to a

lesser extent Santa Barbara Island) breeding birds have
experienced simi lar low productivity the past few seasons,
probably as a result of food avai labil ity This year to date,
3000-4000 nests wore constructed on Anacapa Island but very high

mortal ity (up to 70%) has been experienced thus far (Gress
personal communication)

LiMht.zf001.^*’! Clapper Rail

The survey dates presented by MMS did not extend beyond the 1983
breeding season. More recent data (USFWS 1986) indicate a

relative stable populat ion in 1984 (compared to 1983) but a

precipitous decl ine in 1985 Between 1984 and 1985 the pairs of

LFCR in California decl ined by about 49 percent In Santa

Barbara and Ventura Counties (project area) a 52 percent decline
was observed during the same time period. Reasons for this

decline are present ly unknown.

California Least Tern

The previous Biological Opinions on your projects and documents
submitted by your agency adequately addressed the

biological/ecological requirements of CLT. Additional

4



information indicates that CLT util izing the three nesting
colonies most likely to be affected by your activities (Santa
Clara River mouth, Ormond Beach, Mugu Lagoon) represent about
five percent of the California population and are responsible for
about seven percent of the annual recruitment These figures are
for the years 1984 and 1985, years not presented in your
assessment Non-breeding and post-breeding birds from these
nesting colonies may forage throughout the project area.
However, the feeding ecology is poorly understood.

American Peregrine Falcon and Salt Marsh Bird^s Beak

The ecological relationships and biological requirements of these
species are adequately addressed in the referenced project
documents and previous Biological Opinions with one major
exception. Peregrine falcons were introduced in 1985 on San
Miguel Island, about 50 miles from the proposed platform site.

Effects of the Prpfosed Act ion

Construction of the platform and pipel ines between Plat forms Gai l
and Grace, dril ling activities and production wi l l have only
minor impacts to l isted species These impacts are primarily
associated with noise and disturbance to CBP. Discharge of
drilling muds may prove toxic to some marine organisms that are
an element in the food chain uti l ized by CBP and CLT (Chambers
1984) These impacts notably are minor with this project except
on a very local level However, this is a facet of the biology
of these two endangered species that deserve more investigation

The greatest project-related impact to all listed species is oi l
spills Spills can occur at the platforms through blowout
leakage at the wel l or coll ision by large vessels Pipel ine
ruptures or leaks could occur at any point along the new pipel ine
between Platform Gai l and Grace as wel l as the exist ing pipel ines
from Grace and terminat ing on shore near Carpinteria. The
probabil it ies of spills both large and smal l were developed by
the project proponent and your agency. Your figures cons ider
seasonal variances due to currents and wind actions They have
not taken into account containment and cleanup activities
designed to reduce the magnitude and area of a spill as well as
the duration that oil would be present or the effect of wave
act ion and evaporation on surface oil

The information suppl ied in your oil spil l risk analysis predicts
that there is up to 13?^ chance of a spi l l greater than 1 000
barrels from Plat form Gail or from the connecting pipeline. Data
presented by your agency including consultant-generated
probabilities were voluminous However, this singular figure is
central in determining and interpreting tho impact levels Also
important in this analysis is the probabi lity of oi l making
contact with sensitive habi tats once a spi l l has occurred. These

5



are conditioned probabilities Again they do not take into
consideration containment cleanup or diversion activities or
effects of weathering on the oil

The Dames and Moore, ( 1985) spill risk analysis considered three
types of oil spills: blowouts oon-blowout platform spills and
pipeline spi lls The probability of occurrence was calculated
for each spill type and for all types combined. The analysis
found that smal l spills ( larger than 10 barrels ) are most likely,
with the probability of one or more spi lls of this size given as
0. 69 (69% chance of occurrence) Spi l ls larger than 100 barrels
and spills larger than 1 000 barrels in size are less l ikely, the
probabi l ity of one or more spil ls of these sizes is 0. 16 ( 16%)
and 0. 07 (7%) respectively. Large spills (over 10, 000 barrels)
arc the least likely, with the probability of one or more
occurrences calculated as 0. 03 (3%)

The total probabilities reflect most likely impacts in the sense
that the probabi l it ies of both spi ll occurrence and contact are
considered. These figures show that the probabi lity of an impact
is smal l and that the probability of no impact is much larger.
Conditional probabi l ities represent potential impact
probabi l it ies as they consider only the probabi l i ty of contact
and not the probabil ity of spi l l occurrence.

The analysis of potent ial oi l spill impacts is focused on larger
spills (greater than 1 000 bbl ) Smaller spi l ls are
significantly more l ikely to occur, but are less l ikely to affect
the species under considerat ion The lower l ikel ihood of impact
from smal ler oil spil ls is due to lower l ikel ihood of contact
resulting from differences in behavior between large and snai l
spills Smal ler spi lls are more easily control led and recovered
than larger spi lls Many factors affecting spilled oi l are
influenced by surface to volume rat ios which are general ly
larger for -small spi lls than large spills The affect ing factors
include evaporat ion, dissolution, dispers ion, emuisi fication and
photo- and autooxidation, and sedimentat ion. Evaporat ion can
remove up to two thirds of an oil spi l l mass in hours or a day,
the other factors account for lesser spil l volume losses

Condi t ional probabi l it ies (expressed as percent chance) that an

oil spil l starting at a part icular locat ion wil l contact a
certain target within three days were given as fol lows

Spil l Location

Target Plat form Pifeline*

Channel Island > 99. 5 93
Goleta Slough < 0. 5 < 0. 5
Carpinteria Marsh < 0 5 89
Santa Clara River 10 18
Mugu Lagoon 12 8

6



^Pipeline was separated into four segments These figures
represent the highest percent for only one of the four segments.

Source: MMS 1986; spill size is irrelevcnt

The assumption has been made that contact with any listed species
wil l result in mortality. The probabi lity of contact increases
with time as oi l remains in the environment without containment
This is counterbalanced somewhat in that the volume of oi l will
decrease over time due to the processes of evaporation sinking,
and weathering. Seasonal variations can be added to this but
interpretation .and application of the results become considerably
less rel iable when determining the biological significances of
the various tables The point as stated above, is that the
potential for a spi ll of major concern is extremely low.
However, once a spill has occurred we consider any contact
resulting in mortality, as highly significant Consideration of
the biological impacts of oil making contact with a l isted
species have been presented in the previous Opinions referenced
above and your project documents However, we must must lake
except ion with your analysis of significance for some of the
l isted species for the following reasons

Cailf0?:1!1.8 Brown Pel ican

Any contact with oi l would cause cither mortal ity to the-
individual pel ican or to any developing eggs in the nest should
oi l from the plumage or feet of the bird contact eggs ( Bidcinan
and Drury 1980) Contact could occur while either feeding or
loafing. It is unclear what impact an oil sl ick would have on
anchovies Individuals may directly or indi rectly be kil led,
schools may avoid an oil slick altogether or be obscured from the
pelican’ s view However, pelicans especially young ones may
land on the water wi thin a sl ick.

Your analysis of impacts indicated that you bel ieve between 8-10
individuals would have to be kil led by contact with oil in winter
and spring and 110-150 in summer or fall to rate a low level of
impact For a moderate level the mortal i ty would have to exceed
40-50 individuals in winter and spring and exceed 550-750
individuals if the spill occurred in summer or fall We do not
concur. With the present high level of mortality associated with
nesting birds at Anacapa Island and the recent nesting failure of
the Los Coronados Islands colony in Mexico, recruitment has been
very low. These nesting mortalities are in addi tion to that
caused by other natural or man-induced conditions Wi th these
existing impacts any new measurable mortal ity is significant

Li^lit::;!^0!’^ Sl^rfiSE B&li

The recent drastic population decline renders the remaining rai ls
important contributors to the survival and recovery of this



species Therefore, any aortality of this critically endangered
species is highly significant Should oil enter any slough the
species presently occurs in, mortality is assumed to result
This will occur either directly through oiling of feathers or
eggs or indirectly through loss of prey items and/or ingestion of
oil and oiled prey. However, oil contaminat ion of these sloughs
is not expected because of restricted entrances and the ease with
which they can be boomed off in the event of a spill

California Least Tern

The analysis of impacts appears appropriate. However, because
numbers of each colony fluctuate annually, it may be
inappropriate to assign mortality significance levels based on
1983 populat ion statistics A breeding population much larger
than you reported at any one of the exist ing colony si tes could
occur in any given year. Furthermore, overal l populat ion
declines like that exhibited by the LFCK could occur, rendering
even small local populations as important as large colonies to
the overall survival and recovery of the species

^filX Marsh Bird^s Beak

The analysis in your documents appears to be incomplete for this
species and the statement that if the species is not present then
no impacts would occur may be erroneous Seeds may be present
within appropriate SMBD habitat even though no plants are
observed. Their viability may persist for some t ime. The effect
of oil on seeds or on various stages of plant growth has not been
identified. In addition, no recent survey data relevant to this
project were presented and apparently no data have been gathered
by you or the project proponent Therefore, it is di fficult to
offer more than conjecture as to actual project impacts other
than to say that oil would have to contact the species through B

restricted channel (except at high storm tides) and therefore,
has a high probability of being excluded from these habitats

GyfflylStive Effects

Cumulative effects are those effects of future State or private
act ions which are reasonably certain to occur. An act ion is
reasonably certain to occur if it requires the approval of local
resource or land use agencies and such agencies have essential ly
approved the action. Those activities not requiring approval of
local agencies or governments must be essent ially ready to
proceed.

Future oil and gas explorat ion and development in State waters is
slated. However, these activities are subject to the Army Corps
of Engineers’ permitting process and, therefore will bo reviewed
under the Section 7 (ESA) process Other oi l and gas explorat ion

8



and production activit ies including refining and tankering whore
they are interrelated and interdependent activities of
exploration and production will also be subject to Section 7
review.

Your letter of April 4, 1986 addressed this issue and concluded
that there are no known cumulat ive impacts. We concur.

Biological Opinion

In accordance with the foregoing impact analysis it is our

biological opinion that the subject project is not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of the California brown
pelican, California least tern, l ight-footed clapper rail

American peregrine falcon or salt marsh bird’ s beak.

iBSid(R)"18! SaB(R)

Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act prohibits any taking,

ki ll ing, harassment or harming of listed animal species wi thout
special exemption. Endangered plant species (SMBB) arc subject

to less restrictive provisions regarding take that do not apply

in this instance. Under the terms of Sect ion 7 (b) (4 ) and 7 (o) (2)
of the Act taking that is incidental to, and not a purpose of,
the agency action is not considered a taking within the terms of

the Act provided that such taking is in compl iance with the
terms and condit ions of this incidental take statement

Your letter of April 4 1986 indicated that informat ion suppl ied

in your assessment should be sufficient for this agency to

establish incidental take and, therefore, you were not providing
any additional information. Based on your assessment and our

analysis of impacts to listed species we ant icipate the

fol lowing levels of incidental take;

Incidental take levels for CBP have been set at five in previ ous

Biological Opinions for OCS activities This take was based on

birds potentially lost by errant contact with oi l sl icks either

near platforms or in nearshorc environs Platform Gai l wil l be

constructed near the largest breeding colony within the United

States Incidental take can bo expected to increase over

previous levels We bel ieve that ten CBP may be taken. This

level is incidental to the proposed action and coul d occur

without violating Section 7 (a) (2) of the ESA. It is also the

level at which you determine a low impact to the species

CLT forage in nearshore areas and may be exposed to oi l slicks

We establish the expected level of incidental take outside the

breeding season specified below for this species at two. Should
a spill occur and approach the nearshorc area within the vicinity

of tonest ing colonies during the breeding season (Apri l 1
September 1 ) the level of take for CLT is ant icipated to be five.

9



anThis is premised on the belief that oiled adult may

contaminate either an egg(s) or nestling(s) resul ting in

mortality. The death of the adult bird would result in death of

eggs or young in the nest all of which constitutes take of CLT.

These incidental take limits will not be addit ive, nor are they

anticipated to occur annual ly. The total level of anticipated

the breeding season is five (5) of whichincidental take during
no more than one (1) will be an adult.

foragingLFCR are endangered yet their nesting andimperiously
Therefore;, noareas can be easily isolated from oil spills

incidental take is expected nor is any acceptable.

Consistent with your findings and previous Biological Opinions

no incidental take of APF is expected nor would any be

acceptable.

To minimize or avoid such incidental take, we specify the

following reasonable and prudent measures

1 Consistent with previous Incidental Take statements

issued to your agency, MMS should require that the existing oi l

l contingency plan be updated to assure protection of the-spil
most sensitive/essential individuals and habitats (e. g. nest ing

sites foraging areas etc. ) of listed species vulnerable to the
include:proposed project At a minimum plans should

maps (scale no smaller than 1 48, 000) ofa.
environmentally sensitive areas including endangered species

habitat

an endangered species oil spil lb development of
avoidance plan, in association with FWS and Cal i fornia

Department of Fish and Game, to result in l isted species avoiding
asan oil spil l Some techniques are available (such waterfowl

hazing guns) that could potentially be successful Such a plan

would consultation,not necessarily require reinitiation of

NOAAc. use of the oi spill trajectory model run byl
the fateas a part of the oi l spi l l response team, to predict

(movement) of spil led oi l and help to direct the clean-up

efforts

threatend. MMS shal l monitor any oil spi lls that may
ifnearshore environments and notify the USFWS iiimediately

indicate a potential problem for any listedtrajectories species

or their habitats Monitoring must continue until all potential

risks to listed species have abated.

2 MMS shall notify our Service, National Park Service and

California Department of Fish and Game of any spills that have

the potential for affecting any l isted species

10



3. Some spills nay not be contained and/or recovered in the
time necessary to avoid contact with listed species (such as a
spill approaching Anacapa Island) This nay be due to rough seaa
or approaching darkness that may preclude containment and cleanup
operations even with all the equipment available. In these
instances dispersants should be considered. Rapid approval for
dispersant use is imperative. However, it is known that there
are some toxic effects to marine organisms with their use (MMS
1985) Because of these effects many agencies have been
reluctant to grant approval for the use of dispersants MMS as
lead federal agency, should work with all agencies involved in
the approval process toward identificat ion and resolution of
problems associated with the use of dispersnnts and identify
rapid response techniques for the use of these chemicals. The
FWS could be a party to the development of this plan.

We believe the following terms and condit ions are necessary to
implement the foregoing measures ( 1 ) if specified levels of
incidental take for any listed species are reached or exceeded,
MMS shall require that the causative act ion of such tuke cease
immediately, and shall reinitiate consultation with our Service
to reevaluatc the incidental take impacts (2) MMS shal l
immediately telephone the Laguna Niguel Field Office if
incidental take of any listed species occurs as a result of the
project and prepare a writ ten report which shal l include the
date, location, and circumstances surrounding the taking and the
disposit ion of the individual (s) taken. Written and telephone
reports should be directed to Project Leader, U. S Fish and
Wildlife Service, 24000 Avila Road, Laguna Niguel California
92656; (3) MMS wil l communicate to FWS informat i on on the
inspection program and project operations as they relate to
incidental take. Specifically, if information is revealed during
inspections that increased potential for incidental take exists
FWS is to be notified for advice on remedial actions (4) any

remains of listed species taken as a resul t of this act ion should
be deposited with our Law Enforcement Division (213) 436--1 183

Summary

In summary, this project has the potential to result in the
taking of several listed endangered species through the
accidental spill of oi l from the platform or connecting
pipel ines Spil ls have the potent ial to cause mortality at any

time of the year for several species and in any location at least
where the CBP is concerned. However, spil ls at certain times
(spring, summer, early fal l) near listed species concentration
areas could be disastrous However, the probability of spil ls
occurring and making contact is extremely low. Furthermore,
containment and cleanup equipment and techniques wil l further
reduce the potential for contact with oi l In addition, several

11



requirements were listed to further reduce the potent ial for

established levels of incidental take. Measures to further the

conservation for all listed species in the project area were

given.

on this project If the
This concludes formal consultation
proposal is significantly modified in a manner that would change

becomesthe impacts discussed in this opinion; if new information

available on listed species that could change the conclusion of

if species occurring in the area is added tothis Opinion; or a
the list of endangered species, formal consultation should be

Wo request that MMS incorporate into itsreinitiated.
Environmental Assessment acceptance of our reasonable and prudent

measures to reduce incidental take. Further we request MMS to
which Conservatrespond with a statement as to ion

Recommendations, appended to this Opinion, are to be included in

the project Please send us a copy of the EA and your

Conservation Recommendations response within 30 days after the EA

^^ndations

com AT(2)

is rendered.

Attachment
Appendix Conservation Recomme

cc:
OES Washington, D .C.
LNFO
AHR, Portland, OR

JABottorff: gr/an/GAIL/Scc 7 Tele

12



Literature Cited

Biderman, J.O. and W. H. Drury. 1980. The effects of oil on

Aquatic Birds. Fish and Wildlife Service Contract FWS/OBS-80/16.
5 p.

Dames and Moore, 1985 Oil Spi l l Risk and Trajectory Analysis

Biological Information Document Supporting Tech. Study

Proposed Platform Gail for Chevron USA, Inc.

Chambers Consultants and Planners 1984 Analysis of the
oil platform Eva before and after anbenthic infauna near

experimental dri lling mud discharge For Exxon Production

Research. CCP Project #3019.

Minerals Management Service. 1985. Fate and effects of oi l
marinedispersants and chemical ly dispersed oil in the

environment Sea Otter Oi l Spi l l Mit igat ion Study.

Contract No. 14-12-0001-30157 114 p.

USFWS. 1986. Management and restorat ion of habitat for light-

footed clapper rails on Camp Pendleton



APPENDI X

Conservation L’.^t.Qn’ipendat^qns

In furtherance of the purposes of the ESA, Sections 2(c) and
7 a) ( l ) whi ch directs Federal agencies t o use their authori t ies
t o carry out programs for the protect on conservation and
recovery of l isted species we recommend that MMS implement
several acti ons These recommendat ons may if impl emented
s igni fi cant ly reduce the risks that this project and future oi l
devel opment and pi-oducl i on post; to endangered speci es

1 A coinplcto anal ysi s of the fate and effects of dril l i ng
muds on mar ne organisms and endangered speci es should be
addressed. The current MMS "dri l l ing muds study" (Monitoring:
Assessment of Long-Term changes i n Biological Communi t ir-s")
evaluat ing "near fi eld" dist ribut ion and effects of mud
const itutes should be evaluated for i ts uti l ity in deterniing-
ocut e and chroni c toxicity effects on indigenous speci es
i ncl uding prey species of the SSO, CLT, APF and CBP. If early
ph.-ise^ resul ts i ndi cate the potent ial for toxi c effects in "far
fiel d" environs frequented by l isted species then the study
shoul d be expanded to determine l evels of significance for lethal
dosage and sublethal dosage effecting species growth
development reproduction behavior, etc for appropriate target
speci es

2 A cumulative analys is of al l existing and approved
energy development projects in the Santa Barbara Channel and
Santa Maria Basin was presented This analysis indi cated that we
ore rapidly approaching ( over 90^) the probability of a spi l l
from eitlier a pipeline or platform occurring. With addition of
future OCS developments an oil spil l appears inevi table. The
survival and recovery of l isted species in the planning area
needs to be consi dered in the planning and development of future
projects including oil spil l contingency plans Recovery needs
as ident ified in completed Recovery Plans for the CBP, LFCR, CLT,
APF, SMBB should be revi ewed and considered for inclusion in your
FY88 studies pl an Specific items that could be included are

a) Telemetry studies of CLT feeding ecology,

b) Hacking of APF,

c) Reintroduction of DE LFCR and SMRB

d) Assistance and expansion of ongoing studies
of CBP feeding ecology.

The val ue of implementing these measures is twofold. First they
woul d satisfy requirements to conserve species Second recovery
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Preface to Biological Opinion
from National Marine Fisheries Service by MMS

On February 19, 1986, the Minerals Management Service (MMS)
requested that the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
initiate formal consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act, as amended, for Chevron’s proposed development and
production plan (Platform Gail) in the eastern Santa Barbara
Channel. Receipt of the request and initiation of formal
consultation occurred on the same date. Listed species
identified by the NMFS as potentially affected by the proposed
project, and for which consultation was requested include: Gray
whale. Right whale. Blue whale. Fin whale, Sei whale. Humpback
whale. Sperm whale, Guadalupe fur seal. Green sea turtle,
Leatherback sea turtle. Pacific Ridley sea turtle, and Loggerhead
sea turtle. To assist the NMFS in evaluating the potential
impacts of Platform Gail, an endangered species analysis (ESA)
was prepared by Larry Seamans & Associates (1985) A copy of
this analysis is included in Appendix A.2

On June 9, 1986 the NMFS issued their Biological Opinion for
Platform Gail and concluded that ". .the proposed activities are
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any
threatened or endangered species. " While stating that
". sufficient information is available to conclude that current
levels of exploration, development, and production are below
critical threshold" NMFS urged MMS to continue discussions to
explore methods of utilizing MMS Studies Program to detect and
monitor any cumulative adverse environmental effects of the
expanding OCS activities on the west coast. The NMFS Opinion did
not identify any new sources of potential adverse impact and was
in general agreement with the analysis of impacts as stated
herein in the ESA.

With the exception of the gray whale, NMFS has concluded that
normal project operations are not likely to affect any listed
cetaceans due to the few individuals and relatively short periods
that they may be present in the project area. NMFS expects that
the gray whale population is likely to experience impacts from
noise and any major oil spills which might occur as a consequence
of the operation of Platform Gail. However, these impacts are
not expected to jeopardize the population. Impacts will most
likely be confined to "short term changes in swimming speed,
altered surface behavior, and small deflections in course,
resuming normal course and speed after passing the source. "
Also, NMFS determined that the possibility that sea turtles or
Guadalupe fur seals could be contacted by spilled oil is
negligible. If gray whales were present during a spill NMFS
concludes " that whales may avoid contact with spilled oil, are
likely to suffer minor impacts if they contact oil spills, and
are likely to recover from those effects. " NMFS has based their
conclusions on results of MMS-funded studies and other

oil/effects studies in the literature, the presence of numerous



natural oil seeps in the Channel, the low probability of a spill
occurring, and the lack of reported mortality of large cetaceans
during the 1969 Santa Barbara spill and 1979 Ixtoc spill in the
Gulf of Mexico.

NMFS found that no incidental taking of either endangered whales
or the threatened Guadalupe fur seal could be permitted.
Although no sea turtle mortality has been reported and NMFS does
not anticipate any, incidental take of sea turtles was set at one
take by mortality and five takes by harassment.



Appendix A.2: Biological Opinion
from Natinal Marine Fisheries Service

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT DF COMMERCE
Nxtional Ocnic nd AtmophTc Admlnlt.rt,ion
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
Kashington. D.C. 20235

JUK 9 WW F/M41 2: SK
F/SWR33: DJS

Mr. William D. Bettenbecg
Director Minerals Management Service
Department of the Interior
Washington. D. C. 20240

Dear Mr. Bettenberg: ;

Enclosed are a Biolog ical Opinion and Statement Regarding

Incidental Taking prepared by the National Marine Fisheries
(NMFS ) pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered SpeciesService

Act of 1 973 (ESA) The opin ion and statement concern the

potential impacts on endangered whales and threatened and

endangered sea turtles due to the proposed Outer Continental
Shel f (OCS ) oil and ^as development and production activities at

Cali forniaPlatform Gail in the Santa Barbara Channel , offshore

Please note that the Guadalupe fur seal (Arctocephalus townsend i )

recently was added to the List of Endangered and Threatened

Species and , therefore, has been included in the consultation.

Based on our review of the ava ilable information on the proposed
activ ities and on the biology and ecology of endangered and

threatened species in the area , we have determined that the

proposed activities are not l ikely to jeopard ize the continued
We areexistence of any endangered or threatened species.

concerned about the cumulative effects of offshore oil and gas
development and production on endangered and threatened species

The NMFS recognizes that
along central and southern Cal ifornia

isan impending Management Service funded study designedMinerals
effects We

to beg in addressing aspects of the cumulative issue

recommend that the Minerals Management Service continue

the NMFS to explore methods of util izing Itsdiscussion with
stud ies program to detect and moni tor any cumulative effects ot

expand development and production along the West Coast.ing

New information on the timing , location, and nature of activities
plansassociated with OCS oil and gas development and production

and permit appl ications should be reviewed by the ^P^^"^ 01

basis to determine if additionalthe Interior on a case-by-case
consultation pursuant to Section 7 is required

iti ated if 1 ) the amount^or extent of
Consultation must be rein
taking speci fied in the inc idental take statement is exceeded

( incidental take of marine mammals is not authorized by this

.S07?-^/J>- -T^x^^ i^/enc/.



ofbiolog ical opinion) ; (2 ) new information reveals effects the
action that ay affect listed species or critical habitat in a
manner or to an extent not previously considered? (3 ) the
identi fied action is subsequently modi fied in a manner that
causes an effect to the l isted species or critical habitat that
was not considered in the biological opinion ? or (4 ) a new
species is l isted or critical habitat designated that may be
affected by the identified action.

The enclosed biolog ical opinion in no way permits the taking of
endangered whales or the threatened Guadalupe fur seal. Such
taking , unless properly permitted , is prohibited under Section 9
of the ESA and under Section 102 of the Marine Mammal Protection
Act ( MMPA) Section 17 of the ESA states that unless otherwise
provided , no provision of the ESA sh’all take precedence over any
more restrictive provision of the MMPA. Under Section
101 ( a) (3) (B) of the MMPA, the taking of depleted species of
marine mammal s can be permitted only for scienti fic purposes.
Therefore , the appended statement concerning incidental taking of
endangered or threate-ned species pursuant to Section 7 (b) (4 ) of
the ESA does not include endangered whales or the threatened 4
Guadal upe fur seal

No sea turtle mortal ity has been reported incidental to OCS

activities off California , and we do not anticipate any.
However, we have prov ided an incidental take statement for sea

turtles pursuant to Section 7 (b) (4 ) specifying one take by
mortal ity and five takes by harassment. Our statement concerning

incidental taking is appended to the biological opinion and

contains the following conditions any mortal ity or harassment

of sea turtles due to activities associated with this project
must be reported to the NMFS Southwest Reg ional Office as soon as

, your Pacific OCS Office staff cooperate withpractical and that
the Southwest Reg ion staff in reviewing the circumstances to

determine if measures need to be developed to prevent or mitigate

additional mortal ity.

I look forward to continued cooperation during future

cons ulta t ions

Sincerely,

^^Q.^^
William G. Gordon
Assistant Admini strator

for Fisher ies

Enclosures

cc’w/e^cios^F^l?nSK?raIy: GCF. F/M412-SJKiraly. F/SWR33-DJSeagars
634-7529: 5/23/86 :by disk t36 bettenberg/bim

Corrections:F/M41: 634-7529:blm: 05/30/86



Endangered Species Act

Section 7 Consul tation Biol og ical Opinion

AGENCY- Mineral s Manaaement Service

ACTIVITY- Operations perta ining to the development and

production of oil and gas from Platform Ga il in the Santa Barbara

Channel , offshore Cali fornia.

CONSULTATION CONDUCTED BY: National Marine Fisheries Service

S
DATE OF ISSUANCE- Jltf< J986_______

BACKGROUND* On February 19, 1986 , the Minerals Management

Service (MMS ) requested initiation of formal consultation on a

plan for proposed oil and <?as development and production "

activities from Platform Gail in the Santa Barbara Channel ,

offshore Cal ifornia. The purpose of this consultation is to

consider impacts of the proposed activities on endangered whales ,

the threatened Guadalupe fur seal , and threatened and endangered

sea turtles.

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS ) considered impacts

to threatened and endangered species due to oil and gas leasing

and exploration and some development and production activities

within the Santa Barbara Channel in biological opinions issued

September 25, 1979, to the United States. Geolog ical Survey (USGS )

for the southern Cal ifornia Bight (NMFS, 1 979) and May 8, 1 981 ,

to the Bureau of Land Manage-ieit and U5GS (N^FS 1 931 ) A

complete updated rev iew of the biology and potential impacts on
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tieslisted species due to development and production activi was

included in the biolog ical opin ions i ssued for the Santa Ynez

Uni t (SYU) on March 7, 1 984 the Point Arguello Field on May 31

1984 the central Santa. Maria Basin on June 21 1 985 , and the

northern Santa Maria Basin issued May 1 2, 1 986. This opinion

incorporates the information discussed in those opinions by

reference and also includes information not ava ilable during

previous consultations.

This opinion is based on information acquired through

consultation with MMS. Paci fic OCS Reg ion Office , information

conta ined in the Development and Production Plan ( Chevron.

1986a) , the Oil Spill Emergency Contingency Plan ( Chevron, 1985)

the Environmental Report ( Chevron. 1986b) , the Oil Spill Risk and

Trajectory Analysis (Dames and Moore , 1985) , the MMS Oil Spill

Risk Analysis for Platform Ga il (MMS, 1986 ) . and the Endangered

forSpecies Analysi s (Seeman Associates 1 986 ) prepared this

project , a review of publ ished and unpubl ished l iterature, and

di scussions with NMFS staff and marine mammal biologists

affil iated wi th other organizations.

PROPOSED ACTIVITY: Chevron U. S. A. , Inc. ( Chevron) has proposed

to initiate development and production activities associated with

a single platform ( "Ga il" ) on lease OCS P0205 in the Santa Clara

Un it in the Santa Barbara Channel offshore southern

Cal i fornia. Two other plat forms "Grace" and "Gi lda", are



Unialready present on the Santa Clara Field of the t (these were

addressed by NMFS (1 979) Platform Ga il wil l be located to

develop the Sockeye field of the Santa Cl ara Unit. It will be a

three deck e ight leg drill ing/production fac il ity installed by

conventional methods in 739 feet (225 n>) of water The plat form

will contain 36 well slots? 25 of these slots will be used for

production wells during ’the first development phase. During the

second development phase an additional nine wells may be

dr illed. To minimi ze di sturbance to the mar ine environment any

drilling mud or cuttings that have become contaminated with oil

from a subsurface formation will be transported ashore and

disposed of in a government-approved disposal site Non-oily

Three submar inecuttings will be disposed of at the dr ill site.

pipel ines , each nominally 8. 6 inches ( 22 cm) in diameter , will be

One will transportinstalled between Platforms Ga il and Grace.

Grace , one will transport gas to or from Graceoil to Platform

and one will be a spare designed to transport oil or gas. The

length of each of these l ines from^Platform Gail to Platform

andGrace is approx six miles. At Platform Grace the oilimately

gas will enter the pipel ines that currently transport the Grace

production via Platform Hope to onshore facili ties at

Carpinter ia. Chevron 1 986a) states that the pipel ine route from

Gail to Grace has been chosen to avoid subsurface features that

n-.ight affect the l ine.



lateto In
Gail is expected be Installed the summer/fall

platform

of 1966. Pipel ines will be installed during the fall and winter

to cogence in theare expected
of 1966/87 Dril ling operations

spring of 1987 and continue for approximately six years Chevron

in
( 1986. ) expects the first oil will be produced the second

that
from

1987. Chevron ( 1966a ) predicts that production
quarter of

day
the platform will -in 1990 at 13, 300 barrels per (BOPD)

peak

and gas production will peak in 1998 at 20. 2 mlllon standard

cubic feet per day (MHSCFDl

The facility will be abandoned according to appropriate IMS

1986a)̂
regulations in place when production has ended (Chevron,

in 30-35 years

STATUS OF SPECIES CONSIDERED IN THIS OPINION

Scientific Name
Common Name, .ocle"’-* "-"----

i^l^filSa^ai?^ Sere’dH^t whale Endangered
Blue whale EndangeredSBt nhvsalus
Fin whale -J^etnt Endangered
sei ^e ^^gt^iovaeanqliae Endangered
Humpback whaleh l. TnSleTer-caTodon Endangered
Spenn whale ^g^^i-^nsendL Threatened
Guadalupe fur seal

-^i ^vdas’------- Endangered
Green sea turtle ^^"^^ISriacea Endangered
Leatherback sea turtle ^enn^^^ly^-ct^l?ea3 Endangered
paci fic Ridley sea turtle .^P1;00^^- ^ Threatened
Loggerhead sea turtle .Care^a. .ca^tta.

BIOLOGICAL INFORMATION: Information pertaining to the population

seven
patterns and behavior of the

levels and trends .igration

cetacean and four sea turtle species listed as endangered or

the
threatened is contained the biological opinions issued for

in

Status.



Unitdevelopment and production activities of the Santa Ynez

(NMFS 1984a) of the Point Arguel lo Field (NMFS. 1984b) and of

central Santa Maria Basin (NMFS, 1 985) and has been rev iewedthe

by Seeman and Associates ( 1 986 for. this project. That

information is incorporated herein by reference

Add itional information concerning the status , d istribution, and

opinionbehavior of the endangered cetaceans considered by this

is conta ined in recent NMFS Status Reviews The information

in the NMFS (1 984 c-h) Status Reviews for gray rightconta ined

blue , fin . se t and -humpback whales respectively, is incorporated

in this opinion by reference.

Biolog ical information concerning the threatened Guadalupe fur

seal was reviewed and summarized in the NMFS Biolog ical Opinion

i ssued May 12, 1986 for the northern Santa Maria Basin. That

NMFS Statusopinion incorporated information included in the

(Seagars 1984 ) , the various publ ished and unpubl ishedReview

reports referenced within the Statrus Review, the notices of the

proposed and final rule to l ist the species publ ished in the

Register (40 [2] ; 294 -296 and 50 (241 1 s 51251 -51258) , and newFederal

information made available since the species was l isted on

December 16. 1985. Additional information was discussed in the

Endangered Species Analysis (Seeman and Associates , 1986 )

prepared for this project These documents are incorporated into

thi s opi n ion by reference



6

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS: Potential impacts to endangered whales ,

the threatened Guadalupe fur seal and threatened and endangered

sea turtles from the proposed development and production at

Platform Ga il include (J ) noise associated wi th platform

construction and placement drill ing and production crew boats

and hel icopters; (2 ) contact with spilled oil ; (3 ) haulout

disturbance associated with oil spill clean-up operations (4 )

collisions with associated vessels? and ( 5 ) noise and vessel

traffic associated with fac ility abandonment. Many of these

potential impacts were discussed in the biolog ical opinion issued

for the exploration phase of OCS Lease Sale 53. The potential

impacts to listed species due specifically to development and

production were discussed in detail within the referenced

andbiolog ical opinions for the SYU, the Point Arguello Field ,

the central and northern Santa Maria Basins. Those discussions

remain val id and are incorporated herein by reference.

Addi tional di scussion relevant to the proposed project is

included below.

Impacts from noise ; Based on the information presented in the

previous consultat ions (NMFS, 1 984a b, 1 985 and 1 986 ) . we have

determined that many of the sounds produced by development and

production related activities are -^within, the frequency range of

sounds produced by and , therefore , assumed to be heard by those

en-’an3red nyst icetes l i kel y to occur in the reg ion. Impacts CL)’-’

to noise frorn thi s project are expected to be similar to those



Basinfor the Point Arguel lo and central and northern Santa Maria

fields because oil wil l be piped ashore for transport and

treatment Due to its nearshore migratory pa thway and

considerable use of the, Santa Barbara Channel the gray whale is

the species most l ikely to be affected by noises related to

placement of pipel ines and platforms associated with dr ill ing and

extraction. Platform construction and pipel ine placement for

this project are scheduled to occur during the late summer but

could extend into the fall Thus impacts may occur to gray

whales as they pass near enough to the plat form to be exposed to

construction and production related sounds. The evidence

collected to date ind icates that gray whales may respond to the

most intense of the sounds associated wi th construction and

production by short term changes in swimming speed , altered

surface behavior, and small deflections in course , resuming

,normal course and speed after passing the source ( Malrne et al

1983; Miles In l itt. )

As ind icated in the previously referenced opinions we expect

that the populat ions of the other listed whale species are not

l ikely to be af fected by sounds associated with production and

development activities. This is because most ind ividuals are

found farther offshore , and those few ind iv iduals within the

project area would be present only for short periods as they

T.iarate to feed ino or breed in? areas c-1 s^wh&re



8

No information is ava ilable concerning the effects of noi se

wi th OCS development and production activities on the
associated

Guadal upe fur seal or other pinnipeds. However based on stud ies

.acoustic harassment devices
conducted on the effects of various

on harbor seal s ( Mate and Miller , 1983 ) and sea l ions (Awbry and

. . we bel ieve that a Guadal upe fur seal would have to
Thomas 1984

construction activities before showing any
be within 100 m of the

measurable response We conclude that the Guadalupe fur seal is

li kely to be affected by sounds associated with this project
not

because few if any, seals are l ikely to occur in the immediate

, they are not expected to
vicinity of the project and , if present

s’"

respond to’ these sounds in an adverse manner.

Impacts from oil spills; Oil spills could occur as a result of

accidents on platforms, pipel ine leakage or breaks , or well

ofresulting from this project. Chronic small spills
blowouts

d iesel fuel or lubricating oil are expected to occur as a result

of accidents on platforms. Such spills dissipate quickly and are

substantial increase over the amount of
not l ikely to result in. a

types
oil into the water from natural oil seeps. Theseleaking

a threat to the survival of
of spil ls are not l ikely to present

considered in
any of the listed cetacean or sea turtle species

this opinion. ’,- <

analysis developed for the Pl atform Ga il
The oil spi l l risk

one
project (Dames and 1 986 cal culated the probabil ity ofMoore
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possibility that sea turtles or Guadalupe fur seals could be

contacted spi lled oil is negl ig ible.by

biolog ical opinions
In general the concl usions of previous

and 1 985’) for simil ar development and production
(NMFS. 1984a .b

date
projects the results of research completed to (St. Aubin

and

that may, 1985 ) ind icate whales
et al. 1984 St Aubin^et. a]..

avoid contact with spilled oil are likely to suffer minor

and are likely to recover
impacts if they contact oil spills

from those effects

. ) reported that a light
and McAllKooyman Gentry ister ( 1 976

fur
oil ing about 30 percent of a northern seal’s pelt resulted

of

metabol ic rate of fur seals in
in a 1. 5 fold increase in the

could not verify that death wouldstudywater. Although the

inevitably follow such contact, it did pred ict that the health of

jeopardy because the stress of
oiled ind iv iduals was in serious

generally leads to death byratesgreatly increased metabol ic

to
disease starvation. These resets are appl icable the

or

the’ fur seals
fur seal as thick pelage of all

Guadalupe

constitutes the principal element of their thermoregulatory

mechanism.

There is virtually no information -available concerning the at-sea

the few
of Guadalupe fur seals. We bel ieve that

di stribution
fornia are -.ost l i k-l yCal i

inj iv idual s present of fshore Southern

as
to occur well to the and south of the project area such

west
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around haulouts on the far western Channel Islands and over the

more southwestern offshore ridges and continental slope Because

Guadal upe fur seals are bel ieved to be offshore deep water

feeders i t i s unl ikely that the ir number in the eastern Santa

Barbara Channel will increase notably during the li fe of the

project even if a breed ing colony becomes establ ished on one

or more of the Channel Islands. Because there is only a low

probabil ity of a spill from thi s Platform reaching southern

Cali fornia pel agic regions or haulout sites where Guadalupe fur

seal s may be present , and there are only a few ind ividuals

present in these areas , it is unlikely that the Guadalupe fur
\"

seal population will be affected adversely due to an oil spill

The fact that no marine mammal mortalities were reported during

the Ixtoc spill (Hooper , 1981 ) or the 1969 Santa Barbara spill

( Brownell , 1 971 ) supports our conclusions concerning potential

impacts on l isted marine mammals. In some cases, these

conclusions have been based on calculations and theories that are

presently unverified and we bel ieve that they should be

interpreted conservatively.

Impacts due to haulout disturbance? In the remote event that an

oil spill approaches or contacts island areas where Guadalupe fur

seals may be present , *clean-up efforts may be directed to both

nearshore and onshore reg ion’s. Pinni peds respond to hu"ian

presence on haul out si tes hy imiteri ia te departure from the
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vicinity. Prolonged or intensive disturbance can result in

abandonment of the si te Di sturbance dur ing the per iod when

Guadal upe fur seals would l i kely be present (May -August) could

result in di sturbance to the few ind ividual s present and perhaps

the ir abandonment of the site

Oil spi ll trajectory analyses conducted for Chevron by Dames and

Moore (1 986 ind icate that there Is virtually no chance that a

spill from thi s project will contact haul out sites at San

Miguel , San Nicolas and Santa Barbara Islands or pelag ic areas

where Guadalupe fur seal s have been observed Therefore, it is

unli kely that there will be signi ficant clean-up related

d isturbance at sites where Guadalupe fur seals have been observed

to haul out.

Impacts due to coll isions with project associated vessels and

impacts due to facil ity abandonment: The d iscussions and

conclusions concerning these potential Impacts to listed

cetaceans and sea turtles were discussed in the prev iously

referenced opinions issued for the SYU, the Point Arguello, and

the central and northern Santa Maria Basins These conclusions

remain val id and are incorporated herein by reference. Guadalupe

fur seal s are not l ikely to be present within the project area ,

are highly mobile when at sea , and are able to avoid approaching

vessel s Therefore we conclude tha t the Guadalupe fur seal is

not l i kely to be a ffected adversely by vessel s or by di smantl ing

activ i ties associated wi th fac il ity abandonment
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CUMULATIVE EFFECTS: We are concerned that the cumulative effects

of the expand ing development and production related activities

andparticular those withinand in
along the Cal ifornia coast

adj acent to the Santa Barbara Channel may eventually exceed

abandonment of
levels which could lead to

those threshold
the recovery of populations

habitat or interfere with
important

of endangered and threa-tened spec ies. Continued OCS expansion

could eventually result in alteration of migratory routes , with

whale physiology or reproductive
effect on grayan unknown

behavior. At present , thosewe unable to pred ict whatare

MMS funded study
threshold levels might be. However , the current

to
offshore Point / Cal ifornia may help detect and monitor

Sal

cumultive effects on listed species. The continued recovery of

into
the movement of humpback whales

gray whale populations and

of
the Gulf of (an area having high levels vessel

Farallons
development and vessel

suggest that current levels of
traffic)

traffic are below existing thresholds.

The mrs will monitor OCS activities and rev iew new information

listed species for ind ications of cumulative
concerning

impacts. The MMS- s studies program should provide information

impacts
that may help to any such long termidentify
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CONCLUSION:

Cetaceans other than gray whales:

Based on the above information , our pr ior assessments of impacts

, 1985 and 1 986 ) the wide distr ibut ions and broad(NMFS 1984a .b

migration corr idors of the North Paci fic populations of blue ,

se humpback and sperro whales and the fact that only a
fin i

small portion of any population is likely to be in the project

area. the NMFS concludes that the proposed activities associated

at the Platform Ga il
with oil and gas development and production

Channel are not l ikely to jeopard ize
site in the Santa Barbara

the continued existence of these species.

smallNorth Pacific right whale population is so that adverseThe

impacts on even a few individuals or modification of important

habitat could jeopardize the continued ex istence of the

population These facts led to the conclusion that oil leasing

and exploration of hi storical feeding grounds in Alaska could

and ultimatelyinterfere with the recovery of the population

jeopard ize its continued existence. In contrast to Alaska , no

hi stor ically important habitat exists off Cali fornia and r ight

West Coast Only twowhales were never abundant off the

sightings of r ight whales have been made in southern Cali fornia

1956; and Str ickleyin the last 30 years (Gilmore, Woodhouse .
that a r whale wil l

1982 ) The probab il ity is extre-nely low i^ht

be affected by noise or spi l le-5 oil resul ti ng frow devel op-nent



1 5

ude
and production in this area. Therefore , we concl thatproject

proposed activities are not l ikely to jeopard ize the continued

the
the r ight whale. As di scussed above , we think

exi stence of

effects
MMS expand consideration of the cumulative of all

must

they are not likely tocollectivelyOCS activities to ensure that

jeopardize the continued ex istence of the r ight whale.

Gray whales :

The gray whale population is l ikely to experience impacts from

production related
noise and spilled oil due to development and

activities. Al though we are unable to pred ict the thresholds at

which -the -population -may be influenced we conclude that the

this project are not likely to jeopardize
potential impacts from

California
the gray population as it migrates along thewhale

coast*

Noise Our conclusion regard ing the impacts of project related

and with
(associated with pipel ine and platform placement

noise

development) on gray whiles is based on the recovery of the gray

whale population concurrent with increased OCS activities ,

off the Cal ifornia coast , the results
increasing vessel traffic

of noise on mar ine mammals
funded onof MMS studies the effects .

and a review of the best scientific information available

, and response to
concerning gray whale acoustics , normal behavior

test S3on.3s assoc iated wi th ^ev.’el op-.ent an^ production. We

OCS
emphasi ze that this conclusion l imi ted to the effects ofis
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development and production in the Platform Gail region of the

Santa Barbara Channel and may not be applicable to other regions

with different geographic features and gray whale distribution

and abundance indices

Oil spills : Our conclusions regarding the effects of spilled oil

on gray whales is based on the results of MMS-funded and other

studies concerning the effects of’.oil on marine mammals, the

presence of numerous natural oil seeps in the Santa Barbara

Channel and elsewhere offshore California, the low probability of

a spill from a production well , and the fact that no mortality of

large cetaceans was attributed to the production related 1969 ,-

Santa Barbara spill and the Ixtoc spill in the Gulf of Mexico

Cumulative effects: In view of the relatively restricted

migration patterns of gray whales and the extensive OCS

development that is scheduled to take place within the range of

the gray whale in the next five years, we are concerned that the

cumulative effects of these activities may have adverse effects

on the gray whale population. We believe that MMS must continue

to expand ongoing programs , which are designed to detect and

monitor the cumulative effects of proposed actions on listed

species, in order to make determinations required by Section 7 of

the ESA.

Si nce infornat ion on the cumulat ive effects of OCS act ivi t es on

the gray whale throughout its range is sparse, we are unable to
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identify a threshold of OCS activities that would resul t in

significant impacts on the gray whal e popul ation. Me bel ieve

that sufficient information is ava ilable to concl ude that current

level s of exploration, development, .and production are bel ow

these cri tical thresholds. We expect that impacts associated

wi th the proposed activities also will be below these thresholds

but this does not release involved agencies from their

responsibil ity to continue investigating cumulative effects from

all OCS activities , including those offshore Canada and Mexico ,

to ensure that, collectively, they are not l ikely to jeopard ize

the continued existence of the gray whale population.

Guadalupe fur seal :

The NMFS concludes that the proposed activities are not likely to

jeopardi ze the continued existence of the Guadalupe fur seal

because the majority of the population is located on or near

Guadalupe Island, Mexico. Only a few non-breeding ind ividuals

occur in the Southern Cal ifornia Btght and the chance that they

would be contacted or otherwise disturbed by an oil spill is

neg lig ible.

Sea turtles :

"^The NMFS concludes that these activities are not l ikely to

jeopard i ze the cont inued exi stence of any l i stej sea tur tle

popul ation because most ind ividual s general ly are d istr ibuted in
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warm tropical or subtropical waters far to the south of the

project area. Only a few ind ividuals have been encountered in

the colder temperate waters off Cal i fornia ; these are probably

vagrants at the extreme northern l imits of the ir ranges.

REINITIATION OF CONSULTATION; Re initiation of formal consul tation

is required and shall be requested by the Federal agency or by

the Service where discretionary Federal involvement or control

over the action has been retained or is authorized by law, ( 1 ) if

the amount or extent of taking speci fied in the inc idental take

statement is exceeded ( incidental take of mar ine mammals is not.

author ied by this biolog ical opinion : see appended Statement ’
Regard ing Incidental Taking Pursuant to Section 7 (b) (4 ) of the

Endangered Species Act of 1 973 as Amended ) ? (2 ) if new

information reveals effects of the action that may affect listed

species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not

previously considered (3 ) if the identified action is

subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the

l isted species or critical habitat that was not considered

critical habitat that was not considered in the biolog ical

opinion; or (4 if a new species is l isted or critical habitat

designated that may be affected by the identi fied action.
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CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS

The advi sory recommendat ions made in the biolog ical opinions for

the SYU (NMFS. 1 984a and the Point- Arguello field (NMFS, 1984b)

listed spec ies are incorporated here in byrelating to

reference Three recommendations that warrant particular

attention are discussed further below.

that the MMS urge the oil industry to promoteThe MMFS recommends

research and development of improved oil spill containment

equipment. Development and deployment of more effective
^

equipment .may reduce the risk of an oil spill contacting

endangered or threatened species and the ir habitats.

The NMFS recommends that the MMS instruct Chevron and other

companies associated with the project that in the event that it

necessary to conduct blasting operations for platform or
becomes

loffshore pipel placement , these operations should be imitedine

spec ies are not observed to be in theto per iods when listed

project vic inity. We consider the term "vicinity" to include the

site Large numbersarea within two naut ical miles of the blast

of gray whales migrate through the project area twice annually.

In this area , the southern migration occurs from early December

^
through mid-February and the return migration occurs from early

February t hrough early May. Li-ni whent ing bl ast i ng to per iods

g ray whales are in the v ic in ity wi l l reduce the potenti al fornot
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TOREGARDING TAKINGSTATEMENT INCIDENTAL PURSUANT

SECTION 7( b) (4 ) OF THE

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT OF 1 973 AS AMENDED

an agency action is
Section 7 ( b) (4 ) of the ESA requires that when

) the NMFS will issue a
found stent with Section 7 (a) (2to be consi

statement specifying the impact of incidental taking of

provid ing reasonable and
endangered and threatened species

prudent measures that are necessary to minimi ze impacts and

setting forth the terms and conditions with which the action

comply in order to implement the reasonable and
agency must

prudent measures.

been reported incidental to OCS
No sea turtle mortal ity has

off California , and we do not anticipate any
activities

activity. The NMFS,
mortal ities incidental to the proposed

of one
however , an idental take by mortality levelestablishes inc

harassment level of five sea
sea turtle and an incidental take by

statement , if a sea turtle is
As of thisturtles. a condition

wi th
killed or harassed as a result of an interaction activities

the inc ident must be
associated with development and production ,

after
reported to the Southwest Reg ion, NMFS as soonDirector,

cooperate
taking as possible , and the Southwest Reg ion will

the

OCS Reg ion MMS in the review of the incident to
wi th the Pac ific

an4
..e tei-.in- the neeJ for developing T.i t iga ti on -nea-jres assc-s-

any need for reinitiating consul tation.



to ESAAny marine mammal population l isted pursuant the is

considered depleted under the Mar ine Mam-nal Protection Act of

1 972 (MMPA ) Accord ing to Section 17 of the ESA, no provision

ofthe ESA i s to take precedence over a more restr ictive

confl icting provision of the MMPA. The MMPA i s more restr ictive

than the ESA because the MMPA prohibits taking from depleted

stocks except for sc ientific research. Therefore , Section

7 ( b) (4 ) of the ESA is not appl icable to endangered whale and

threatened Guadalupe fur seal populations and no Section 7 (b) (4 )

statement is provided for these species



Appendix A.4 MMS Biological Information for Candidate Species

Candidate species have no protection under the Endangered Species
Act. For this reason, potential impacts to candidate species are
being considered informally along with, but separate from,
formally listed species. This informal treatment is intended to
alert resource agencies to potential future activities which may
affect these species. It is possible that these species may
become formal proposals for listing at some time during the life
of Platform Gail.

1. Description of Candidate Species

Long-billed curlew Numenius americanus

The long-billed curlew is a federal candidate (Category 2) for
listing by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFW, 1985) The
species once nested over a large portion of central North
America, including all of the prairie regions as far east as
Michigan, Illinois, and Ohio (Bent, 1962) Urban and
agricultural development has resulted in the loss of prairie
land, subsequently driving these birds (and several other birds
which, cannot adapt to encroaching developments) farther west into
an even more restricted range.The preferred nesting habitat of
the long-billed curlew are damp, grassy hollows in the prairie,
or long slopes near lakes or watercourses (Johnsgard, 1981)
Nesting activities have been observed to be very gregarious.
With many miles of suitable habitat the birds will tend to be
concentrated in a small area, sometimes even sharing nests with
other long-billed curlews or willets (Soothill, 1982)

The long-billed curlew is not only suffering from loss of
suitable nesting habitat. The preferred wintering areas of this
species are also rapidly vanishing (Johngard, 1981) Wintering
areas include marsh areas of California to Louisiana to Mexico.
In California, Long-billed curlews prefer to spend daytime hours
feeding in coastal salt marshes, returning at night to sandy
beaches where they rest until dawn (Bent, 1962) These nightly
retreats to sandy beaches are usually group activities,
concentrating the number of curlews in a small area.
Long-billed curlews feeding activity is not restricted to the
marsh areas. They are frequently observed feeding in the surf
line along with marbled godwits (Bent, 1962)

Important areas for long-billed curlews along the southern
California coast include Morro Bay, Santa Maria River, Point
Mugu, Seal Beach, and the Tijuana River estuary (Garret and Dunn,
1984) Elsewhere along the coast, it is an uncommon transient
(mostly fall) and rare to uncommon winter visitor, even where
habitat may be suitable.



Snowy plover Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus

The Snowy Plover is a federal candidate (Category 2)
for listing by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFW, 1985)
The species is also in the second priority category of the State
of California, Department of Fish and Game’s "Bird Species of
Special Concern in California" (Remsen, 1978) and National
Audubon Society’s "Blue List" (Tate and Tate, 1982)

The snowy sandplover is considered a fairly common, but somewhat
local and declining resident on sandy coastal beaches in southern
California. Major remaining nesting areas occur in San Diego
County and on Vandenberg Air Force Base, Santa Barbara County.
Some of the offshore Channel Islands (especially San Miguel,
Santa Rosa, and San Nicolas Islands) are considered included in
the breeding range for this species (Garrett and Dunn, 1984)

During the breeding season (April through late July) this species
is essentially limited to sparsely vegetated and sandy areas,
including sandy shores, sand dunes, salty steppes with scattered
grasses, sand deserts, pebbly or muddy shorelines or plains, and
sometimes tropical coasts of coral limestone (Johnsgard, 1981,
Soothill, 1982) Nests consist of a simple scrape in the sand,
often lined with fragments of shell and small pieces of rock or
tiny pebbles; usually close to the water. Plovers reportedly
do not stray far from their nesting areas any time of the year.
Snowy plovers feed mainly on sandy beaches, foraging on wet sand
and at the surf line. Foraging activity frequently occurs in
small groups (Bent, 1962)

Numbers of birds along the coast are somewhat augmented in
winter, probably by the arrival of birds which nested in
interior areas (Garrett and Dunn, 1984) The breeding population
of snowy plovers in southern California has significantly
declined during this century, largely due to the loss of much of
its undisturbed beach habitat (Lehman, 1982 as cited in ADL,
1985) It has been extirpated as a breeder along the coast east
of Gaviota, and continues to decline there as a winter visitant.
North of Point Conception, it continues to breed and winter
between the Santa Maria and Santa Ynez River mouths (ADL, 1985)
The largest populations occur in Santa Barbara County at
Purisima Point, on Vandenberg AFB, where it is beginning to
receive protection from additional habitat losses (Naydol, USAF,
Verbal comm. 6/3/86) The preference of snowy plovers for sandy
beaches has led to its decline as a nesting bird along the coast
(Garrett and Dunn, 1984) ; such areas suffer from much human
disturbance during the nesting season. The observed adaptability
of populations nesting in the interior has caused some
researchers to give hope for the survival of this species as a
breeder in the region (Garrett and Dunn, 1984)
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Belding’s Savannah Sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi

Belding’s Savannah Sparrow is a candidate (category 2) for
listing by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFW, 1985) .This
species has suffered a severe decline in numbers in recent years,
chiefly as a result of destruction of coastal saltmarshes
(Massey, 1979) Belding’s Savannah Sparrow is an uncommon and
local resident along the mainland coast in coastal, tidal,
Salicornia marshes. In fact, the birds are confined almost
exclusively to coastal saltmarsh habitat (Massey, 1977)
Belding’s Savannah Sparrow range from Goleta, Santa Barbara
County to El Rosario, Baja California, Mexico (Bradley, 1973)
They are reported to be local breeders and year-round residents
in both Goleta Slough and Carpinteria Marsh (Sandyland
Slough) (Garrett and Dunn, 19844 Belding’s Savannah Sparrow
nest in Salicornia. forage on mudflats, beaches, rocks and
vegetation within the area of the marsh subject’ to tidal
influence, and seldom venture far from their salt-marsh habitat
(Massey, 1977)

Population estimates for this species were made in 1973 at 1, 059
pairs (Bradley, 1973) , and in 1977 at 1, 610 pairs (Massey, 1977)
Of the 28 locations visited by Massey (1979) where Belding’ s
Savannah Sparrow were identified, three Salicornia marshes
(Anaheim Bay, Mugu Lagoon, and Bosia Chica) were reported to
contain approximately 45% of the entire population. Mugu lagoon
was reported to host 250 breeding pairs in 1977 (Massey, 1977)
Although there appeared to be suitable habitat (i.e. Salicornia)
at Goleta and Carpinteria Sloughs in 1977 Massey (1977) found
the species to be scarce (28 and 34 pairs, respectively) She
also found nesting activity at two other locations within the
project area, McGrath Beach State Park (12 pairs) and Ormond
Beach (17 pairs) (Massey, 1977) More recently, a survey at
Point Mugu found 460 pairs (Klope, USAF, pers. comm. December 19,
1985) No statewide surveys are planned in the near future for
this species.

Nesting activity generally begins in late December or early
January (Massey, 1977) Nests of this species are constructed
out of twigs of Salicornia on the ground or in low branches of
fairly dense Salicornia. usually above the level penetrated by
high spring tides (Massey, 1979) Similar to problems
experienced by the light-footed clapper rail, the nests are
subject to damage and destruction if inundated.

Black-flowered figwort Scrophularia atrata Penn.

The Black-flowered Figwort is a federal candidate species
(Category 2) and is also considered by the California Native
Plant Society (Smith and York, 1984) as a plant for which more
information is needed (List 3 ; RED Code 2-2-3) on its status and
distribution.
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The Black-flowered Figwort is a herbaceous perennial in the
Figwort Family (Scrophulariaceae) The geographical range of
Black-flowered Figwort has been in question for some time. Early
reports by C. Smith (1976) place the range from Point Conception
to Burton Mesa and Bishop Pine forests around Lompoc, north to
Corralillos Canyon near Point Sal and the Avila area in San Luis
Obispo County, and south to Coal Oil Point in Santa Barbara
County. It is the southernmost (Coal Oil Point) site that has
been the subject of debate. Other investigators (Ferren et al. ,
1983 ; Fletcher, 1983 ; Science Applications, Inc. , 1983) have
reported the presence of a similar, more widespread species,
California Figwort (Scrophularia californica) in the Santa
Barbara Channel. To complicate matters further, Whitmore (1983)
cites material from Coal Oil Point on the West Campus of UC Santa
Barbara as an intermediate form, having possible Black-flowered
and California affinities. This hybridized or intermediate form
has been found to be quite common in northern Santa Barbara
County where both species occur commonly. Having investigated
this problem extensively. Smith (1983a,b) concluded that the two
plants deserve distinction only at the subspecies level. In his
review Smith (1983a) considers the greatest threat to the
Black-flowered Figwort to be hybridization between it and the
California Figwort. He suggests that ". .these [Figworts] were
previously separated by different pollinator species. With the
advent of the honeybee, which visits and pollinates the two
species indiscriminately, extensive hybridization has resulted,
creating a mongrelized population in which the original phenotype
are distinguishable only in their most extreme expressions. "

Black-flowered Figworts have been reported to have preferences
for substrates of diatomaceous shale in dry, hard, rocky areas
well above the high-tide mark (Ferren, UCSB, as cited in ADL,
1985) They have
also been found in a variety of other substrates including
calcareous hills, and sandy soils of both uplands and margins of
seasonal wetlands in such varied areas as dune swales with
coastal scrub, willow thickets, riparian corridors. Bishop Pine
forest, canyons, mesas and roadsides (Coulombs & Cooper, 1976;
Westec, 1981 ; HDR, 1980; Smith, 1983a,b)

Tidewater Goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi)

The tidewater goby is a candidate (Category 2) for listing
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. This species is
characteristic of shallow beach lagoons at the mouths of small
coastal drainages (Irwin and Stoltz, 1984) At one time the
tidewater goby was commonly found in coastal lagoons from San
Diego County north to Del Norte County (Miller and Lea, 1972)
Preferred coastal lagoons were typified by beach barriers which
separated the lagoons from the ocean for much of the year. Due
the magnitude of recreational and housing developments along the
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southern California coast, most of the habitat of the tidewater
goby has either been totally lost or degraded. Swift (cited in
Irwin and Stolz, 1984) estimated that gobies have been eliminated
from 74% of the coastal lagoons south of Morro Bay where they
formerly occurred. Wang (1982) reported that only one of ten
original populations of this species remains in the San Francisco
Bay area.

As of 1981, only 55 lagoons were identified which support
tidewater goby populations (Swift, IACM, Verbal comm. , 7/84) In
southern California populations still occur at Camp Pendleton
(3 populations) Santa Clara River, and Ventura. The remaining
and majority of populations of tidewater gobies occur north of
Ventura, particularly on Vandenberg Air Force Base, between Morro
Bay and Point Piedras Blancas, Tomales Bay and Elkhorn Slough
(Swift, LACM, Verbal comm. , 7/84)

Within the project area, tidewater gobies have been reported to
inhabit several intermittent and perennial coastal streams.
These include Canada de Santa Anita, Canada del Cojo, Canada de
las Agujas, Canada de Algeria, Gaviota Creek, Arroyo Quemado,
Tecolote Canyon, Winchester Canyon, Canada del Refugio, and
Arroyo Hondo (Swift, 1984 ; Wells and Diana, 1975; SAI, 1983 ; ADL,
1985)

Although gobies have been reported to spawn year-round, peak
spawning activity typically occurs in April and May (Swift, LACM,
Verbal comm. 7/84) Following this spring spawning, 2-4,000
larval and juvenile tidewater gobies may be found in the lagoons.
The remaining part of the year (fall through winter) 500-1, 500
fishes per lagoon is more typical (Swift, LACM, Verbal comm.
7/84) Tidewater gobies apparently may spend much of their life
cycle in freshwater since gravid females have been found there
(Irwin and Stoltz, 1984) In fact, only two records exist for
the adults in open ocean, both off Camp Pendleton following large
storms (Swift, LACM, Verbal comm. 7/84)

2 Impact on Candidate Species

Construction. Normal Operations & Abandonment. Species
considered as candidates for listing by the USFW are distributed
among sandy beaches (snowy plovers, long-billed curlews,
black-flowered figworts) coastal lagoons (tidewater gobies) and
wetlands (Belding’s Savannah Sparrow) Due to the distance of
Platform Gail from areas inhabited by these species construction,
abandonment, and normal project activities are not expected to
have any effect on these candidates.

Oil Spills.B Based on the low joint probability of a spill
occurring, the low conditional probability of contact to occupied
habitat at Goleta Slough, Carpinteria marsh, and Mugu lagoon, the
distribution of the candidate species, and the absence of
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offshore foraging behavior by any of the candidate species
considered, impacts from Platform Gail to candidate species are
expected to be insignificant.

Through the use of mathmatical techniques of oil spill modeling
(see Section 4 .1) , it has been estimated which areas could be
contacted in the unlikely event that a spill does occur. Based
on this mathematical prediction of spill contacts, the following
impacts could occur to candidate species.

The long billed curlew is vulnerable to contacting an oil spill
in coastal saltmarshes where they feed during the day, and when
resting at night on sandy beaches scattered throughout the
project area. Since these birds do not rest on the water, and
are gregarious, the likelihood of a spill contacting this species
is lessened. However, an oil spill is less likely to contact
individuals and more likely to contact several birds at a time.
Loss of several individuals would be locally significant.
Conditional probabilities for spills from Platform Gail
contacting saltmarshes in the project area within 3 days are
estimated to be unlikely.

Snowy plovers are also vulnerable to spills on sandy beaches
scattered throughout the project area. The MMS conditional
probability of a spill from Platform Gail contacting land within
3 days estimated to be unlikely. Potential impacts are highest
in winter when inland nesting birds arrive on the coast. Loss of
several individuals is not likely to cause impacts exceeding
local significance.

Since Belding’s Savannah Sparrows are marsh dependent, they would
be vulnerable to an oil spill only if oil entered occupied marsh
habitat (i.e. Goleta, Carpinteria, Mugu Lagoon, McGrath
Beach, Ormond Beach) Although unlikely, nests could be
inundated by oil during high spring tides. MMS conditional
probabilities for an oil spill from Platform Gail contacting
Goleta Slough and Carpinteria marsh within 3 days are estimated
to be unlikely; conditional probabilities of contacts to Santa
Clara River and Mugu lagoon are similarly unlikely. Loss of
individual sparrows is not likely to exceed local significance.

Tidewater gobies are primarily distributed away from the project
site, in the western Santa Barbara Channel. MMS conditional
probabilities for contacts to these areas are estimated to be
unlikely. In addition, the mouths of the lagoons occupied by
tidewater gobies are closed for most of the year, further
reducing the likelihood of the species contacting oil. Potential
impacts to this species are considered to be unlikely.

Due to the lack of specific habitat preference of the
Black-flowered Figwort, there may be little direct impact to the
species as a whole from a single adverse impact. Due to its
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widespread distribution and abundance above the area of tidal
influence, potential impacts to the black-flowered figwort are
considered to be insignificant.

3 Overall Conclusions

Normal activities will have negligible impacts on long-billed
curlews, snowy plovers, Belding’s savannah sparrow, tidewater
gobies, and black-flowered figworts. In the unlikely event a
spill occurred and contacted individuals, impacts could be
locally significant. Impacts of local or regional significance
are not expected.

4. Cumulative Impacts

Most of the above candidates have suffered population losses due
to loss of suitable habitat. Platform Gail is not expected to
cause additional loss of these important habitats. The
additional noise, platform discharges and vessel traffic
associated with Platform Gail should have no effect on these
species. The added risk of an oil spill occurring, posed by the
installation of Platform Gail, does not significantly increase
existing levels of risk. Continued loss of suitable habitat for
these species due to development of coastal areas may lead to the
eventual listing of some of these species. Recent studies have
shown organochlorine-induced mortality and residues in
long-billed curlews from Oregon (Blus et al. 1985) The
authors conclude that most of this residue burden may be
accumulating in the wintering ranges of this species (especially
Mexico, Guatemala, Honduras, and Costa Rica. Additional threats
to candidate species are posed by the EPA-approved use of
pesticides containing DDT in Central California agricultural
areas.
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Appendix B: Oil Spill Risk Analysis Information

Appendix B. I: MMS Oil Spill Risk Analysis For Platform Gail

Appendix B.2: Oil Spill Risk and Trajectory Analysis (Dames
and Moore) *

Appendix B. 3 Discussion and Comparison of the MMS and
Dames and Moore Oil Spill Risk Analysis
Models

Appendix B.4: Cumulative Estimate of Oil Spills

*Copies available for review in Public Information Room,
MMS, Los Angeles
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Probabilities ( expressed as percent chance ) that an oil spill starting
at a particular location will contact a certain target within 3 days

Target Hype the
GL
18
n
n
n
*
n

**
n
n
n

12
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
n

10
12

tica
LI
18
n
n
n

**
n

93
n
n
n

10
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
8
8

1 Sp
L2
11
n
n
n

55
n

45
n
n
n
7
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
1

11
4

ill
L3
25
n
n
n

10
n
9
n
n
n
8
n
n
n
n
n
n
n

25
18
1

Location
L4
64
n
n
n
2
n
2
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
n

89
2
n

Land
N Sea Otter Range
S Sea Otter Range
Sea Otter Range
N Channel Isl
S Channel Isl
Channel Islands
Pt Reyes Mar. Sanct
Pt Reyes Wild. Area
Farallon Islands
Least Tern Range
Begg Rock
Pismo Beach
Oso Flaco/San Maria
San Ant /Puris Pt
Santa Ynez River
Jalama Creek
Goleta Slough
Carpenteria Marsh
Santa Clara River
Mugu Lagoon

Note ** = Greater than 99 5 percent n
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Probabilities ( expressed as percent chance ) that an oil spill starting
at a particular location will contact a certain target within 10 days

Target Hyp the
GL
76
n
n
n

**
n

**
n
n
n

45
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
3

31
40

tica
LI
76
n
n
n

**
n

94
n
n
n

42
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
4

34
33

1 Sp
L2
75
n
n
n

63
n

55
n
n
n

41
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
7

47
22

ill
L3
76
n
n
n

24
n

23
n
n
n

24
n
n
n
n
n
n
n

37
42
5

Location
L4
87
n
n
n
8
n
8
n
n
n
2
n
n
n
n
n
n
1

92
6
n

Land
N. Sea Otter Range
S Sea Otter Range
Sea Otter Range
N Channel Isl
S Channel Isl
Channel Islands
Pt Reyes Mar Sanct
Pt Reyes Wild Area
Farallon Islands
Least Tern Range
Begg Rock
Pismo Beach
Oso Flaco/San. Maria
San Ant /Puris Pt
Santa Ynez River
Jalama Creek
Goleta Slough
Carpenteria Marsh
Santa Clara River
Mugu Lagoon

Note ** = Greater than 99 5 percent n = less than 0 5 percent
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Probabilities ( expressed as percent chance ) that an oil spill starting
at a particular location will contact a certain target within 30 days

Target Hypoth<
GL
94
n
n
n

**
3

**
t n
a n

n
49
n
n

a n
n
n
n
n
3

33
43

tica
LI
95
n
n
n

f **
2
94
n
n
n

47
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
4

37
37

1 Sp
L2
97
n
n
n

65
1

57
n
n
n

48
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
8

52
26

ill
L3
97
n
n
n

29
n

28
n
n
n

29
n
n
n
n
n
n
1

39
46
8

Location
L4
98
n
n
n

13
n

13
n
n
n
4
n
n
n
n
n
n
1

93
9
1

Land
N Sea Otter Range
S Sea Otter Range
Sea Otter Range
N Channel Isl
S Channel Isl
Channel Islands
Pt Reyes Mar Sanct
Pt Reyes Wild Area
Farallon Islands
Least Tern Range
Begg Rock
Pismo Beach
Oso Flaco/San Maria
San Ant /Puris Pt
Santa Ynez River
Jalaraa Creek
Goleta Slough
Carpenteria Marsh
Santa Clara River
Mugu Lagoon

Note ** = Greater than 99 5 percent n less than 0 5 percent
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Table 5. Probabilities (expressed as percent chance) that an oil spill starting

at a particular location will contact a certain land segment
within 3 days

Land Segment Hypothetical Spill Location
GL LI L2 L3 L4

29 n n n n 1
30 2 2 4 23 63
31 3 3 1 n n
43 9 11 5 1 n
45 3 2 n n n

Notes ** Greater than 99.5 percent n less than 0.5 percent
Rows with all values less than 0 5 percent are not shown.

Table 6 Probabilities (expressed as percent chance that an oil spill starting

at a particular location will contact a certain land segment

within 10 days

Land Segment Hypothetical Spill Location
GL LI L2 L3 L4

29 n n n 1 3
30 20 25 42 63 80
31 28 24 14 3 n
41 n n n 1 1
43 16 19 16 8 2
44 1 n n n n
45 11 8 3 1 n

Notes ** Greater than 99 5 percent n less than 0 5 percent
Rows with all values less than 0 5 percent are not shown.

Table 7 Probabilities expressed as percent chance that an oil spill starting

at a particular location will contact a certain land segment
within 30 days

Land Segment Hypothetical Spill Location
GL LI L2 L3 L4

29 n n 1 2 4
30 24 30 47 70 83
31 31 27 18 5 n
39 n n n 1 2
41 n 1 1 3 3
43 19 22 22 14 5
44 1 n n n n
45 13 10 5 2 n
48 1 n n n n
49 2 2 1 n n
50 1 1 n n n

Notes ** Greater than 99. 5 percent n less than 0. 5 percent
Rows with all values less than 0 .5 percent are not shown.
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Probabilities (expressed as percent chance of one or more spills

and the estimated number of spills (mean) occurring and contacting

targets over the expected production life of platform GAIL.

Target

Land
N. Sea Otter Range
S. Sea Otter Range
Sea Otter Range
N. Channel Isl
S. Channel Isl
Channel Islands
Pt Reyes Mar. Sanct
Pt Reyes Wild. Area
Farallon Islands
Least Tern Range
Begg Rock
Pismo Beach
Oso Flaco/San. Maria
San Ant. /Puris Pt
Santa Ynez River
Jalama Creek
Goleta Slough
Carpenteria Marsh
Santa Clara River
Mugu Lagoon

3
prob

3
n
n
n
7
n
7
n
n
n
1
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
2
2
1

Say
e

0
0.
0
0.
0.
0.
0
0.
0
0.
0
0.
0
0
0
0.
0
0
0
0
0

S

an

03
00
00
00
08
00
07
00
00
00
01
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
02
02
01

10
prob

10
n
n
n
8
n
8
n
n
n
4
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
3
4
3

day
me

0
0.
0.
0.
0.
0.
0
0
0.
0.
0
0.
0.
0.
0
0.
0
0
0
0.
0

S

an

10
00
00
00
08
00
08
00
00
00
05
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
03
05
03

30
prob

12
n
n
n
8
n
8
n
n
n
5
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
3
5
3

da:
mi

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

VS
ean

.13

.00

.00
00
09
.00
.09
00
00
.00
.05
00
00
.00
.00
00
.00
00
.03
05
03

Note: n Less than 0 5 percent

Probabilities (expressed as percent chance of one or more spills

and the estimated number of spills (mean occurring and contacting

land segments over the expected production life of platform GAIL.

Land
Segment

30
31
43
45

3
prob

2
n
1
n

days
mean

0.02
0 .00
0.01
0 .00

10
prob

6
2
2
1

days
mean

0.06
0.02
0.02
0.01

30
prob

6
2
2
1

days
mean

0. 06
0. 02
0.02
0.01

Note n Less than 0 5 percent
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TABLE B-1A PROBABILITIES THAT AM OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE WINTER SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN TARGET VITHIN 3 DAYS.

| T A R G E T S

LOCATION LAND 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

GAIL 33 N N N ** N ** N N N 2 -N N N M M N N 1 1 2

L1 35 N N N ** N 97 N N N 1 N N N N N N N N 1 1

L2 15 N N N 80 N 72 N N N 1 N N N H N N N 1 1 1

| L3 12 N N N 24 N 23 N N N 1 N N N N N N N 11 3 1

L4 35 N N N 5 N 5 N N N N N N N N N N N 75 1 N

NOTE: ** = GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N = LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT.

TABLE B-1B PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE WINTER SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN TARGET WITHIN 10 DAYS.

T A R G E T S

LOCATION LAND 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

GUL 73 N N N ** N ** N N N 7 N N N N N N N 3 5 7

L1 75 N N N ** N 99 N N N 5 N N N N N N N 1 4 5

| L2 63 N N N 92 N 90 N N N 6 N N N N N N N 4 5 4

L3 bl N N N 57 N 56 N N N 6 N N N N N N 1 18 12 2

L4 66 N N N 24 N 25 N N N 2 N N N N N N 3 79 5 N

NOTE: ** = GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N = LESS THAN 0 .5 PERCENT.

TABLE B-1C PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE WINTER SEASON AT A

PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN TARGET WITHIN 30 DAYS.

T A R G E T S

LOCATION LAND 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 .8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

GAIL 94 N N N ** 3 ** N N N 10 N N N N N N N 4 7 9

L1 94 N N N ** 2 99 N N N 7 N N N N N N 1 2 5 7

| L2 96 N N N 96 N 95 N N N 11 N N N N N N 1 6 11 7

L3 95 N N N 71 N 70 N N N 9 N N N N N N 3 22 16 5

L4 94 N N N 40 N 40 N N N 3 N N N N N N 5 80 8 1

NOTE: ** GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT.

I
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TABLE B-2A PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE SPRING SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN TARGET WITHIN 3 DAYS.

^ T A R G E T S

LOCATION LAND 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
GAIL 16 N N N ** N ** N N N 22 N N N N N N N N 14 23
L1 17 N N N ** N 94 N N N 21 N N N N N N N N 13 17
L2 14 N N N 52 N 40 N N N 14 N N N N N N N 2 18 11
L3 36 N N N 5 N 4 N N N 18 N N N N N N N 28 33 3
L4 83 N N N N N N N N N 1 N N N N N N N 96 3 N

NOTE: ** GREATER THAN 99.S PERCENT; N LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT.

TABLE B-2B PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE SPRING SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN TARGET WITHIN 10 DAYS.

T A R G E T S

LOCATION LAND 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
GAIL 82 N N N ** N ** N N N 69 N N N N N N N 1 39 66

L1 86 N N N ** N 95 N N N 67 N N N N N N N 3 44 56

L2 93 N N N 55 N 44 N N N 69 N N N N N N N 7 67 46

L3 97 N N N 7 N 7 N N N 43 N N N N N N N 38 64 9

L4 99 N N N N N N N N N 2 N N N N N N N 98 7 N

NOTE: ** = GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N = LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT.

TABLE B-2C PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE SPRING SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN TARGET WITHIN 30 DAYS.

T A R G E T S

LOCATION LAND 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

GAIL 96 N N N *-* 2 ** N N N 70 N N N N N N N 1 39 67

LI 98 N N N ** 2 95 N N N 70 N N N N N N N 3 46 58

L2 ** N N N 55 N 44 N N N 71 N N N N N N N 7 69 47

L3 ** N N N 8 N 7 N N N 45 N N N N N N N 39 65 11

L4 ** N N N N N N N N N 3 N N N M N N N 98 7 N

NOTE: ** GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N = LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT.
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TABLE B-3A PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE SUMMER SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN TARGET WITHIN 3 DAYS.

T A R G E T

’LOCATION
GAIL
LI
L2
L3
L4

LAND
9
7
9

43
95

1
N
N
N
N
N

2
N
N
N
N
N

3
N
N
N
N
N

4
**
*
27
1
N

5
N
N
N
N
N

6
**
83
11
N
N

7
N
N
N
N
N

8
N
N
N
N
N

N 11
N 10
N N

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
N 23 N N N N N N N N 22 21
N 16 N N N N N N N 1 17 13

N
N
N

N
N
N

N
N
N

N
N
N

N
N
N

N
N
N

N 2 23
N 47 31
N 99 1 N

NOTE: ** = GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N = LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT.

TABLE B-3B PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE SUMMER SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN TARGET WITHIN 10 DAYS.

T A R G E T

LOCATION
GAIL
LI
L2
L3

LAND
91
92
98
99

1
N
N
N
N

2
N
N
N
N

3
N
N
N
N

4
**
**
29
1

5
N
N
N
N

6
**
84
12
N

7
N
N
N
N

8
N
N
N
N

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20’
N 79 N N N N N N N 6 59 63
N 70 N N N N N N N 9 70 46
N 61 N N N N N N N 14 83 17
N 25 N N N N N N N 62 51 2

**L4 N N N N N N N NN N N N N N N N ** NN

NOTE: ** GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N = LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT.

TABLE B-3C PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE SUMMER SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN TARGET WITHIN 30 DAYS

T A R G E T

LOCATION
GAIL
I.I
L2
L3
L4

LAND
99
A*

**
**
**

1
N
N
N
N
N

2
N
N
N
N
N

3
N
N
N
N
N

4
**
**
29
1
N

5
1
N
N
N
N

6
**
84
12
1
N

7
N
N
N
N
N

8
N
N
N
N
N

9
N
N
N
N
N

10
80
70
62
26
N

11
N
N
N
N
N

12
N
N
N
N
N

13
N
N
N
N
N

14
N
N
N
N
N

15
N
N
N
N
N

16
N
N
N
N
N

NOTE: ** GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT.

17 18 19 20
N 6 59 64
N 10 70 47
N 14 83 18
N 62 51 2
N ** N

B.l-10



TABLE B-4A PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE AUTUMN SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN TARGET WITHIN 3 DAYS.

T A R G E T S

LOCATION LAND 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
GAIL 13 N N N ** N ** N N N 2 N N N N N N N N 2 2
L1 14 N N N ** N 95 N N N 2 N N N N N N N N 1 2
L2 5 N N N 62 N 56 N N N 2 N N N N N N N N 2 1
L3 9 N N N 9 N 9 N N N 3 N N N N N N N 14 7 N
L4 45 N N N 2 N 2 N M M N N N N N N N N 85 2 N

NOTE: ** = GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N = LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT.

TABLE B-4B PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE AUTUMN SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN TARGET VITHIN 10 DAYS.

T A R G E T S

LOCATION LAND 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20-
GAIL 57 N N N ** N ** N N N 27 N N N N N N N N 20 24

L1 53 N N N ** N 98 N N N 27 N N N N N N N 1 19 25
L2 49 N N N 77 N 73 N N N 28 N N N N N N N 4 33 19
L3 58 N N N 30 N 28 N N N 23 N N N N N N N 31 40 6
L4 82 N N N 8 N 8 N N N 5 N N N N N N N 92 13 1

NOTE: ** GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N = LESS THAN 0 .5 PERCENT.

TABLE B-4C PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE AUTUMN SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN TARGET WITHIN 30 DAYS.

T A R G E T S

(LOCATION LAND 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
GAIL 86 N N N ** 6 ** N N N 37 N N N N N N N 1 25 33

L1 89 N N N ** 2 98 N N N 40 1 N N N N N N 2 29 36

L2 91 N N N 81 2 77 N N N 47 N N N N N N N 5 45 34

L3 95 N N N 37 N 35 N N N 38 N N N N N N N 35 53 13

L4 97 N N N 12 N 12 N N N 11 N N N N N N N 93 19 3

NOTE: ** GREATER THAN 99 .5 PERCENT; N LESS THAN 0 .5 PERCENT.
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TABLE B-5A PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE WINTER SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN LAND SEGMENT WITHIN 3 DAYS.

LAND SEGMENT GAEL LI L2 L3 L4
29 N N N 2 3
30 N N N S 31
43 24 29 14 4 1
44 1 1 N N N
45 8 5 N N N

NOTE: ** = GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N = LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT.
ROWS WITH ALL VALUES LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT ARE NOT SHOWN.

TABLE B-5B PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE WINTER SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN LAND SEGMENT WITHIN 10 DAYS

LAND SEGMENT GAIL LI L2 L3 L4
29 N N 1 5 8
30 3 2 4 17 44
31 2 3 3 1 N
39 N N N N 1
40 N N N N 1
41 N N 1 2 4
43 46 52 47 23 7
44 2 1 1 N N
45 20 16 6 2 N

NOTE: ** GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT.
ROWS WITH ALL VALUES LESS THAN 0 .5 PERCENT ARE NOT SHOWN.

TABLE B-5C PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE WINTER SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN LAND SEGMENT WITHIN 30 DAYS

LAND SEGMENT GAIL LI L2 L3 L4
29 N 2 2 9 11
30 6 5 10 24 49
31 4 4 5 2 N
39 N N 1 3 6
40 N N N N 1
41 1 3 6 10 10
43 55 59 62 41 16
44 2 2 1 N N
45 23 17 8 5 N
48 1 N N N N
49 1 N N N N

NOTE: ** GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N LESS THAN 0 .5 PERCENT.
ROWS WITH ALL VALUES LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT ARE NOT SHOWN.
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TABLE B-6A PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE SPRING SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN LAND SEGMENT WITHIN 3 DAYS,

LAND SEGMENT GAIL LI L2 L3 L4
29 N N N N 1
30 3 4 8 35 82
31 8 8 4 1 N
43 3 4 1 M N
45 2 1 N N N

NOTE: ** = GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N = LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT.
ROWS WITH ALL VALUES LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT ARE NOT SHOWN.

TABLE B-6B PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE SPRING SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN LAND SEGMENT WITHIN 10 DAYS

LAND SEGMENT GAIL LI L2 L3 L4
29 N N N N 1
30 24 33 57 90 98
31 48 44 32 6 N
43 4 6 2 1 N
45 3 3 1 N N
49 1 1 N N N

NOTE; ** GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N = LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT.
ROWS WITH ALL VALUES LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT ARE NOT SHOWN.

TABLE B-6C PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE SPRING SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN LAND SEGMENT WITHIN 30 DAYS,

LAND SEGMENT GAIL LI L2 L3 L4
29 N N N N 1
30 26 35 59 91 99
31 51 46 34 7 N
32 1 N N N N
38 1 N N N N
43 4 6 3 1 N
45 3 3 1 N N
48 1 N N N N
49 6 5 1 N N
50 2 1 N N N
51 N I N N N
53 1 1 N N N

NOTE: ** GREATER THAN 99 .5 PERCENT; N LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT.
ROWS WITH ALL VALUES LESS THAN 0 .5 PERCENT ARE NOT SHOWN.
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TABLE B-7A PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE SUMMER SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN LAND SEGMENT WITHIN 3 DAYS,

LAND SEGMENT GAIL LI L2 L3 L4
30 6 4 8 43 95
31 4 3 1 N N

NOTE: ** GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N = LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT.
ROWS WITH ALL VALUES LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT ARE NOT SHOWN.

TABLE B-7B PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE SUMMER SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN LAND SEGMENT WITHIN 10 DAYS

LAND SEGMENT GAIL LI L2 L3 L4
30 41 56 85 98 **
31 50 35 12 N N
43 N N I N N

NOTE: ** = GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT.
ROWS WITH ALL VALUES LESS THAN 0 .5 PERCENT ARE NOT SHOWN.

TABLE B-7C PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE SUMMER SEASON AT A
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN LAND SEGMENT WITHIN 30 DAYS

LAND SEGMENT GAIL LI L2 L3 L4
30 46 62 87 99 **
31 51 36 12 1 N
43 N N I N N
45 N I N N N

NOTE: ** = GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N LESS THAN 0 .5 PERCENT.
ROWS WITH ALL VALUES LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT ARE NOT SHOWN.
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TABLE B-8A PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE AUTUMN
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN LAND SEGMENT

SEASON AT A
WITHIN 3 DAYS,

LAND SEGMENT (SAIL LI L2 L3 L4
N
N
N
8
5

N
N
1
9
3

N
N
N
4
N

N
7
N
1
N

1
44
N
N
N

29
30
31
43
4S

NOTE: ** = GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N = LESS THAN 0.^
ROWS WITH ALL VALUES LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT ARE

PERCENT.
f SHOWN.

TABLE B-8B PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE AUTUMN
PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN LAND SEGMENT

SEASON AT A
WITHIN 10 DAYS.

LAND SEGMENT
29
30
31
41
43
44
45

GAIL
N
11
10
N
15
1

20

LI
N
9

12
N
18
N
14

L2
N

21
8
N
15
N
5

L3
N
46
3
N
8
N
1

L4
2

76
1
1
1
N
N

NOTE: ** GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N = LESS THAN 0

ROWS WITH ALL VALUES LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT ARE N
PERCENT.
P SHOWN.

TABLE B-8C PROBABILITIES THAT AN OIL SPILL STARTING IN THE AUTUMN

PARTICULAR LOCATION WILL CONTACT A CERTAIN LAND SEGMENT
SlASON AT A
WITHIN 30 DAYS

LAND SEGMENT
29
30
31
39
41
43
44
45
46
48
49
50
52

GAIL
N
17
19
N
N
19
1

25
N
1
2
1
1

L1
N
18
24
N
N
22
N

18
1
1
2
2
N

L2
N
33
22
N
N
23
N
10
N
1
1
N
N

L3
N
64
8
N
1

15
N
4
N
N
N
N
N

L4
2

86
1
1
2
5
N
1
N
N
N
N
N

NOTE- ** GREATER THAN 99.5 PERCENT; N = LESS THAN 0

ROWS WITH ALL VALUES LESS THAN 0.5 PERCENT ARE ^ PERCENT.
SHOWN.

B.l-15



Figure 1.-Location of platform GAIL and pipeline transportation route
segments (L1-L4). e.l-16
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Figure 3.--Location of target "LAND." Shading indicates areal extent.



NORTH SEA OTTER RANGE
SOUTH SEA OTTER RANGE
COMBINED SEA OTTER RANGE
NORTHERN CHANNEL ISLANDS
SOUTHERN CHANNEL ISLANDS
COMBINED CHA’;r;EL ISLANDS
POINT REYES MARINE SANCTUARY

Figure <--Location of targets 1-7. Shading indicates areal extent.
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Fig-re 5."Location of targets 8 and 10. Shading indicates areal extent.
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Figure 6.--Location of targets 9 and 11. Shading -indicates areal extent.
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Figure 7.-Location of targets 12-20. Shading Indicates areal extent.
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Appendix B. 3 Discussion and Comparison of the MMS and Dames and
Moore Oil Spill Risk Analysis Models

The oil spill risk analysis for the Platform GAIL development
project was accomplished using both the MMS Oil Spill Risk
Analysis Model (OSRAM) and the Dames & Moore Oil Spill Trajectory
Model (Dames & Moore, 1985) These reports are contained in
Appendices B. I and B.2 respectively. A brief description of both
models and a comparison of methods and results follows.

The MMS Oil Spill Risk Analysis Model
There are three main components of the MMS OSRAM. These are 1)
oil spill trajectory simulations based on wind and surface
currents, tabulated into "conditional probabilities" of contact;
2) oil spill occurrences (both the mean number of spills and the
probability of one or more spills occurring) based on spill
accident rates derived from historical events; and 3) the mean
number of spills and the probability of one or more spills
occurring and contacting a target or shoreline segment based on
1) and 2) above as well as on the exposure variable (volume of
oil to be produced and transported over the life of the project)
resulting in "final" or "joint" probabilities.

Oil spill occurrences are assumed to be described by a Poisson
process, which means that a) spills occur randomly and b) are
independent events. Additionally, the probability that a spill
will occur is assumed to be directly proportional to the volume
of oil produced and transported.

Additional assumptions are as follows: 1) seasonally averaged
geostrophic oceanic surface currents (based on the oceanic
density structure) and seasonal wind transition probabilities can
be used to assess the probable trajectories of floating oil; 2)
the best estimate of what may happen in the future in terms of
accident/spill rates can be based on past U.S. OCS activity and
worldwide tankering activity; and 3) the best exposure variable
for risk assessment in all activity modes (platforms, tankers and
pipelines) is volume of oil produced and transported.

Lanfear and Amstutz (1983) updated oil spill occurrence rates
applicable to the U.S. OCS. The spill rates, expressed as number
of spills per billion barrels used in OSRAM are:

^ l, 000bbls ^. 10, 000bbls 1, 000-10, OOObbIs
Platforms 1. 0 0.44 0.56

Pipelines 1. 6 0. 67 0. 93

Tankers 1. 3 0. 65 0. 65
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For the purposes of modeling spills from Platform Gail and the
associated pipeline, the coastline was divided into land
segments, each 20-30 miles in length (Figure 2, Appendix B. I) ,
between Pt. Reyes ( north of San Francisco) and the Mexican
border (including the Coronado Islands) A total of 20
sensitive areas were designated as targets (Figures 3-7 and
Table 2 Appendix B. I) ; an additional target, land’,
encompasses the entire modelled coastline and offshore islands.
Launch points, at Platform Gail and at each of the pipeline
segments, are shown in Figure 1, Appendix B. I. Oil spill
probability estimates are given in Table 1, Appendix B. I.
Overall conditional probabilities of oil spill contact (assuming
a spill has occurred) to land segments and selected targets
within 3 10 and 30 days are tabulated in Tables 2-7 (Appendix
B. I) The final or joint probabilities of spill occurrence and
contact with targets and land segments over the life of the
project are contained in Tables 8 and 9 (Appendix B. I) Lastly,
seasonal (winter, spring, summer, fall) conditional probabilities
for spill contact to targets (Tables B-1A through B-4C, Appendix
B. I) and land segments (Tables B-5A through B-8C, Appendix B. I)
are given.

The surface ocean currents were derived from the oceanic density
structure (geostrophic) from the Dynalysis of Princeton
characteristic tracing model of the California Shelf. The
oceanographic data used in the Dynalysis study incorporates
information from the National Oceanographic Data Center (NODC)
and the California Cooperative Fisheries Investigation (CalCOFI)
and are current through 1979.

To determine oil spill movements, the model uses 3 .5% of the wind
speed and rotates the direction a variable angle (inversely
proportional to the wind velocity) of 0-25 degrees clockwise
(Samuels et al. 1982) This vector is then added to the surface
current velocity vector. Long-term wind data, observed from five
stations: southeast Farallon Island, Vandenberg, San Nicolas
Island, Pt. Mugu and San Diego, are used to construct seasonal
transition matrices which are sampled using a random (Monte
Carlo) technique. Data from these land-based wind stations were
compared to ship wind data to appropriately divide the study area
into wind zones. The transition matrix of the appropriate wind
zone is then sampled during spill simulations.

The model moves the oil as a centroid (a hypothetical center of
mass of an oil slick) in 3 hour increments. In reality, oil does
not move as a point but rather as a mass with dimension (due to
spreading, diffusion and other factors) To partially account
for unknown slick dimensions, the assumption is made that if any
part of a land segment is contacted, the entire segment including
every estuary, harbor or river in that segment will be contacted.
The model does not explicity account for any cleanup procedures,
evaporation, spreading, weathering or sinking, although certain
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features incorporated into the model such as the. areal extent of
targets and land segments and the use of specific time periods
(3, 10 and 30 days) for determining trajectory pathways and
target and land segment contacts, allow implicit assumptions to
be made about these factors. The model records contacts within 3,
10 and 30 days, keeping track of ’hits’ to both target and land
segments. Model runs terminate when the spill contacts land,
crosses a model boundary or remains at sea for more than 30 days.

Spills are categorized into three volume classes: greater than or
equal to 1, 000 barrels (large) ; 1, 000 to 10, 000 barrels,’ and
greater than or equal to 10, 000 barrels (very large)

The Dames & Moore Model
This oil spill risk and trajectory model was utilized to assess
the probability of oil spills occurring from the Platform Gail
project and contacting identified sensitive resources.

OSRAM and the Dames & Moore models are basically similar in that
they calculate conditional probabilities (assuming a spill has
occurred) then final or joint probabilities of occurrence and
contact. Most of the underlying assumptions of the Dames & Moore
model are also similar. These assumptions are: 1) past spill
experience is a reliable indicator of future spill occurrences;
2) the underlying causes of oil spills will be the same in the
future as they have been in the past; and 3) causes of oil spills
in the Santa Barbara Channel OCS would be the same as for other
U.S. offshore areas and regions of the world where historical oil
spill occurrence rates have been determined. An additional
assumption made in the Dames & Moore model is that true
(intrinsic) oil spill occurrence rates will not be affected by
improvements in spill prevention technology or more stringent
regulatory requirements imposed on OCS operators.

The steps involved in estimating future oil spill risk for the
Platform Gail project taken by the model are summarized as
follows: 1)historical spill data are compiled on the number and
size of spills from different sources; 2) exposure variables are
determined for each project element potentially capable of
spilling oil (Table 3-1, Appendix B. 2) ; 3) historical spill data
and exposure variables are used to estimate an historical spill
rate for a particular type of spill (Table 3-2, Appendix B. 2) ; 4)
frequency distributions for ^. 1, 000 and 10,000 bbis spills
are developed from historical data (Table

to
^ 3-3 , Appendix B. 2)

These distributions are used provide an estimate of the
proportion of all spills that are greater than a given volume; 5)
historical spill rates and frequency distributions are correlated
to give the statistically expected number of spills of a given
size which can be described by a Poisson distribution.
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Historical data concerning spill occurrence rates and frequency
distributions for blowouts, non-blowout platform spills, and
offshore pipeline spills were derived from a study by Stewart and
Kennedy (1978) The USCG Pollution Incidence Reporting System
(PIRS) and MMS (then USGS) Event File data for the years 1973 to
1975 served as the primary data sources for the study (see Figure
2.1, Appendix B.2)

The trajectory model employs a vectoral addition of wind and
current forces to drive the centroid of a two-dimensional surface
oil slick. Second order forces such as waves and

wind/wave/current interactions, which may tend to slow the
progress of a slick are not considered. Physiochemical processes
such as evaporation, sinking, dissolution, emulsification and
degredation which generally reduce the volume of a slick are also
not considered.

The trajectory model was used to simulate the movement of the
centroid of an oil spill over 3 and 10 day periods. Physical
factors considered predominant driving forces in the model are
winds, geostrophic currents and tidal currents. The slick
centroid is calculated to move at the same instantaneous velocity
as the vectoral sum of the underlying surface currents
(geostrophic and tidal) plus 3% of the wind velocity vector.

The model employs a grid system superimposed over the study area
of approximate three mile squares corresponding roughly to
offshore oil and gas lease block boundaries. This grid system is
the basis for input of wind and current data and serves as
decision-making points for the model algorithm with respect to
target, shoreline or sensitive area contacts (Figures 3-1 through
3-5, Appendix B.2)

A Monte Carlo technique is used to select combinations of wind
and current forces acting on a slick at a particular time, and to
simulate changes in these forces. Observational data concerning
the frequency of occurrence of different wind and current
conditions is applied to the Monte Carlo process every 20
minutes during a model run. A total of 200 runs were conducted
for each month of the year to approximate the variety of
trajectories that could be expected under variable weather
conditions. Monthly results were then combined to develop
approximate seasonal trajectory predictions (Tables 3-4 through
3-55 and Figures 3-6 through 3-13 , Appendix B.2)

A fourteen year record of daily surface wind observations and
interpretation from synoptic charts were used to classify winds
into general wind regimes. The observed frequency of occurrence
of each wind regime and a transition matrix (based on the
observed frequency of transitions from one wind type to another)
was determined for input to the model. These wind regimes are
depicted in Figures 2-2 through 2-15, Appendix B. 2
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Several sets of current data were considered as input to the
model: shipdrifts, geostrophic currents, wind drift currents
derived from wind stress, currents from surface drifters and
current meter data. It was determined that no one data set was
sufficient for the preparation of reliable circulation charts on
a monthly basis. Therefore, the data was combined into the three
circulation seasons (Davidson, Upwelling and Oceanic) and used as
input to the model on a trajectory basis. In addition, a tidal
cycle was calculated and overlayed onto the general offshore
circulation pattern. During each trajectory simulation, the net
geostrophic surface current component is assumed to remain
constant in time and the tidal current component is phased
according to the simulated tidal cycle.

Model Comparison
The MMS and Dames & Moore oil spill risk analysis models are
similar in many respects including certain inherent assumptions,
the statistical mathematics and the spill trajectory simulations
and calculations. The differences between the models are mostly
due to some of the assumptions underlying the data and in the
sources of the input data. These differences are highlighted and
discussed below.

The notable differences are:

o The length of the time-step used during model trajectory runs;

o Sources of the historical spill rates from platform and
pipeline transportation routes;

o Choice of exposure variables and the data used to generate
them;

o The choice the model algorithms have when a trajectory
contacts a land segment or target;

o Determination of wind zones and the use of a variable wind
drift angle;

o Sources of the data used to determine surface current vectors;

o The use of a simulated tidal cycle as an additional component
of surface current vectors.

Time-step. Both models determine the position of a centroid
based on wind and current data selected, using a Monte Carlo
technique, on a regular interval. The interval used by Dames &
Moore is 20 minutes while the OSRAM interval is 3 hrs. For a
three day trajectory simulation, the Dames & Moore model will
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make 216 wind and current adjustments while OSRAM will make 24.
The Dames & Moore model makes decisions regarding target contact
based on a grid that is made up of three mile squares within
which it is possible for the model to change current and wind
values several times. OSRAM makes decisions for target and land
segment contact by checking each grid-cell for the presence or
absence of targets or land segments as the trajectory movement
progresses during each time-step.

An additional difference is that trajectories are launched 500
times per launch point per season in OSRAM whereas 200
trajectories are launched per month per launch site in the Dames
& Moore model.

Historical Spill Rates. OSRAM uses the updated sources
published by Lanfear and Amstutz (1983) which relies on a data
base covering 15 years (1964-1980) for both platform and pipeline
spills. The Dames & Moore model utilizes a discussion by Stewart
and Kennedy (1978) This study relied on a three year data base
generated by the Coast Guard and the MMS (then USGS) supported by
various other maritime and federal agency files.

Exposure variables. The MMS model exposure variable is based on
the volume of oil expected to be produced and transported over
the life of the project (0. 052 billion barrels for Platform
Gail) The Dames & Moore model subdivides the platform spill
element into three spill types or causes: blowouts,
operational/break-in period and operational/post break-in period
as shown below. The pipeline spill element may be either leaks or
ruptures.

ESTIMATED SPILL
PROJECT ELEMENT SPILL TYPE OR CAUSE RISK EXPOSURE

Platform GAIL blowouts 800 well-years

operations
(break-in period) 10 platform-years
operatinst
(post break-in period) 22 platform-years

Offshore pipeline leak or rupture 192 mile-years

The exposure variables listed above depend on actual
operational-related parameters rather than on estimated volumes
of production and transportation as with OSRAM.

Land segment or target contact. When a trajectory contacts a
land mass during an OSRAM simulation, the model must decide
whether the land mass is a land segment or a target If it is a
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land segment, the trajectory terminates, while if a target is
encountered, it is considered ’transparent* and the model records
the contact and continues the trajectory. The Dames & Moore
model recognizes only the presence or absence of land within 3 by
3 mile grid cells. When a trajectory contacts a cell which
contains land, it terminates and any sensitive resources within
that cell (which are also considered contacted) are recorded

Wind zones. OSRAM wind zones are calculated based on US Weather
Service records from five coastal stations. Each zone has a data
base record of 30 years. The Dames & Moore model relies on a 14
year long record based, in part, on a meteorological station on
Platform Hondo (Dean Hargis, Dames & Moore, verbal comm.
3/6/86) Measurements on Platform Hondo were taken at 2 hr
intervals. OSRAM also utilizes a variable drift angle which
ranges from 0-25 degrees clockwise and which varies inversely
with the wind speed. Dames & Moore’s model uses no such factor.

Surface currents. The MMS model utilizes seasonal geostrophic
surface velocity fields derived from a model produced by
Dynalysis of Princeton. This model generates the velocity fields
by approximating the equations governing fluid motion in a
rotating coordinate system. The Dames & Moore model relies on
data from several sources which are combined into the circulation
seasons (Davidson, Upwelling, Oceanic)

Tidal cycle. OSRAM does not specifically include a tidal
parameter. However, the seasonal geostrophic surface velocity
fields, generated by Dynalysis, implicitly account for tidal
influences due to the long-term nature of the velocity field data
base. The Dames & Moore model adds a simulated tidal cycle even
though the tidal influence is not significantly felt in the open
ocean. Tides have an influence in waters less than 300 ft,
reaching the maximum velocity at 90 ft (Dames & Moore, 1985)
This feature is incorporated into their model to help account for
slick movement as it approaches land and/or shallower water. A
third component of water movement, wave-induced motion, is used
only in Dames & Moore’s nearshore version of their model.
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Appendix B4t Cunulative Estiaote of Oil Spills

The cumulotive risk of oil spills ($: 1,000 ond >. 10,000 barrels) from

platforms, pipelines and tankers in the Southern California Planning Area is

shown in the Table B*4-l below* The expected number of spills and the

probability of the occurrence of one or ttore spills associated with tanKering,

both while at sea and in port, is also shown.

A basic variable used in the calculations was the volume of oil of each aspect
of the cumulative analysis (platforms, pipelines and tonKers) For platforms,
on estimate of the conditional resource volume present in the Southern

California Planning Area was token from Table IV.A.4.1.2 in the Draft Proposed

5-Year Oil and Gas Leasing Program (MMS, 1986) Added to this amount is the

estimated volume of oil that lies within California state waters which was

taken from Table IV.C.4-1 in the EIS for Lease Sale 80 (MMS, 1984). The volume

of oil that was coluculoted to be piped ashore included the above state
volumes plus 66X of the conditional oil resources of the Southern California

Planning Area (Table Iv.A.4*a.2 in MMS (1986) TanKering volumes ore based,

in part, on the predicted volume of oil which is shipped to California

according to estimates from the Lease Sole 80 EIS (MMS, 1984) Approximately
59X of this volume is refined in the Los Angeles area (Cantrell, 1986) Added

to this is the remainder of the oil produced in the Southern California

Planning Area (347. as opposed to the 667. that is piped ashore, as noted
above). Accident rotes for platforms, pipelines and tanKers ore taKen from the

Oil Spill RisK Analysis Technical Paper 83-9 for Lease Sale 80 (MMS, 1983)

The cumulative values from all sources for each spill scenario were calculated

by considering the individual accident rate multiplied by the volume of oil

handled by that aspect (i.e. platforms, pipeline, tanKers at sea, tanKers in

port) and sumniing these parts. This resulted in numbers of expected spills.

This value was then used to calculate the probability of one or more spills
discussionoccurring on a cumulative basis. See MMS (1983) for a more detailed

of these calculations. As the table indicates, the risK attributed to Platform

Gail is very small in comparison to the overall cumulative risK associated

with all existing and future cil spill sources over the life of the project.
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Table B.4-1. CUMULATIVE PROBABILITY ESTIMATES OF ONE OR MORE OIL
SPILL OCCURRENCES IN THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA PLANNING AREA UITH
AND WITHOUT PLATFORM BAIL FOR SPILLS >1,000 AND ^10,000 BARRELS

OVER THE LIFE OF THE PROJECT(32 YEARS)

UITH PLATFORM GAIL WITHOUT PLATFORM GAIL

PlaVPiee^TonKiU/TanKi^ PlQt^Pie^Tanm^TanKj[2.)

^iiS&S.bQrrels

Expected No. Spills 4.11/4.96/3.71/1.65 4.04/4.87/3.71/1.65

Probobility (X) 98.4/99.3/97.5/80.8 98.3/99.2/97.5/80.8

Cuffiul. All Sources
(Expect No./Prob.O)) 14.50/99.99 14.37/99.99

^l0!000-60!:!815

Expected No. Spills 1.81/2.08/2.06/0.62 1.79/2.04/2.06/0.62

Probability (%) 83.6/87.4/87.3/46.1 83.2/87.0/87.3/46.1

Cuniul. All Sources
(E;<pect. No./Prob. CO) 6.60/99.86 6.50/99.85

Volunies calculated as follows?
Platforms-Conditional oil resources for the Southern Co li-Form a Planning

Area (2.973 Bbbis) with estiirioted stote reserves and undiscovered resources
for S. Calif, ond N. Calif (1 .011 Bbbis) totalling 4.105 Bbbls.

F’ipelines-66X of the conditional oil resources for the Southern California

Planning Area (1 .962 Bbbls) and all of the state reserves and undiscovered

resources (1.135 Bbbls) totalling 3*097 Bbbls.
TanKers-34X of the conditional oil resources for the Southern California

Planning Area (1.011 Bbbls) 592 of all AlosKon and foreign tanKering to

the west coast (3.11 Bbbls) and no tonkering from state waters totalling

4.121 Bbbls.

* F’lot= Platforms; Pipe= Pipelines; TonR(l)= TonKer spills at sea, TonK(2)=

TonKer spills in port.
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Appendix C: Archaeological Information

Appendix C. I: Archaeological and Cultural Resource Review
(Woodward-Clyde Consultants) *

Appendix C. 2 MMS Archaeological Analysis of Platform Gail
Site and Pipeline Routes

Appendix C. 3 : Section 106, National Historic Preservation
Act Consultation: State Historic Preservation
Officer Response

* Copies available for review in Public Information Room,
MMS, Los Angeles
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Nemorandum

To: Regional Supervisor. Office of Field Operation. Pacific OCS Region

Fro: 01 strict Supervisor. Yentura District

Subject Archaeological Analysis of Platform Gall Site and Pipeline Routes

Our staff geophysiclst has conducted a second review of the geophysical data
pertinent to the subject project for evidence of anomalies Which right indicate
potentially significant archaeological sites. The review was focused along the
pipeline corridor and proposed platfonn site In water depths greater than 3% ft.
Shallow portions of the project area appear to have been adequatly considered In
the Environmental Research Archaeologists report to Woodward-Clyde Consultants
(July 9. 1985, In; Appendex E, Geophysical Investigations Drilling and Production
Platform Sail Santa Clara Unit...).

The data reviewed consisted of side-scan-sonar, shallow suhbottom and depth recorder
profiles In the vicinity of the pipeline corridor. Side-scan sonar coverage generaly
exceeds current NTL requironents for pipeline surveys although coverage along the
southern margin of the eastern (Gall) end of the pipeline only extends MOO ft fror
the center! Ine of the corridor. Data Quality is generally good and sonar resolution
Is approximately 1 .5 X 4 m; range and transverse, respectively.

The only sonar targets present on the data reviewed are scattered about the eastern
rile of the pipeline corridor at distances of up to 2400 ft from its centerline. A
majority of these targets are linear in character and appear to be furrows in the
seabed. Others are rectilinear and their coincidence with the site of prior explor-
atory dril ling operations (OCS-P 0209, No. 2; P-0205, Nos 1 and 3) Indicates that
they are. in all probability, features and debris from exploration operations. Ho
evidence suggestive of shipwrecks was noted by our staff geophysicist.

Enclosure

bcc: M. Hill, Office Leasing t Environment
Platform Gall Development and Production Plan File
J. C. McCarthy
J. M. wright
Chron
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Aunendix C.3: Section 106, National Historic Preservation Act Consultation:
-State Historic Preservation Officer’s Re^uonse

8ft of California The Resource Mg-icy Date: 4 May 1986______
OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Project No.: MMS 8604 lOA

P.O. Box 2390
&crmento, CA 95811
(916) 445-8006

TITLE: CHEVRON USA, PLATFORM GAIL LEASE-OCS-P 0205_______

The item cited above was received in this office on 10 April 1986___________
Thank you for consulting us pursuant to 36 CPR 800.

We concur in your determination that this undertaking:

X)E3 does not involve National Register or eligible properties.
D will not affect National Register or eligible properties.

The provisions of 36 CFR 800.7 apply if previously unidentified National Register or eligible
resources are discovered during construction.

Contact Nicholas Del Cioppo___________ of our staff if you have any questions.

K̂athryn’^^^r^^^^^Gualtieril
State Historic Preservation Officer



Appendix D: Nonproprietary Copy of the Development and
Production Plan (DPP) and Environmental Report (ER) *

*Copies available for review in Public Information Room,
MMS, Los Angeles
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Appendix E: Oil Spill and Emergency Contingency Plan for
Platform Gail Platform Grace Santa Clara Unit*

* Copies available for review in Public Information Room,
MMS, Los Angeles
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Appendix G: List of Agencies or Groups That MMS Sent a Copy of
Chevron’ s DPP for Platform Gail
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Appendix G: List of Agencies or Groups That MMS Sent a Copy of
Chevron’s DPP for Platform Gail

1. California Coastal Commission
San Francisco, California

2 State of California
Secretary of Environmental Affairs
Sacramento, California

3 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Laguna Niguel, California

4. Channel Islands National Park
Ventura, California

5. National Marine Fisheries Service
Terminal Island, California

6. llth Coast Guard District
Long Beach, California

7. U.S. Office of Ocean and Coastal
Resources
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration
Washington, D.C.

8 U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region IX
San Francisco, California

9. Clerk of the Board, L.A.
County Board of Supervisors
Los Angeles, California

10. Air Resources Board
Sacramento, California

11. Department of Fish and Game
Long Beach, California

12 Department of Fish and Game
Morro Bay, California

13 California Division of Oil and Gas
Long Beach, California
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14 California Division of Oil and Gas
Sacramento, California

15. California Division of Mines and Geology
Sacramento, California

16. California State Lands Commission
Long Beach, California

17. California State Lands Commission
Sacramento, California

18. Ventura County Environmental
Resource Agency
Ventura, California

19. County of Ventura APCD
Ventura, California

20. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C.

22 County of Santa Barbara
Energy Division
Santa Barbara, California

23 League of Women Voters
of Santa Barbara
Santa Barbara, California
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Appendix H: List of Persons Contacted
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Appendix H: List of Persons Contacted

1. Matthew Klope USAF
2 Dana Seagers National Marine Fisheries Service
3 Jim Lecky National Marine Fisheries Service
4 Tom Dohl UCSC
5. Frank Gress UCD
6. Nicolas Whelan NPS
7 Dave Lewis NPS
8 Lisa Hoefler Monterey, SPCA
9 Ken Briggs UCSC

10. Pete Sorensen USFW
11. Ann Howald ADL
12 Frank Whogolen NPS
13 Dave Harlow USFW
14 Alice McCurdy Santa Barbara County
15. Michael Fry UCD
16. Dee Chamberlain ARCO
17. Skip Onstadt Clean Seas
18. Jim Bottorff USFWS
19. Susan Berryhill Santa Barbara County
20. Ruth Bednarchik Santa Barbara County
21. Peter Campbell Santa Barbara County
22 Bill Davis Oxnard Airport
23 George Dellwo City of Port Hueneme
24 Bob Harnuth Port Hueneme
25. Norine Harwood FAA
26. Gene Kjellberg Ventura County
27 Marcia Magness City of Carpinteria
28 Connie Lau State of California
29 Rick Throckmorton Aspen Helicopter Service
30. Ron Weinert Oxnard Elementary Schools
31. Cmdr. Robert USCG

Varenko
3 2 Cmdr. Kenneth

Alien
33 Robert Almay Santa Barbara County Planning
34 Mike Sowby Los Angeles Water Quality Control Board
35. Jesse Nighswanger Central WQCB
36. Dr. Phil Oshida EPA
37 Eugene Bromley EPA
38 Jim Bottorff USFWS
39. Dwight Sanders State Lands Commission
40. Larry Espinoza CDF&G
41. Dr. Jack Anderson SCCWRP
42 Dr. David Brown SCCWRP
43 Alice Aldredge UCSB
44 Jeff Price Ventura District State Parks
45. Nick Whelan Channel Islands National Parks
46. Clarence Cabell Harbormaster, Channel Islands Harbor
47 Frank Anderson Channel Islands Harbor



48 John Sunada CDF&G
49. Dick Nitsos CDF&G
50. Patty Wolf CDF&G
51. Alana Knaster Mediation Institute
52 Craig Fusaro Liaison Office
53 Dennis Bedford CDF&G
54 Rick Klingbeil CDF&G
55. Mac Oliphant CDF&G
56. Alex MacCall NMFS
57 Cynthia Norris Chevron
58 Robert Brewer Trawl Fisherman
59. Ralph Hazard Trawl Fisherman
60. William Diller Trawl Fisherman
61. Joe Cansett Trawl Fisherman
62 Tiro Castagnola F/V CECELIA
63 Mark Sanders F/V OGENIO
64 Pete Depuy F/V KAREN MARIE
65. Jon Devrah F/V LADY OLGA
66. Eugenia Laychek California Coastal Commission
67 Robert Butler Chevron
68 Bill Ehorn NPS
69 Gary Davis NFS
70. Carol Pillsbury NPS
71. David Chan State Office of Offshore Development,

Secretary of Environmental Affairs
72 Ray Menebroker Air Resources Board
73 Nancy Post Air Resources Board
74 Susan Hansch California Coastal Commission
75. Devon Bates California Coastal Commission
76. Nancy Kaufroan USFWS
77 Brooks Harper USFWS
78. Ralph Swansen USFWS
79 Nick Del Cioppo State Historic Preservation Office
80. Mike Kahoe State Office of Offshore Development,

Secretary of Environmental Affairs
81. George Lew Air Resources Board
82 Andy Ranzieri Air Resources Board
83 Marie Frieburger Chevron
84 Roslyn Muller Chevron
85. Tim Russ Chevron
86. Robert Butler Chevron
87 Marsh Shambarger Chevron
88 L. McCloskey Chevron
89. Jim Lovins Chevron
90. L. Campbell Chevron
91. Larry Rennacker Ventura APCD
92 Neil Moyer Ventura APCD
93 Richard Baldwin Ventura APCD
94 Keith Duval Ventura APCD
95. Jason Lee Santa Barbara APCD
96. James Johnson California Coastal Commission
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District
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Appendix I: Correspondence from MMS District Supervisor, Ventura District

w^^AGECi."-’C C:.>

United States Department of the Interior
MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE
PACIFIC OC5 RE610N. VENTUHA DISTRICT

14S NORTH BRENT STREET SUITE 802
VENTURA. CALIFORNIA 95003 FIESso^^los ANGELES

I" Rtplf R*fr T
MMS-tet.I Step

March 7. m6

MCTorandum

To: Regional Supervisor, Office of Leasing and Environment, Attn: M. Hill

Through: Regional Supervisor, Office of Field Operation. Pacific OCS Region

Fro-: District Supervisor, Ventura District

Subject: Geohazards Summary for Platform Gail Environment Assessment

In accordance with Instructions from the Regional Supervisor, Office of Field
Operations In his memorandum of February 12. 1986, we have prepared the attached
Suimiary of the geohazards ar>d mitigating measures for the Subject project. Our
sunroary has met the "one-page target" discussed In th OFO-OLE Scoping Meeting
on February U 1986; however, it is our understanding that this suroiary Kill be
rewritten by OLE into a format consistent with the balance of the US being pre-
pared for the Sockeye DPP.

We feel it would be useful to supply this office with a copy of the "CIS for the
Gall/Sockeye development project In order that future Suhmittals of this nature
ore closely conform to the format being used by OLE.

Q^ Ot
^6&mes W. Wr

Enclosures

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE
PACIFIC OC? REe’O’-’

RECEIVED

MAR J9B3

Leasino ?

ight Q^^



Enclosure 1

Platform Sail and Gall to Grace Pipeline Corridor, Santa Clara Unit

Summary of Potential Geohazards and Scismlclty

Geologic and geotechnical Investigations of the Platform Gall site and associated
Gill to Grace pipeline corridor indicate the principal design considerations In the
project area are selsrolcity, shallow gas and potential slope instability (1). (2),
(3), (4).

Danes and Hoore’s probabaltstic seismic risk analysis for the proposed Platform site
resulted In design criteria for peak horizontal ground accelerations of u.2Zg
(return period 270 years) and 0.35g (return period 4000 years) for strength (operating
level) and rare intense (ductility level) events, respecively (4). The magnitudes
and proceedures used in their derivation are in accord with API recommended practice for
the area and mitigation Is within the range of routine design practice (5).

High resolution geophysical studies In the project area Identify areas of geologically
recent Slope Instability (1 ). The moderate (3 to 5) southwesterly slopes are
characterized by humnoclcy topography and shal low structures associated with trans-
lational movement of the shallow (less than 50ft.) sedimentary unit
along dip-slope failure surfaces. Shallow sedimentary units within the project area
are commonly characterized by accoustlcally turbid signatures usually associated
with interstltal gas (1 ). These "turbid" zones are general ly observed between 10
and 60ft Subbottom. within the slide units, and the presence of gas, petrogenic
methane, was verified by geochemical analysis of soil borings from the project area.
No relalonship between the occurrence of gas signatures and the distribution of
hummockey topography was observed. Other potential hazards Such as recent, shallow
faulting and potential overpressure zones were not Identified In areas that would be
Impacted by the platform and pipeline. The nature of the proposed production operations,
regional stress regime and resevoir charactercisties Indicate that no Induced seismicity
or subsidence would resuU from the proposed operations.

The principal mitigating measure employed In this project is avoidance. The proposed
platform site is located away from the areas characterized by the two principal
foundation zone considerations identified (I .e., potential slope instability and
shal low gas). Although located down slope from the humrocky area, geotechnical analyses
of the shallow soils and probabatistic determination of peak medline accellerations
indicate that only very minor seafloor displacements would occur froni a rare. Intense
earthquake. Similarly, the pipeline corridor avoids the hummocky slide terrain for a
major portion of its length. The segment of the pipeline that wilt cross the slope Is
located on the lowest gradient, least disturbed portion of the slope between platforms
Gall and Grace.
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(5) Anrican Petroleum Institute, 198, Planning. Designing and Constructing Fixed
Offshore platforms. Publication No. API RP 2A, 15th ed., October 22.
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Appendix J Projects Considered in the Cumulative Analysis

1. Gaviota Interim Marine Terminal
2. Shell Hercules State Tidelands Project
3 Santa Ynez Unit Development
4. Arco Ellwood Platforms
5. Hyatt Hotell (adjacent to Ellwood)
6. Santa Barbara Shores (Condo. Development west of UCSB)
7. Devereaux University Exchange Project (homes/apartments

Isia Vista)
8. Voit Business Park (light industry center northwest of Santa

Barbara Airport)
9. One Hundred Megawatt Cogeneration Plant (UCSB Campus)
10. Red Lion Motor Inn
11. Gas Plant at Carpinteria-expansion plans withdrawn
12. Port Hueneme Port facilities
13 Platform Julius (San Miguel Project)
14 Point Arguello Platforms Platforms Hermosa, Harvest, and

Hacienda
15. Point Pedernales Platforms Platform Irene, Independence
16. Getty Gaviota Facility
17 Union Cojo Platforms Helen and Herman
18 Phillips Tajiguas Pipeline expansion
19. Government Point (See URS, 1985, pg. Cl. 0-1)
20. Exxon Las Flores Canyon "
21. Texaco Gaviota Marine Terminal "
22 Phillips Ellwood Terminal "
23 Lompoc Airport Expansion "
24 VAFB Development "
25. Hollister Business Park (Santa Barbara) M

26. Santa Barbara Business Park "
27. Los Carneros Community (Santa Barbara) "
28 Transportation Center (Oxnard) "
29. Oxnard Town Center "
30. Mandalay Bay (Oxnard) "
31. Ventura County Fairgrounds (Ventura) "
32 Route 101 Improvements (Ventura) "
33 Kimball Road Rt. 126 (Ventura) "
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Appendix K: Abbreviations

ABBREVIATIONS

AAQS Ambient Air Quality Standards
ADL Arthur D. Little
AHF Allan Hancock Foundation
APCD Air Pollution Control District
API American Petroleum Institute
ASBS Area of Special Biological Significance
BLM Bureau of Land Management
BOP blowout prevention
CARB California Air Resources Board
CCC California Coastal Commission
CDF&G California Department of Fish and Game
CMCS Center for Marine and Coastal Studies
CO carbon monoxide
CS Clean Seas
CSWRCB California State Water Resources Control

Board
CZMA Coastal Zone Management Act
DPP Development and Production Plan
EIS Environmental Impact Statement
EPA Environmental Protection Agency
ER Environmental Report
ESA Endangered Species Analysis
FAA Federal Aviation Administration
FY Fiscal Year
H-S hydrogen sulfide
ISM inspection and maintenance
JIMS Joint Interagency Modeling Study
LPC Limiting Permissible Concentration
MBC Marine Biological Consultants
MMS Minerals Management Service
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NAS National Academy of Sciences
NDBO National Data Buoy Office
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service
NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric

Administration
NO- nitrogen
NO2

dioxide
nitrogen oxides

NPDES National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System

NPS National Park Service
NRC National Research Council
NTL Notice to Lessee
02 Oxygen
OSC On-Scene Coordinator
OSCP Oil Spill Contingency Plan
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OSRAM Oil Spill Risk Analysis Model
POCS Pacific Outer Continental Shelf
PFM Pacific Fishery Management Council
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration
SAAQS State Ambient Air Quality Standards
SAI Systems Applications, Inc.
SCAMIT Southern California Association of Marine

Invertebrate Taxonomists
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District
SCCAB South Central Coast Air Basin
SCCWRP Southern California Coastal Water Research

Project
SO sulfur dioxide
TDS total dissolved solids
TSP total suspended particulates
UCD University of California at Davis
USAF United States Air Force
USCG United States Coast Guard
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service
uses United States Geological Survey
voc volatile organic compounds
VTSS Vessel Traffic Separation Scheme
WSF water soluable factor
ZID Zone of Initial Dilution

K-3
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Appendix L; Units of Measure

UNITS OF MEASURE

bbbis billion barrels of oil
bbis barrels of oil
bbls/yr barrels per year
BOPD barrels of oil per day
cm centimeters
cm/sec centimeter per second
F Fahrenheit
fms fathoms
ft feet
hr(s) hour(s)
in inches
tan kilometers
kw kilowatt
1 liter
Ib pound
m meters
mg/1 milligram per liter
Bii miles
min minutes
mm millimeters
MMSCFD million standard cubic feet per day
mt metric tons
nm nautical mile
ppb parts per billion
ppm parts per million
sq km square kilometers
sq mm square miles
sq nm square nautical miles
ug/m micrograms per cubic meter
yr year
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Appendix F: Review Comments and Related Correspondence from
Outside Agencies or Interest Groups

Below is the listing of the comments MMS received from federal,
state and local agencies and other interested parties relating to
the proposed Platform Gail project. There are two pages of
comments per actual page of text. Thus, a "left" and a "right"
side exists for each text page. In the following listing, F-2r
translates to page F-2 , the right side of the page when the
document is oriented sideways.

AGENCY PAGE

National Marine Fisheries Service F-ll
U. S. Coast Guard F-lr
County of Santa Barbara

Resource Management Dept. F-2r
Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource
Management (NOAA) F-5r
County of Ventura

Resource Management Agency F-61
Planning Division F-6r
Air Pollution Control Dist. F-81

California Coastal Commission F-101
State of California F-15r

Air Resources Board F-2Or
Dept. of Boating and Waterways F-231
Dept. of Conservation F-23r
Dept. of Fish and Game F-241
State Lands Commission F-25r
State Water Resources Control Board F-261
County of Santa Barbara

Dept. of Regional Programs F-271
Resource Management Dept.

Energy Division F-281
County of Ventura

Air Pollution Control District F-311
Planning Division F-33r

City of Oxnard F-351
League of Women Voters of Calif. F-42r
League of Women Voters of Santa Barbara F-43r

National Park Service F-481
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency F-50r
Ventura Unified School District F-52r
Oxnard School District F-54r
County of Ventura

Air Pollution Control District F-561
State of California F-56r

Resources Agency F-571
Dept. of Fish and Game F-57r

Office of Historic Preservation
(Dept. of Parks and Recreation) F-58r
MMS Response to Coastal Commission Comments

(15 April 1986) F-591
(30 April 1986) F-721
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UNITED STATES DEPORTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATlUNflL MAUI’.l Ht.’im’tS blHVICl

Southwest Region
300 South Ferry Street
Terminal Island, California 90731

February 12, 1986 F/SWR33:JJS

Mr. Thomas W. Runaway
Regional Supervisor
Office of Field Operations
Minerals Management Service
Pacific OCS Region
1340 West Sixth Street
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Noted DunaA’ay

\ F6./.4^
,’ ’’/

"1-IIT.I.^’\’~’’ ’,
Deal dr. Dunavay.

We have reviewed the Information you provided with your
letter of January 29, 1986, regarding the "Development and

Production Plan" for Lease Tract OCS-P 0205 which overlaps the

southeastern end of the Santa Barbara Channel Islands National

Harine Sanctuary. While the actual work proposed on Tract P 0205
Sanctuaryis scheduled to take place outside the designated

boundary, it is critical that during development and production,
aspects the spill contingency plan for the unit beall of

strictly followed. This recommendation is even Biore important

given the fact that the Channel Island nearest the cite proposed
foi Plattomi Gail on Tract P 0205, Anacapa Island, is a

designated State Ecological Reserve as viell.

The information Included in the "Environmental Report"
provided for the project accurately aBBesses the impacts which

a singlecan be expected from the construction and operation of
pioduction platform and associated pipelines on Tract P 0205.
However, it would be useful to Include in the final enviroiin.ciitui
report for the project, those portions of the "Marine Wildlife

Contingency Plan" prepared for your office by the Cities Service
to the ChannelOil and Gas Corporation in June 1985, which relate

Islands Sanctuary*

Sincerely yours,

’."/>.,l^->-^ -f’/i^.-s-w--

James J,. Slavson
Cliief, Protected Species and

Habitat Conservation Branch

V^_^^S^>fflMltwmjl
US Department
(XTiarKoortoton

United Sto-
Coo-Guard

Mr. Thonas W. Dunaway
Minerals Management Service
1340 W. Sixth Street
Los Angeles, CA 90017

T-BEU) OPCTATIONS
IOSANOELE3

Noted Ounaway

Union a^BId?01^- 1^0"
400 Ocungat*
LoogBeKh.CA22-&399
SrK Synhol: mep

(213) 590-2301

16465
11 March 1986

Chevron U.S.A. Inc’s Development
and Production Plan for OCS P-0205
Santa Clara Unit

Dear Mr." Dunaway:

We have reviewed Chevron U.S.A. Inc’s Development and Production Plan for OCS
P-0205, Santa Clara Unit. Our comnents are enclosed.

Sincerely,

/ sec-
/KBWETH B, ALLEM
Coinnander, U. S. Coast Guard
Chief, Marine Environmental Protection/
Port Safety Branch
By direction of the District Comnander

/

End: (1) Coninents
MINERUS MAW,! "IM1 S1KVICI

PACIFIC OCS GION
RFCHVCD

N120HBB

L-ling m’’
LOS



COMMENTS ON CHEVRON U.S.A. INC.’S
DEVEtjOfMOn- AND PRODUCTION PLAN FOR

OCS P-0205, SANTA CLARA UNIT

Class A structure according to 33 CFR 67,
As the platform will be considered a

Navigation Appiication will be

reoutred
Private Aids toa Coast Guard approved Guard

O^trId
fronThe application can be obtained the Eleventh Coast

mustat the above address. The Coast Guard

no^firiAids to Navigation Branch

notice
10 deploy the platform as early as possible so timely

be of plans
Notice to Manners Me

its publishedof the presence can be in a

require at least two weeks advanced notice of the platform’s deployront.

^leastriR 2-13. 2.5.6.7 obstruction lights must be visible at a distancea. The
5 nautical miles 90 of the nights of the year. The lighting and

Guard.
fog signal equipment must be approved by the Coast

IV-18. Guard has no requirements regardingThe CoastPTRE at^2-13 and POD p.
color. fte^IR white while the

s^eFthe
states the platform will be painted

paintri a bright, visible color perplatform highlyPOD will be
should agree.Coast Guard recommendations. The plans

Study
POD p. Paragraph 4.7 states the Coast Guard PAR of 1991

IV-18. the
concluded 991 of the ships in the Santa Barbara Channel use

surveyed vessels that calledonlynot true. The PAP study coatnercial TSS^ This is

at the
address

ports of Los Beach. The PAR study docs notAngeles/Long boats, etc.).
vessel traffic patterns (i.e. pleasure craft, fishing

connercial
non^

^discusses is obvious from reading the Plan that it is not
POD p IV-19. It up-to-date^

theythat occurred in 1985 as if are going to occur in the
events

future.

ILl-Llfubl.i.^ )

County of Satita Barbara
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT
Pianne Gu:inan, AK;P, Director
Dev Vrat, Assistant Director

Energy Division

Noted-DuwWMim.ii’’!^’.’

ttlWr..,.

W 8B6

March 25. 1983 L-Ing W??6
Thopas M. Dunaway
Minerals Management Service ^OPEfM’
1310 W. Sixth St. ^SANGElea
Los Angeles, CA 90017

RE: Chevron’s Proposed Platform Gall-Lease OCS-P0205

Dear Mr. Dunaway:

reviewed the Environmental Report for I>1atfonllWe have Chevrons Gan-
Shelf

.,
proposed for location In the Outer Continental 24 "n"
Santa Barbara. Several general comments are appropriate; these""^"1are found

below. Counts specific to the Environmental Report/Deve opmen. and

production Plan furnished by Chevron are Included s ttt<lchlw"t..
that these cements have been prepared 1n f"^1"110""

note
"""

reflect"1^,^’ santB,,
^

Barbara County Pollution Control District, and thus that agency S
Air

input, as well.

General Conments

1). An Environmental Impact Statement should be prepared to fully

consider the cumulative construction and operation
the Santa Barbara

attributable to OCS development In this area of ^P"1.
Channel.

2> Impacts of any modification to both onshore and offshore ^m1es

should be fully discussed. Including prolonging the operational life,

and associated emissions, of existing facilities.

methodologies
3). Onshore air Impacts should be examined usingquality

adopted by adjacent air quality Districts.

’ meas^s^n^rd’Vchevron-s*ii feacihio npasures to reduce ozone

^^^"’
precursors

beby
^^.e^r11
(Including those

Santa Barbara County) should Included In this project. "

961-7103122(>-An.,c,,r,i Sm-et. S-.n,,. Baitm... CA 91101 (HOS)
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of IncludedIf you have questions about any the comments herein, please
contact Peter Cantle of this office, at (805) 963-7103.

Sincerely,

^LfLt^J ^l^lL^Lv-
DIANNE GUZMAN
Director

OG:PC:1s:5649e
Attachments
cc: Bill Master, APCD

Susan Hansch. California Coastal Commission
Harsha Magness, City of Carplnteria
Nancy Post, Air Resources Board

Specific Comments and Questions ’’,
Environmental Report for Platform Gall and Subsea Pipe^r

1) p.2-1 required?1 NPDES perl!l1t 1n effect or is f"rther P^Wng

2 p.2-3 What are projected emissions Increases due to Increasedtreatment introduced 9from Gall Into Grace’s StreJoro un???
3) P.2-8 Has Chevron Investigated

^??^
the possibility of a

utilizing^J1’,"0""7
fully or

this ,?1Mse
partiallyy

prov1de oasoning for not
less-polluting methodology.

4) p.2-8 wh^ 92S’^ee^"!n9 methods W1n be on
by’produc^s?

used 6*11 to provide fuelons 9re expected? vhst Wn1 ^ done "1th

5) p.2-9

^^
Re^ mud system. Narrative Indicates "each rig- win have two

that ^"Sle rig will beused to’’S^i^58^’’8 1S stilted
drin on the platform.

6) p.2-9 What are power sources
mixers, degasser and shale

^ *
Please clarify.

for mud pumps, desander, desllter
shaker? Are these emissionsaccounted for?

7) p.2-10 Please explain sanitary systems relative to personnel quarters.

8) p.2-12 What Is "ESD condition with zone deluge?"
9) p.2-13 Re: 2S and SO? Contingency Plan. Does the "detailedemergency plan" In Appendix 7 also cover SO??
10) p.2-13 ^m "’;!193"?? a1ds^[’ue to the Pox^"^ty of the platform’s

proposed location to the re-routed shipping lanes, the use of anAutomatic Radar Plotting Aid unit should be required.

11) p.Z-14 It is not clear how oily cuttings are segregated from
uncontaminated cuttings. Please explain.

12) p.2-14 Are crew, supply and support vessel emissions accounted for?What increases are projected? What mitigation measures IsChevron con-iniitting to?

13) p.2-18 What seismic criteria are used for pipeline design?

14) p.2-19 Please give more detail on hydrostatic test waters and
inhibitors.

15) p.2-19 Is no leak detection system proposed for the gas line? Please

16) p.2-20 What modifications to sour gas treatment facilities are
projected for both platform Grace and the Carpinteria plant?



or171 facility modifiedo 2-20 Is the Carplnteria going to be expanded to
accomodate new production? Are any modifications required of

existing permits? Please give details and clarification.

18) p.2-21 What Is the fate of H^S In crude when it is stripped?

for Our19) NPDES?D 2-29 What is current status of EPA’s general permit
understanding Is that It still has not been issued and that the
California Coastal Commission has voted not to grant a
consistency determination. Please comment.

20) p.2-33 How is water to be discharged to ocean tested for oil content?
How often?

top.2-36 Re: produced water. What chemical constituents are expected21)
occur 1n produced water? Please give details.

22) P.2-37 It Is our understanding that NPOES discharges within 1000m of
the National Marine Sanctuary boundary are to receive different
(more stringent) treatment than NPDES discharges elsewhere.
Please comment.

23) p.2-46 Re: visual assessment. The fact that other platforms are
visible on the horizon Une does not mean that "visual intrusion
of Platform Gall...will be limite^T.."

24) p.4-5 Re; air quality and Class H PSO. Isn’t Anacapa (and rest of
Park/Sanctuary) a Class area for PSD? Please comment.

25) D.4-6 Re: air quality. Chevron should apply same air pollution
control technologies to Patfomi Gall as are to be used on
Platforms Hermosa and Hidalgo. See general comments.

26) p.4-7 What are average dally mobile source emissions within the 3-mile
limit?

27) p.4-10 Justify statement that there "will be no Increase In emissions
from Grace associated with gas from ...Gail." Does not an
increase in throughput generally lead to an increase In
emissions?

28) p 4-13 Re: mitigation measures. Santa Barbara County believes it 1s

appropriate to implement additional mitigation measures similar
in scope and Intent to those provided for the Pt. Arguello
Project platforms.

29) p.4-14 Re: cumulative air quality impacts. The general concern facing
Santa Barbara County is onshore impacts from offshore sources.
Once again. Chevron should use the approach utilized In their

Pt. Arguello Project to fully address this problem
satisfactorily. The treatment In the environmental report
essentially skirts the issue.

-2-

30) p.4-14 Re: cumulative air quality Impacts. This section acknowledges
the ongoing studies to assess cumulative air quality Impacts
(JIMS and SCCCAMPS). Any permits Issued prior to completion of
those studies should Include re-opener to require additional
mitigation. If determined necessary by those studies.

31) p. 4-15 General comment re: paragraph 4. Throughout this document, the
phrase "In the unlikely event of an oil spill" has been used.
Oil spills occur. Perhaps a spill of very large size Is
unlikely; however, sufficient spills have occurred to cause the
issue to be raised repeatedly. Thus, the use of the word
"unlikely" Is questionable.

32) p.4-17 Please describe sanitary waste discharges from platform and work
vessels.

33) p.4.19 Please give anticipated make-up of "completion fluids."

34) p.4-28 Please be more specific about those mitigation measures Intended
for the pipeline to minimize Impacts to fishing Industry.

35) p.4-28, Re: timing of Installation and seabed scarring. Pipeline
p.4-29 installation Is scheduled from mid-September December. As

noted In the document (p.4-29) "most severe scarring...has
occurred where...pi pel ay1ng barges have been anchored In soft
bottom sediments such as Is found In the project area, and have
been subjected to storm conditions." Storms are likely to occur
during late October, November, and December. Thus, the
likelihood of seabed scarring due to anchor deployment from the
pipeline barge 1s greater than If this activity were conducted
during a different time of year. In addition, the proposed
pipeline Installation period overlays the cetacean migration
period.

36) p.4-29 What "various alternatives" will be explored to mitigate seabed
scarring?

37) p.4-36 Re: Notification of marine interests. Notices at harbor
master’s offices In appropriate ports In the Channel area should
also be required. In addition, radio broadcasts during
construction operations would be appropriate.

38) p.4-41 As requested previously (comment 21), please give chemical
analysis of produced waters from Platform GalT.

39) p.4-41 Please give details regarding Inertness of barite as a drill mud
constituent. In addition, please supply chemical analysis of
a11 muds to be used.

40) p.4-42 Re: catastrophic impacts. Text says that trajectory modelling
has shown that an oil spill would not contact Anacapa Island.
However, elsewhere (p.4-38) Santa Cruz Island is identified as a
likely contact point for a spill. Please address this point.

-3-



41) p.4-53 Re: lack of measurable affect of drilling muds on planktonic
crustaceans. Recent studies at UCSB seem to contradict this
statement (I.e., studies by Morse and Aldredge show that drill
muds do. In fact, negatively affect larval/planktonic species).
Please comment.

42) p.4-56 How does Chevron explain the marked difference In results
between the studies that generally cite low to moderate affets
on fish and shellfish vs. the MBC/SAI (1983) study which
"clearly demonstrated that early and adult life stages of fish
and shellfish experienced both lethal and sublethal effects
following exposure to parts per billion levels of petroleum
hydrocarbons" (emphasis added).

43) p.4-56 Re: oil spill impact on Anacapa Island. Earlier in text,
Anacapa was not identified as a potential contact point for an
oil spill. In this section, the Island _[s identified as a
contact point. Please clarify.

44) p.4-57 Why has a 75-hour time constraint been used for spill trajectory
model 11ng?

45) p.4-91 Re: cumulative socloeconomic impact. While any one phase of
this project may not have a significant impact on housing
availability, all phases of any one project or all hydrocarbon
development projects taken together certainly will have a
significant effect.

PC:1s:5641e

-4-

^:!\
\.^y

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Nation*! Oceanic nd Atmospheric Administrjtion
NATIONAL OCEAN SERVICE

OCEAN COAiTAL ESOU11CE MANAGEMENT
..k,i,,.., B.C. 11M

March 28, 1986

WWn I".!,,.-..
PA., "wwict

BEtOop,.,
WSAtGl:

Mr. Thomas W. Dunaway
Regional Supervisor
Office of Field Operations
Minerals Management Service
Pacific OCS Region
1340 West Sixth Street
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr. Dunaway,

We have reviewed the information enclosed with your letter
dated January 29, 1986. This information concerned a
Development and Production Plan for the placement of a
platform on Lease OCS-P 0205, with associated pipelines to
Chevron’s existing Platform Grace on Lease OCS-P 0217.

It is clear the proposed activity will be located outside
the boundary of the Channel Islands National Marine .Sanctuary.
On the basis of the documentation submitted, we anticipate no
significant impacts from normal development and operation of
Platform Gall and associated subsea pipelines.

Please Include this office on your mailing list for the
Environmental Assessment presently being prepared for the
proposed project by the Minerals Management Service.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

T̂weeter L.
irector
P edt
D .

"/"/ //< < ^’/~^ ^



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY

county ofventura
Noted-Van Auker

Noted Maon

.MICE
Victor R H.nhaii’li

Agency tl’fri-tnf

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY

county ofventura Planning Division
Thonw Bwg

March 25, 1986

^sy

M(.h’ ’- l936 \

^ -1

Mr. Thomas W. Dunaway, Regional Supervisor
Minerals Management Service
Pacific OCS Region
1340 W. 6th Street
Lot Angeles, CA 90017

Subject: Ventura County Comments Chevron USA Inc.’s Development and
Production Plan (DPP) and Environmental Report (ER) for Platform Gail-

Lease OCS-P0205

Dear Mr. Dunaway:

The above-referenced environmental document has been reviewed by appropriate
Ventura County agencies. Specific reviewing agency comments arc attached.
Please respond to the comments as required by the California Environmental

Quality Act. All responses should be addressed to the commenting agency with

copy to the Commercial/Industrial Section, Resource Management Agency.

Sincerely,

Agency Director

VRH:j/C131

Attachments

800SouthVicloriaAvenue.Ventura.CA 93009

March 25, 1986

Mr. Thomas W. Dunaway, Regional Supervisor
Minerals Management Service
Pacific OCS Region
1340 W. Sixth St.
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Subject: Planning Division Comments on Chevron USA Inc.’a Development and
Production Plan (DPP) and Environmental Report (ER) for Platform
Gall-Lease OCS-P0205

Dear Mr. Dunaway:

This is in response to your letter requesting Planning Division Comnirnts on the
above-referenced project. Accordingly, the Planning Division has reviewed the
Development and Production Plan (DPP) and the Environmental Report (ER)
associated with the proposed project. Staff requests the following information,
which includes comments on environmental and socio-economic concerns, be
incorporated into the final DPP and ER.

VISUAL/AESTHETIC IMPACTS

The proposed project will be located approximately 11 miles southwest of the City
of Sdii Buenaventura and about 10 miles west of the cities of Oxnard and Port
Huencine. Three offshore platforms (Grace, Gina, and Gllda) are already located
in Ihis general area, and the placement of fourth platform may represeni

cumulatively significant visual intrusion which may further detract from
visitors’ and residents’ views of the Channel Islands. Views from the Channel
Islands (particularly Anacapa and Santa Cruz Islands) would also be adversely
impacted by the construction of a fourth offshore platform in this area. The
project proponent should investigate any measures available that would reduce
cumulative visual impacts.

TYPOGRAPHICAL ERROR

There is a typographical error on page 4-58, second paragraph, third sentence
(i.e., "decreases" appears to read better as "decreasing").

VI.SSKL TRAFFIC CONFLICTS

Although the platform will be located just west of the vessel traffic separation
scln’mc (VT.SS), thr proximity of the platform to the southbound traffic lane may
posr hazard to vessel traffic during periods of poor visibility inclement
wp.iltirr. Tln’rcfore, considerations should he given to additional measures which

could he takpn to minimize this hazard (e.g., vessel traffic monitoring and

warning system).



Mr. Thomas W. Ounaway
March 25, 1986
Page 2

SUPPORT VESSEL TRAFFIC

The Environmental Report (ED) references helicopter trips to the platform from
the Ventura County Airport at Oxnard during the platform and eubspa pipeline
installation phases and during the drilling phase. The ER describes the increase

in airport traffic as "minimal." However, any increase in air traffic due to a
proposed new offshore project nay cumulatively impact the existing airport
facilities and surrounding urban areas. Consideration of these potential
cumulative impacts and any easures to Bitigate their impacts should be
addressed.

OIL SPILLS

The closest oil spill response vessels are located in Santa Barbara (estimated
three hour response time) and Long Beach (no estimated response time). As the
number of platforms in the Ventura/Oxnard/Porl Hueneme area increases, the
possibility for an oil spill increases proportionately. A three hour response
time for oil spill response vessels does not seem reasonable. Therefore, the
feasibility of locating oil spill response vessel in Ventura County (Port of
Hueneme) should be addressed.

SOCIOECONOMICS

Cumulative Impact on Employment, Population and Housing

The ER states "population levels from cumulative (hydrocarbon) development are
essentially within plan levels and are considered negligible." The EK also
states that "because of the limited nature of the Platform Gail project..... the
project is expected to have negligible impact on pprmancnl housing." The
County’s current adopted land use plan and policies do not address any potential
population increases from major offshore hydrocarbon dpvplopmrnt which may
in the 1980’s and beyond including Chevron’s proposed Platform Gail. Therefore,
any potential increase from offshore oil and gas production must be addressed and
adequate mitigation measures should also be proposed.

Cumulative Effects on Community Services

No mention of the cumulative impact of any increase in student populations on
already overcrowded public school systems in Venlura County is discussed (< R.,
the Oxnard School District). Any increase in students in these already
overcrowded systems would be significant. A discussion of impacts resulting from
any increase in school age children and the identification of adequate mitigation
measures should be included in the ER.

Cumulative Impact on Transportation

Many existing streets and Intersections in Western Ventura County (including the

incorporated cities), are already experiencing cumulatively significant imparts
from existing peak flow traffic levels. Any increase in existing traffic Irvrls
would therefore be significant and would have significant adverse impacts
these streets and intersections. The ER, however, states "none of the specific
locations that would be affected including streets and intersections

:.., Tuuwdi, U. Dunaway
March 25, 1986
tige 3

determined to have significant adverse cumulative iapacts." The ER should
be icvised to discuss current traffic related problems and the cumulative impact
of increase in traffic on existing streets and Intersections. Adequate
mitigation easures also need to be identified.

’’"".".TIVE IMPACTS

T*-^ r states that impacts would not be significant because of the temporary
nature of the project. However, in many cases the project will result in
c-.-I.itive impacts which will affect air quality, drilling Bud discharge, the
potential for oil spills, and several economic issues including population,
schools and existing transportation systems (streets and intersections).
Therefore, the Platform Gail ER should Include adequate discussions of cumulative

impacts and identification of mitigation measures.

It is our suggestion that the .Reassessment phase report (Ventura County.
Socioeconomic Monitoring and Mitigation Program), prepared by Centaur Associates,
be utilized as resource in updating the socioeconomtc data included in these
draft documents. It should be noted that while the information contained in

Centaur’s Reassessment/Cumulative Projects List is complete, as of February 1986,
it has not been formally reviewed nor endorsed by the Venlura County Board of

Supervisors, city councils, etc. A copy of the Centaur report will be mailed to

you when it is available for public distribution.

Thank you tor the opportunity to provide comments this proposal. If you have

any question!, require further clarification concerning this response, please
contact Gene Kjellberg at (805) 654-2455.

Sincerely

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Thom.is Hri-n,

k-<\^_j>^
Manager

Planning Division

TB:j/C133

Victor Husbands
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Air PollaUoo Control Mali-let

HBIORARDOM

Date; February 28, 1986
To: Ton Berg, Director, Planning Division

Proa; Dick Baldwin, APCO^/A&W***-
Subject; Development Plan (DP) and BnvlronBental Report (ER) for
Propoaeil Platform Gall

In her of January 51, 1986, Ha. Jan Sharplesa requeated we submit
our commenta on the subject activity to her office by February 28,
1986. Given below are our conents for inclualon Into the County’s
transmit tfil to Ms. Sharpleaa. If you have any questiona please contact
l<rry Bennacker or Hell Koyer of ay staff at (805) 654-5033 or (805)
654-2665, respectively.

The subject proposal Is located approximately nine Miles off the
mainland portion of Ventura County. Ventura County has one of the five
worst air quality problems for ozone of any county in the United
States. It has been deaonstraled that winds flow from the project
location to onshore areas of Venture County and on days of elevated
ozone (Smith, 1983). It has also been demonstrated that platform
located as far as 90 to 100 lies offshore from Ventura County la
capable of adversely affecting ozone concentrations in Ventura County
(HMS, 1985). If the proposed activity were located onshore, it would
be one of the largest sources of oxides of nitrogen and reactive
organic compounds In the county. As the project is proposed, the

District will have no option exespt to require the California Coastal
Commission (CCC) find the proposed activity inconsistent with the
California Coastal Zone Management Plan (CZBP).

To find proposed activity consistent with the CZMP, the CCC must
find it consistent with the requirelents of local air pollution
control districts (Section 30253, 3)).

To be consistent with the rules and regulation of the District,
the proposed activity must comply with the Districts Hew Source
Review Bute and Prevention of Significant Deterioration Rule. The
activity proposed In the DP and BR does not meet these criteria
(APCD Rules 26.1 and 26.3, respectively).

Vilhout the CCC certification, the activity cannot be approved by the
DOI.

The applicable requirements of the District given in detail below:

MSB (26.1)

For aources emitting more than 25 tons per year of of
reactive organic conpoundg or oxides of nitrogen. Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) must be applied and

remaining missions lust 1r ufflclently offset to provide
net air quality benefit. BACT is currently dsfioed by the
District as follows:

Platform PriBtry Power Source: Power cable from onshore
power grid.

Platform Punpa/Conpressorsi Electric.

Platform Flares! Biergency only and smokeless.

Platform Fugitive Hydrocarbon Emissions; Inspection and

Maintenance program with piinp and compressor seals vented to
a vapor recovery system.

The District Is actively considering the following control

measures as BACT:

Platform Process Heaters; Electric.

Crew and Supply Boat; Pro-chamber diesal or < 6 gm "Ox/
hp-hr.

Boiler Pile Driver! Gas fuel with pyrocora burnera or <
15 pp" NOx 9 0!t oxygen.

Other Diesel Enginesi Selected catalytic reduction or 3
go BOx/ hp-hr.

PSD (Rule 26.3)

For sources which emit more than five pounds per hour of

oxides of sulfur, emissions must be reduced to an equivalent
orof the sulfur content of commercial quality natural gas,

0.1H sulfur compound content fuel oil.

Sulfur Compounds (Hule 54)

A source nay emit no more than 10 ppm hydrogen sulfide, by

volume, at the source.

We recognize that the OCS la a unique environment and are willing and
the issuets working with the applicant on of BACT.look forward

Other comments specific to the ER written are given below;

Pape Comment

6-2 The document indicates that by using cable power from

onshore, power will be Increased by V>% and HOx bycoats 53<.
Documentation for these figures are needed. Platforms Gina and

Gilda ire close to GBII and they are cable powered. The BOX
beis based BiBunpllon that all power willincrease



provided by the Edison fossil fuel generating stations at
Handalay Bay and Ormand Beach. This assumption Is unrealistic
In that the electrical power cones from the Edison grid system.
Only small fraction of future power demand ia expected to be
supplied from Edison by burning fossil fuels at Omand Beach
and Handalay Bay (ARB, 1986).

The document, indicates that no increase In emissions from
Grace will occur due to the production from Gail. Fugitive
platform hydrcarbon emissions are priBarily function of gag
processing components, and the pipeline from Gall to Grace
will require additional components. Additionally, to handle
the gas production at Gail, the gas compressors on Grace will
have to operate under higher loads resulting in greater
eaiissions. Therefore, oae Increase in emissions can be
expected.

Emissions from launching the platform Jackets are
missing froa the emission calculations.

The District’1 definition of l source specifies that
emissions from cargo carriers associated with a source
shall be considered eniBsions from the source.
Consequently, to be consistent with District rules,
emissions from supply boats should be included in any
tabulation of source emissions. In Table 4.7-1 supply
boat emissions were left out. In addition, the District
does not distinguish between emissions generated Inside
and outside the three Bile limit. Consequently, all
emissions from base to destination and return should be
Included emissions from the source.

The JIMS program has never been endorsed by the
pnrticipating agencies for regulatory use, and the model
evaluated in JIMS so far has failed to meet the
performance criteria specified by the partlcipflting
gpency members. The District hopD to Iwprovp thn JWf
model through the development of its nonattainment plan
such that it can be used described in the EB.

The environmental documents for Harvest and Hermosa
Indicated that tugboats used for platfom installation have

horsepower range of 18000-40000. The Appendix Indicates
range a horsepower of less than 10000. Unless the

applicant can document that tuga In this range are
available or are under contract, emissions should be
calculated using the higher range. (Also see comments p 4-B)

In Table 3.3-1, the California one hour sulfur dioxide
standard has been changed to 0.25 ppm, and there is
longer National Secondary Standard for carbon monoxile.

2-56 Include as protection measure an internal combustion
engine compliance program consisting of air/fuel ratio
onitoring program (readouts-controllers) and periodic
exhaust BOi sampling.

In conclusion, look forward to working with the applicant towards a
successful OCS development program, and we encourage the applicant to
contact the District at the earliest possible date.

References

(ABB, 19B6) Telephone conversation with Hr. Don Koberlln* of the ARB,
1’ebruary 27. 1986.

(MMS, 1985) "Union Oil Project/Exxon Project Central Santa Maria Basin
Area Study EIS/RIS, Technical Appendix B, Air Quality Meteorology
Volume 1, Arthur D. Little Inc.

(Snith, 198’!) "Analyala of Santa Barbara Oxidant Study", Tea Smith,
Meteorology Research, iBar^Deceiiiber, 1983.

ee; Dave Caulkins, EPA
Bay Menebroker, ABB
John English, SBCAPCD
Chron
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Minerals Management Service
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Dear Mr. Dunaway:
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E^^r^:^.? xss:s^en^erp:c^a

t.e

in 5ne .n< ,eolo,ic

invesiigallonB expected In May.

^rE^"i:i^^^^

questions by April 15. 1986 at the latest.

The following concerns are organized by subject.

h. V.ar ne _Resour ce_E

1. The Environental Report <^> d.oe6,no^^^,6t’ocri^^er
^^i:^^:ntt:<p;nt:^ p^" ^ n ^-^tL^r^ute

marine

ii!Illi^^^^^^

-"S^ .i: ;:;::;": ;^ :;;;;;"^

^j1:.:^;;":;.?.;^/^;^?^^^^^^^^^
pod or thtee page 3-111.

known In the rea (ER
survey and several(’"^.^^’are ""’to winter" vl"*; y (,rlet mention is
Wellington and Andero"

Environmental"78^s<l’.P^ ^t-
betwo.n^’.6)t of contllcts

^de in the
^the

^ ^^ seasonal
construction^c^^ragr^^^’cS’nc^.ion.activities^ """T^, prolccf the CCC M̂ dopted

r:n^s or ln.i,nicant

litpacts contained in the ER.

o( the platfori*
page 2-36. the B’iR t*tee- "The construction

On tte6-,t..cn migration period." Previous
will occur during the ""o"*1 "^^tlon to the times when whales

operators have agreed to llffilt
tones. The report should

are not
"^ruction"^"^"Ycon^ruc^on scheouU ;n light of the delayed

include an updated ^P6""-"-..-.., commission consistency
submittal. MPDES Per"lls a"d coasd?,cuss the potential disturbance
requirements. The "P’^ -^^er ca^

^^^
"" ^"T^iude pairs during the northward

especiallyto the whales mitigation measures such as
migration. The ^""."on^trucUon
^ce^ ’the^atrorm^w^ecember

ot the pipeline nor
1 -nd April 30. and crew

trattic lanes.
and supply boat

,. provide a map and --ription ot

Proposed pipeline
^lb;^o^lSooor’taheTR,tahos

""^^ ’" ’.^Lnts 1981"
r^^s^es^rd^e^ a^wne’n-mSre

moreNekton. 1983 and

studies .r. anticipated.

,. ^though Chevron ,-1

discharge chrome

t^not-c^r-nal^ev^^not.use
or

appear
t8"01’";0"^^ ^^f^rer1,^llg

l^l^and
anticipate using this type ot

^th; "t this mud. Plea.e

clarity.

,.

^^^^^^^^^
clarify on page ,-0 ot the ER how ^P^ ror^cor-ltruction

tteas) be identltled?

,.
^^^^^\

The Site Specific "^^^^^^L’^udLsTMcn’hld’n^^
^m" ^cilic- Mhat uece the

results ol research on Pe.l_al.osars.ia_S.._ar

B. Oj.l_SDll.U

^^^^^
,. The coastal Commission routinely require^^O^e^of^P.n

1^^^^^Ji1^
r^^^^^^^t the 6ue or withln a
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SLitatsP? oil spill trajectories, and the response tine of the oil

I ^oope at?ves. and

"^ynient
Please provide the plans for .forage

of 1500 feet of boom. along with estimates of the tire

tor’tull’"-
response

deployment. provide the rationale for theAlso

I nearest .ensitlve area 1 riles away and the
e the

It taXe hours tor the oil to get
trajectories show that will

there.

2 Please explain the mechanical oil recovery rate that you

onsitc oil clean-up operation. Is there

^un^cient
icipate during the

oil storage capacity to operate the onslte equipment

un.il tne cooperative arrives? Please speclty the capacity of the

oil storage equipment.

used
3 Commission dispersantThe requires that the be the most

^evroneffective and the least toxic for the oil that will be produced.
prove that the dispersant proposed or

must provide data to
use will meet the effectiveness and toxiclty objectives; The oil

from Platform Gall will range tro>i> relatively
between

some heavier crudes according to Chevron personnell11’^"1^1*8(mooting
10,,

d
Cnevron CCC 3/1B/86). Therefore, different types of spersant

and
on the type ot oil spi led. It the

will be necessary depending
dispersant tor the heavy oil happens to be one that has yet to be

licensed in California. Chevron should indicate what steps are being

obtain those approvals so that the preferable chemical is
taken to
available.

withThe Commission has expressed its4 concern the ability ot the

vessels to operate ottshore
Mr Clean onshore oil spill response
for extended periods of time. This concern has been raised in part

by the problems experienced by Mr. Clean II during the Puerto Rican

California. Most of the ottshore supply
tanker spill off northern
vessels (190 200 feet) currently operating oft the California

coastline are larger than the Mr. Clean vessels (130 165 feet).
clean-up

Commission would like a thorough explanation why the
The
vessels are smaller and perhaps not as stable as the workboais. The

Commission’s standard is tor "maximum feasible mil gallon" and must

met by the oil spillwe assure that this standard ie being

cooperative vessels.

notified the Commission staff that they
5 Clean Seas has recently
plan to sell the Tideroar VII Oil storage barge. We are concerned

proposal because of the many problems experienced during
with this
actual spills with obtaining and transporting contract storage

barges over long distances. Problems occurred dut>n<’
and the Puerto Rican spill offthe.Blve""8,.,the northernsplll off the Gulf coast

California coast. Please provide specifics regarding the response

times tor contract vessels, the compatibility o( Clean Seas

available storage barges, and the overall "lionale
equipment with
tor this decision as it relates to providing the maximum feasible

mitigation tor oil spills.

5^?"^^;
TrafficC. V*"*1 Safety

coBnitttng MPA
1. is pecltlMlly to lirfll the on

Chevron
platform Gall?

is

..-;Ttedpage IV-19 of the Supplerent to the DPP ff: "Chevron

to the uee of United States Coata Guard approved

Automatic Radar Plotting Aird (ARPA) to be installed P1"’"0^
On page VI-18. the DPP

stnadby boat in the Santa Clara Unit." ""
Guardelates- "A United States Coast approved Automatic Radar

unit will be installed on th-plotting Aid (ARPA) P?;"0"’,"
2-13 of the ER. it is tted -The use of United States "Coast

Aid ’"’11Automatic Badar Plotting t^ 10 "6
Guard approved <-3t
i..i*lled on the is being considered." On page ofplatforn

on page IV-H of the DPP i. repeated.madetne ER. the statement

2betore’anpage IV-20 of the DPP states: "If radio contact cannot be made

approaching vessel close,
boat or

heticopLrot the platform. the observer̂
thln,.de8l?n<tedwill dispatch a 6ale,

distance
to alert the approaching .ship of the P*;1101" **^.helicopter will depend

The actual time of dispatch of the boat or

upon the speed and course of, the approaching vessel as determined

from the observer vessel tracking."

be available at the plattorm?
Would a boat or helicopter always

andB-inq 2 051 tcet Irom the butter i-one 3,t<>< feet from the lane.

would be time to call (or a helicopter
does Chevron believe there
1rom shore?

and
3 please discuss detail the predominance ot tog low cloudsin

plauo^mwould inhibit visibility in the area ot the proposed
which

many whatdays per year. during seasons is visibility
How

obstructed? (ER page 3-1B)

at Los
the "Consolidated Marine Oil Terminal (CHOT)

4 Does 58)
Maples" reler to Pactex or proposed project? (ER page 3another

Gail wuld
5 paqe 1V-1B of the DPP states that Platform

lane.
be,36’",

teet from the north bound shipping Page -3 ot the
U.IZtm)

approximatelyFR^.IS^mrnortn
.100 teetwould bestales that the Platform

ot the shipping lane. Which tigure is accurate?

loneWould the proposed 500-meter -safety around the platform
6.

(ER page -35)
exclude vessels under 100-feet?

^i.;^;^1;;;;;^^^^;.^’;^-^"..^’.^
please explain in detail the legend for Fi?ure 2..6;l (ER Page

lines?on the map or the actual placement of the

D. Fisheries

what
1. in the on Figure 2.6-1. explain the single dashed li’.-

ER
depict.



pipelines Is
The EK elates that the will be B.iZS" in diameter

2

nodes’this the outside diameter including protective coatings, insulation.

includes
connections? K not. give the outs de diameter which

.nd to-scale
these features. Also. provide aadditional

rhpmatic".h^ ng
fce required,

drawingIn: afferentof theexponentspipeline profiles or cross sections
of the.pip.Unes K 8hroud..,

.’..".. provide a to-scale drawing ot these fixtures, also.

"rovlde location of the surface soils sampling stationsthe
wl’thin the pipeline corridor. Were dart core surveys or other

pipeline
’-lied soil surveys conducted within thesurface
:u;iidor7 so. explain the type of survey which was done or if andK
i.;....". any are planned.

<. Explain whether any recreational fishing occurs in the Immediate

vicinity ot Platform Gail.

steps Chevron will undertake to minimise anchor
5. Detail the
scarring.

to
6 the mitigation measures. In addition post-constructionDetail

will use to eliminate problems with dropped debris
surveys. Chevron
or anchor scars, if the surveys determine that problems with

trawlers will arise due to these Impacts.

Provide a map accurately depicting the platform and pipeline
7
construction zone radius and width. Those areas should include the

amount ot space necessary tor all of the construction and
and anchorinstallation equipment and vessels. Including the anchors

lines.

B. Please provide the exact locations of the mooring buoys.

related
9 We have received reports from fishermen that oil and gas

equipment they have retrieved from their fishing gear has not been

Identity the company using it. Describe what type o
marked to
equipment will be marked and what the identification method will be.

10 Please indicate Chevron’s commitment to notice construction
Newsletter tor Fishermen and

schedules in the Oil and Gas Project
ofOffshore Operators 30 days prior to commencement offshore

construction.

Impacts commercial fishing activities in
11 The analysis of on the

KR is a significant improvement over the analyses in previousthe
F-HS and DPPs, and we appreciate the efforts In attempting to address

these issues. However, environmental documents for previously
Santapermitted pending projects (Pt. Pedernales EIS/R. Ynezand

Point Arguello EIS/B. for example) indicate thatUnit EIS/R. and
aonshore oil and gas facilities and activities present cumulative

impact on commercial fishing and related activities, our concern is

the rely. as does the ER for Platformheightened because documents

Gail. on limited Department of Fish and Game fish block and port
otherlandings some Interviews with fishermen andinformation,

ffl"^^^^i ^^siS^^’Syi^^-"

-accurately
i.i-E:;:;-.:;;?;;.^^-^1’^’"’""’^’1’"
represented In the document..

"r^^"ri^me’^nd’o^^a^^ncs^^ic^e^ron^^^n^^^^^is cr^ica? to the Commission-, review of the Platform Gail
and fish ^ "’"^c^S’^onomfc^m-p c^ o^h.hc developed on* method (or sse.s ng

inc.

fish^^ndusu

S^sS^^ss^

to commencement of this analysis.

E.

l^yW\^
Air Oual_ity

^"^K:1:". :^;^.;".;;;"

^^lS^^^^^^^
again achieved?

;";:.;te:i;.:a:i.;n".";;;.;;;3 ,;s;;s^.".s;;^""-;s
during initial operation? Please explain.

ii,i?:JE^f^^^^^^^^



environmental
6 2-14 thePaae of the KB onitoring systemsnotes

tol^nl^orsbe used on the platforms. Ace blent lr quality and emission

proposed to be located on
?he p?altor

the platform? Nould onitors on

provide valuable a.blent and emission data? Please

explain.

proposed2-H of the ER describes the transportation
Paae easures to reduce

nodes Did the air modelling study Include

ni.issions from crew supply boats such as using larger boats toand

deliver crew and supplies to multiple platforms?

Gall will be
Page 2-20 of the ER notes that gas Iron Platform7

furtheremissionprocessed
at Carplnterla. What type and quantity of

existing emissions today) wi occur at theIncreases (over
Carplnteria plant? Were these emission Increases Included in the

modelling study? Please explain. We understand the
air quality
Carpinteria facility has excess capacity. How will extending the

this facility affect County efforts to reach
operational life of

attainment? Is this facility now using BACT? What additional

mitigation measures could be applied to this facility?

that Section 30253(3) is not
6 Page 2-47 of the ER note^
applicable as the Air Resources Board and the APCD do not have

on the federal OCS. We disagree with(urisdiction over activities
this statement. The project has not been properly assessed to

determine consistency with the CZMP. The project must also be

requirements of Section 30250. The Coastal Act
reviewed under the
requires that projects on the OCS must be consistent with the

requirements of the ARB or local APCD. including the State’s Plan

attaining and maintaining ambienttor federal air quality

standards. Thus, a review of the analysis of project emissions must

be conducted by the ARB. Santa Barbara and Venlura County’s APCD’s
basis or Into determine if the project, on an Individual

combination with other existing or proposed project emissions, would

impede the state’s strategies tot and progress toward attainment.

and
The Commission staff need comments from the ARB. Ventura County

me
Santa Barbara County APCD’s on the accuracy and completeness ot

assessment and whether or not the model identifiesair model impact
any air standard or requirement exceedences and therefore requires

further project mitigation. Staff has requested such comments.

to determine the
The Commission does not have sufficient Information
potential tor violating Clean Air Act. ARB. Santa Barbara County and

requirementsCounty APCD. air quality standards andVentura in the

or for exacerbating the efforts to attain and or
onshore areas,

by
maintain these standards in onshore areas. Until this analysis

these agencies is completed the project may not be found consistent
the CCMP. As you know. alt

to the maximum extent practicable with

quality Impacts cross many jurisdictions beyond their origination
mustand therefore Impacts to all coastal areas be considered during

our consistency review process.

9 page 4-S of the ER discusses air quality and dais II PSD

standards. Please explain why Anacapa Island, six miles to the
howsouth, is not noted as Cls PSD rea and project emissions

would adversely affect the island’s designation.

4-6 of the ER notes obir ource emission* related to the10 Page
cciEtructlon.activities. How are these Included in the air

assessment modelling analysis?

of the ER notes that no Increase of emissions ttom11 Page 4-10
Platform Grace associated with gas at Gall will occur. Please

explain this statement particularly ince ddltlonal gas will be

sweetened over today’s processing volume, and this has to create

onie incremental increase in emissions over today’* emissions.

12 Alternative onshore processing sites in Ventura County and

associated emissions must be considered and analyzed pursuant to

Coastal Act Section 30260 in the model assessment. These sites

include the Union Mandalay facility. Mobil Rincon facility and the

Phillips La Conchita facility.

13 Page 6-2 of the KR discusses a comparison of the electric grid

cable vs gas turbine platform sources. This comparlslon needs to be

by the ARB. Venlura County and Santa Barbara County APCD’sreviewed
appropriateto verity its accuracy and completeness of information.

input is provided to Commission staff, we cannotUntil such
determine what additional information, it any. it necessary.

F. GeneralJComment 8

Impact upon (reshNone of the submitted materials Identify the
water supplies on land due to increased (permitted) processing

tresh
onshore socloeconomic ettects. Quantity demand tor waterand

a result ot this project, availability and cumulative impact upon
as
the overdratt ot the Oxnard plain.

2 Page 2-1 of the ER notes that produced water will be treated and
the unitsdischarged into the ocean. Page 2-8 notes desalination

the
aie proposed to fresh water. Has Chevron exploredproduce

o( treating the connate water tor use on thepossiblility further
muds

platform as or non-potable uses. Including drill andpotable
tire suppression? What are the constraints or problems In using

these purposes In
this water? Has industry used connate water for

the past?

3. Explain how visibility will be reduced and clarify this
from sensitive receptor areas coupledstatement: "The distance

with reduced visibility In the project area will aid in "ducino th

dominant presence of the structure throughout the years." (page 4-9

o(. the ER)

Does the spare pipeline noted on page 2-1 of the ER have any^
other potential uses (or future expansion of this platform or o,-.

platforms?



^od^ce^n3??^^^6-^
daythat tons per

i > the ER notes 3.2 of sulfur will be

^-^’’^.^,:^^^1’^^:^^"’h^^.’^l^^.Lrdou: on’thrpl.tform or in transport?

^^
How

nf the ER discusses production facilities. Ie the

oil.met.r d"o -^t -r.-^^^-na’^iJ^^th
^^atform o^’to^ne^Pl^e^-^ocea.in, facility? What is

the’.ccuracy eteclngof this system?

-^^^^^^
Cuaiul alive.Jmpajs.ts.

ii^^.Ea^^^
s"i:HSTl;?H^^^^^^
onshore a,!.as would cause . significant cumulative .fleet on

environmental resources.

K

SJ^Ii-
j ;

:,t t. h: ^^4;:f;CT:SS ^.;M.i;i^t;^’

^^i.^^^^^^
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evaluate consistency prior to ; ?; ’": ;;::1^::
must ^B1 11"6;^our """.^ are
materials^ues? byaddriApril 15. To facilitate analysis we ace

1986.
ng onal information. as specified below.

cumulative
I. OiL.Sp.ills. Provide an analysis of the

Channelin
P1’01^111/trom

spills the Santa Barbara
of the occurrance of oil

permitted, and proposed olfshore oil related
existing, development

the Incremental affect o PlattoriB Gail and
include in this analysis
the related pipelines.

S.,.1;?;"^.,;".;!"^.:^:;’.;^^^’";! ".;-^^;;!’;.^;^
;;
related

sd;;^^;’^;:^’;.";^.;"""^^
support boat traffic. ^

3. Ma_r.ijie_lRej50u_rces.

provide the annual amounts ot drilling ruds. cuttings.

produced water. *nd deck drainage which will be discharged (roni

permitted, and proposed otfshore oil telatedexisting,
development. Include and break out In these figures, the

a-ounts which are expected to be discharged troiii Platform Gall.

b Detail the Impacts ot these discharges on the lailne
environment, paying particular ttentlon to federal nd state

listed species, coanetclal nd recreational viable tish and

shellfish species.

are^an-fHiiate-d-nrtheVessel Traffic Safetv. The ER states that up to 15 new platforms
Sanf Barbara Channel. To the best of your

armies, location of these platforms In relation to themap the
VTSS lanes and the butter tones.

5 Air Quality, provide an analysis to Identify the potential
cu^a-tiveT-npacts existing, development the Plat orm Gallof

project, and any reasonably foreseeable onshore and offshore o
This

related development in Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties^analysis 1) the potential for any violations of
should determine

federal and state air quality standards; and 2) whether the

dentitied cumulative impacts would result in further Impediments o

Barbara’s ability to theventura’s and Santa attain goals ot their

Air Qua lily Attainment Plans. Appropriate air modeling would be

necessary to conduct this analysis.

of onshore fresh water demand
K water

informationa ,e-su-"t-use There Is no evaluation
Provide on whether

asadditional of the proposed project.
the overdratt

water use lor processing will aggravate

situation In Ventura County.

H. Gcotechni.cal..Cpncetjis

The proposed platform Is on an buried ancient slide

deposit

^
located

oposld pL slide terrain area immediately to the north ol
There is a

p form and pipeline. The Geotechnical Report states

th^t the event of slope
this upslope would move only 2BO feet in

l^lure (Page E-22) Has this type of prediction been used belore.

and it so. where?

than
upper slope tall and displace material greater

? Stould the
upon280 what would the impacts be the Plot’"",

leei. deposit? Could"’-lopea slope
pipelines,?^lure and upon the buried ancient slide

originating from the upper slide area acl as a "^"drlvlng

slideto reactivate the buried ancient deposit?
mechanism

pipeline routes
3 Shou Platform Grace and all the associated
(existing and proposed) on the map on page 3-9 of the ER. Do the

way to Plattorm Grace
the Mid-Channel Fault on theirpipelines cross

Do the Huenemetrom Platform Gail? they cross Trend? What are -’
risks associated with these faults?

10



buriedThe pipelines theproposed travel through ancient slide

lone through an area ot shallow gas deposits, along the base o( the
to Flatten. Grace.

slideexplainterrain,
then across the slide terrain

the risks and the irpacts ot aior slope displacements along

route o( the pipeline and the projected stability and
the entire
integrity ot the line*.

>, Explain why the pipelines and platform re placed in the midst

’hose potentially hazardous areas and It these are the least

environmentally damaging locations.

What design measures have been applied to the pipelines to
due to seatloor slumping? How much lateral^irhe-tand rupture

^.e*ent can the pipelines withstand before they rupture? Are there

shut-off valves proposed (or Installation along the unstable

areas of the seatloor? Could they be used to ainlniize the impact ot

seadoor displacement?

please submit materials as they become available to Ms. Devon Bates.
project Manager or call her to discuss those reguests in turther

detail.

you tor your consideration and responses to these questions.Thank
forward to continuing communications with MMS and withWe look

Chc-vrori as needed to resolve these remaining Issues.

Sincerely.

SUSAN HANSCH. Manager
Energy and Ocean Resources Unit

SII/DH/crs

cc: Cynthia Morris. Chevron U.S.A., Inc.

01;6N
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JANANNE SHAAPLESS
SBcrtUry of

Environmenrl Affair!

Honorable Donald P. Mode
Secretary of the lnterlor|
Interior Bidp,, ?11 6151
C between IRth and 19th,
Washington CC 20240

Dear Secretary Hodel:

In ny capacity as Governor Deukroej lan’ a OCS Policy Coordinator, 1 am pleased
to suhnit the Governor’a coimicnts on the Development and Production Plan
(DPP) for Chevron’s Platform Gail on Lease OCS-P 0205.

In preparing the Governor’a coinnents. I actively sought recoirmendat Ions from
the private sector, state and local agencies, and representatives of various
interest Rroups. Attachment A is a sunirrary of the issues raised by those
Wio responded. Atcachmfnc B contains the conplele responses that
received.

The connents contained in this letter and the attachments are based on a
review of the docmro-nts provided by Thomas Dunaway dated January 29, 1986.
Since then, havr boon informed that Chevron has also provided additional
air quality infonnation to the Air Resources Board (ARB) and the California
Coastal CoTiriission (CCC). Because this Information was received too late
to incoi-purate into our review of Platform Gail, our air quality conments
are nrcfss.-irily incomplete at this time. However, once our review of the
ruv air quality modelinc information has been completed, will provide you
vjili the r.wt-nwr’s rrcrB’n’fndations on the size, tinilnR, and location of the
Platform Gail Project with respect to air quality.

Tin- fol lowing (oniiifnts Bupnarizp the major concerns of the Governor with
rrs[wct to the size, tIminR. and location of the Platform Gail Project.
With rhr above ficrption, thcsr points were disciissrd with staff from the
Ins Anpplt-s office of Minerals Mampewent Service (MS) at a meeting on
;lir<-h 11, 19S6. Inclndcii with each concern is a suimiary of our
tirhitrsi.in.linK of how KK intenils to resiiond to each concern, se agreed to at
the K,irch 13 nin’cine.

In aiMicion to th? follovinp conrpms, the responses received on the
Platform Gail Project ri-qijrsced additional clarifications on a number of
pain’s in th<" 1)11’ and the tni’iroiirii’ncal Rfporl. TTipse rfrqursts are
-’cii:-ri?i1 in At>;rt-cnt A aiii] drtailed In Atlarhrn-nt B. The Governor
r.’.i’n’sts thit lh<"si- piiin’s of clarlficition and any nccrss-iry a<1flu.’;cm<’nts in
llir >’nviro:L-nrinal inprtrt cone loir; .111,) required mitip-ition .iie.isures be
fl.f.lii-ssrd in rhf l.’Ki’A riricifirntalion for the Plarfonn Gail Project.



fas,v 2 Pace 3

Airjgualitx

o rbdeling Is needed to assess the Impact of pro.lect emissions and
measures on attainment of State and Federalalternative nitigation

ambient air quality standards and on exceedance of federal Prevention

of Significant Deterioration Increment.

Action Item; Chevron has performed modeling In accordance to a

protocol worked out with ARB staff. After ARB has

a review of the modeling analysis, staff fromcompleted
my office, ARB, and WS will meet to agree on how to

any remaining concerns with the air qualityhandle
Impacts of the Platform Gall Project. ?6 will require

mitigation to prevent onshore Impacts, Including
consideration of grid power if necessary.

associated witho Rfflne the project’s emission Inventory. Emissions
platform transport and launching, flaring,, and from crew and supply

included. Potentialboats within the three mile limit should be
Increases In emissions associated with oil and pas treatment on

Platfonn Grace and at Carpinteria should be clarified. Calculation

of m emission rates need to be justified. Emissions for cargo

barge cup, boat and snokeless flares nct-d to be revised.

Action itdil: WB will require Chevron to review the emission

inventory and re-nin the air quality model as necessary
to reflect any significant changes in emissions.

o Justify cumulative Impact conclusions.

Action Item; Me understand the ciBnulatlw Impact scenario has been

addressed In Chevron’s recently subnntti-d modrlinp,

results. Both VC’R and ARB will review the modeling

results to ensure that there is a technical basis for

the conclusions.

o Justify conclusions on use of grid power.

CCC. ARBAction Item: Chevron has provided a grid power analysis to

and KB will review this analysis and discuss their

findings.

Gail iso An discussion of the I&M program for Platformin-depth
needed.

MEPA will provide information at theAction Item: The documentation
same level of detail as In the Point Argucllo E1S/EIR.

o Specify measures to be used to reduce air emissions.

Action item: MS will discuss measures in the W-PA docmentatlon and

specify the required measures in their Rfcord of

Decision. These measures will be discussed first with
my office and ARB following our review of Chevron’s new

air modeling results.

o update baseline air quality data.

Action Item: WE will obtain 1984 data troni ARB for the update.

After have met with M1R to discuss the resulf of the air modeling, we
will follow up with a letter detailing the points of agreement.

Vessel Safety

Safety measures should be considered in light of the proximity of the

platform to the northbound vessel traffic lane, e.g. a vessel traffic
monitoring and warning system.

Action item: WS has required Chevron to Install 4 quick-flashing 5-
mile lights on the platform. 2-mile tog horns, and as an

added safety measure, to paint the platform white.
Chevron has also proposed to Install an automatic radar
plotting array to alert platform personnel and inconiinp,

vessels. The NEPA documentation will determine whether

the radar device will be located on Platform Call or

another platform In the Santa Clara Unit.

on_spin_s

Because the platform is near a number of Important fish and wildlife
species, special measures which allow for early detection and rapid cleanup

of locating an oilof oil spills should be Identified. The feasibility
spill response vessel In Ventura County should be assessed.

theAction item: state-of-In the HKPA documentation, ftK will detail
the-art Ic.ik detection system are) the other spill
detection and clean-up measures. In addition to thpse

measures. Chevron has agreed to station a crew boat at

Grace, capable of deploying booms andPlatform Gall or
skinners to respond to spills of less than 1000 bbl. For

spills, response vessel (Mr. Clean) will helarper
operated out of Santa Barbara, with a response time of

about three hours.

Fisheries

Provide further specif(cat ions on the program to survey and remove seafloor

obstacles from project construction.

Art ion IU-T]: In the 11F.PA docitm-ntation, MIS will detail the post
survey and cleanup methods. Methods toconstruction

inininii/.e anchor scarring will he detailed in the Critical

ions Curtallni’nt and Contingency Plan.Opi..r;<t
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Discharges

Ow finiilatlve Impact of discharges on the Channel Islands National Marine
mary and on State waters from Bouch of Pitas Point to north of Anacapa

1lnd ghould be discussed.

Action Item: MIS will address this issue in the NEPA dociroentation.

Socloecononilcs

lapacts of the project on employment, public services and transportation in
S-n.rf Barbara and Ventura Counties should be quantified and mitigation
measures proposed, such as Inclusion of this project In the Tri-County
Socioeconoraic Monitoring Program.

Action Item: In the NEPA documentation, M-1S will quantify the
socioeconcxnic impacts, particularly chose issues
Identified In Attachments A and B. Any Identified
significant Impacts will be mitigated. Chevron hs
proposed to Include Platform Gail In the Tri-County
Monitoring Program,

In addition, we understand MIS attempted to obtain the
baseline socloeconointc data being developed by Ventura
County for their portion of the monitoring proRrdn. but
was told It was unavailable at that time. Ventura County
has since provided a copy to Chevron and if also made
available to MMS, should be used for the socioeconomic
portions of the NF.PA documentation as appropriate. In
considering whether this data Is appropriate, please note
the comment by the City of Oxnard that data from previous
EIS/EIRs may be more relevant to western Vencura County.

Visual

Identify measures to reduce cumulative visual Impacts.

Action itera; Mitigation measures will be analyzed as appropriate in the
MEPA docunencation.

Air Traffic

Evaluate measures to mitigate cumulative Impacts on Vencura County Airport.

Action Item; ?13 will Identify any required mitigation measures in the
MEFA documentation.

Page 5

I appreciate the efforts of WE staft to work with us on these concerns. I
know you will continue to support this effort to resolve the Issues, as Bore

fully described In the attachments.

Again, thank you for your cooperation.

Jananhe Sharpless
tir/tary of Environmental
ffairs

Enclosures

cc: Governor’s Office
Bill Grant

l^Tom Dunaway



ATTACHMENT A
Suimary of Issues

Development and Production Plan for Chevron’s Platform Gall,
Lease OCS-P 0205

STATE AGENCIES

Air Resources Board Air quality data should be updated and the air quality
xnaTysiB shouIcTTx- expanded to Include an assessment to determine whether
Platform Gall emissions will individually or cumulatively Interfere with
efforts to attain and maintain State and Federal ambient air quality
standards or cause an exceedance of the PSD Increment.

The conclusions on use of grid power should be documented.

The document should clarify whether processing activities on Platform Grace
cause a net Increase In emissions from this platform.

An in-depth discussion of the ISM program for Platform Gall should be
provided.

Emissions calculation for turbines should be checked, and emissions
associated with platform jacket transport and launching, flarlne, and crew
and supply boats in State waters should be included in the emissions
Inventory.

Specific mitigation measures should be prepared to comply with the Clean Air
Act and California Coastal Act requirements.

Baseline air quality data should be updated.

Department of Boating and Waterways Ho comments.

DepHrtmont of Conservation Oil and gas production from the Monterey
FoniMtion should not cause land subsidence. Conservation expresses
confidence that drilling will be carried out In accordance with OCS orders.

Dfp.u-ti’H’nt of Fish and Game Construction and placement of the project
facilities would preclude purse seine, trawling, and gill net activities at
the immediate project sice. A program for post construction survey and
cleanup should be specified to minimize Impact to trawling.

The Department Is still reviewing the Issue of drilling fluid discharge and
reserves judgement until completion of the review.

The oil spill analysis Indicates that a spill would contact the coast
between Ventura and Ormand Beach In three days and may reach certain areas
in fifteen hours. Special measures for early detection an.l rapid cleanup of
oil spills should be adopted.

State Lands Coinniss Ion The Commission makes the observation that Chevron
is offering an alternative to onshore processing of oil.

State Water Resources Control Board The cumulative Impact of discharges on
ti-it’Cnanriel Islands National Marine Sanctuary and on State waters from south
of Pitas Point to north of Anacapa Island should be discussed.

LOCAL AGENCIES

County of__Santa Barbara, Department of Regional Programs Thl project
snbula be Included" In the Tri-Councy socioecononic monitoring program to
ensure that Impacts are Identified and mitigated.

S"!?"?-0^-’’’’"68.-8?’!1!(R)"’ Xesource Management Department Cumulative impacts
including onsnore air quality Impacts’ on the Santa Barbara Channel area
should be discussed. All feasible mitigation measures Rimilar to those
issued by the County for the Point Arguello project should be required. The
sane emission controls used on Platforms Hcraosa and Hildalgo should also bf
applied to Platform Gall for both the project and cumulative gcenarlos. Any
approvals issued for Platform Gall should include a re-opener to require any
additional mitigation Identified through the JIMS and SCCCAMPS studies.

Onshore air quality Impacts should be examined using methodologies adopted
by the adjacent air quality Districts.

The dociment should fully discuss whether oil and gas processing will cause
a net Increase In emissions from Platform Grace and the Carplnteria Plant.
Grid power should be examined to reduce air quality Impacts. The emission
Inventory should be clarified In a number of areas.

Aito-i.itic Raif.ir Plotting Aid should be required due to proximity of the
platform to the shipping lanes.

Disposition of by-products should be specified.

KPA’s UPDES requirements for drilling fluids and produced water should be
iilentitied.

Sprcify mitigation measures to minimize Impacts of the pipeline on
conaerclal fishing. Pipeline Installation d’-iring September and December Is
undesirable. The likelihood of seabed scarring is greater during this
period, notices at harbor masters’ offices at appropriate ports should be
required along with radio broadcasts during construction operations.

Discuss leal; detection systan for the gas pipeline.

In adjicton, thr County has requested further details on the project design
anil on various statt-ients in the DPP and ER. These are detailed In the
Cviniy’s letter in Attachro’nt B. Each point of clarification should be
discussfil in the NKPA docurwntatlon.



Ventura Air Pollution Control District Documentation Is needed for the
conclusions on grid power use arxf on emissions froni Platform Grace,

uiii&sions associated with platform Jacket launching, supply boats, and
"creased production throughout should be included In the emission
inventory.

"":; California one-hour SO, standard is 0.15 ppm; there is no National

Secondary Standard for 00.

Thf APCD looks forward to working with the applicant In resolving air
quality Issues. Their letter Identifies general emission control levels
that should be considered as mitigation measures for any onshore air
Impacts.

Venture Planning Division Measures to mitigate visual impacts should be
examined,

Vessel safety measures including a vessel traffic monitoring and warning
system should be adopted due to the proximity of the platform to shippinp,
lanes.

It should be demonstrated that the project and cumulative impacts on airport
traffic at Oxnard is minimal, and any required mitigation measures
specified.

The feasibility of locating an oil spill response vessel at Port of Hueneme
should be addressed.

Impacts of the project on employment, population, public service’s, and
transportation In Ventwa County should be Identified and mitigated.
Contrary to statements in the ER, the County’s land >isc plan and policies do
not account for population Increases frcn OCS development in the mso’s,
inclutlln); Plattonn Gail. Any Impacts on overcrowded school district."; such
as Oxnard School District would be significant and should be mitigated.

A cumulative impact analysis for employment. population, housing, connunlty
services, and transportation should be provided and mitigations identified".
Tlie socloeconomie data should be updated using thp County’s Reassessment
Phase Report from the Ventura County Socloeconomic Monitoring and Mitigation
Program.

Cumulative Impacts from air quality, drilling mud discharge, and oil spills
should also be Identified and mitigated.

yjO’-0^.-0"1:"’’^. I116 ^y Is concerned with socloeconomic impacts incluiUnp
CTploynient, population, housing, public services and transportation in Port
Hiienane.

Contrary to statements in the ER, the County and City land plans and
policies do not account for population Increases from ()CS de’-c-lopinent in the
1980s, including Platform Gall. ITie City also feels chat the poinlation

reassessment now being coipleted by Centaur Associates for Ventura County
underpredicts the impacts on western Ventura County.

IOTEREST GROUPS

Lgg^g q^Jgie’L-Vbtgrs of Cal fornia Only federal air quality standards
were discussed. The League urges the project be required to comply with
local air quality requirements. Cumulative air impacts should be analyzed
The use of the State Street air quality monitor should be Justified.
The conclusion of minimal traffic Impact should be explained, and the
analysis should be presented in greater detail.

J & J and BKK are no longer accepting hazardous waste. Impact of oily waste
disposal on Casinalla’s life expectancy and truck traffic should be
discussed.

The statements of baseline conditions are imprecise. Ubrsc case scenarios
are not addressed.

I^up qf Wcien_Vocers of Santa Barbara The Environmental Report should
clarify whether existing facilities at Platfom Grace and Carplnteria and
thp associated facilities can accoinnodate Gall production; if not, what
modifications would be required? Distribution and transportation of natural
pas and gas liquids should be analyzed as part of the full project.

"?0 League is concerned with proximity of the project to the Channel Islands
llation.il Marine Sanctuary. An oil spill could adversely Impact these marine
resources. Consideration should be given to harming oil developim-nt so
close to the S.inctimry. Alternatively, the environmental risks should by
further analyzed.

’~’i-i1;itiw imp-icts should he considered, with special referf-nce to Chevron’s
leases in the adjacent State waters.

1’hr socioeconfunic impact analysis should be expanded especially regarding
project and cumilattvc impacts on Ventura County and on traffic and
transportation in Santa Barbara County.
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Letters received as of March 13, 1986 on
Development and Production Plan for
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Enussions from the transport and launching of the
platform jacket appear to be orsing from the list of
construction emissions. These emissions nay be
substantial, as tugs associated with this activity can
have large diesel engines (e.g.. Ocean Tiger, used for
Chevron’s Platform Bernosa, has approximately 40,000
h.p. Seiha Maru No. 2, used tor Texaco’s Platform
Harvest, has about 27,000 h.p.). HO)( emissions from a
single 40,000 h.p. tug can be as much as 16 tons/day.

No emission estimates are included for emergency flaring
or for flaring due to routine inspection and maintenance
of processing equipment vessels.

ER pages 3-23 to 3-29 discuss existing air quality. The
data presented are several years out of date and should
be updated.

Emissions from crew and supply boats were estimated only
for those emissions beyond 3 miles from shore.
Emissions within 3 miles of shore also should have been
included. Revising the calculations and including
emissions within 3 miles from shore would more than
triple the supply boat HO, emissions and would double
the crew boat NO)( emissions.

ER page 2-48 claims that smokeless flares minimize
hydrocarbon and NO)( emissions. Although smokeless
flares may reduce hydrocarbons, they probably do not
reduce N0^ emissions.

ER page 2-58 states that Platform Sail represents only a
minor increment to cumulatively significant impacts, and
is largely insignificant by itself. Ho support tor this
statement is provided. It should be noted that the
purpose of looking at cumulative impacts is to assess
whether a number of sources, whose individual impacts
may be minor, can cumulatively create an impact
requiring mitigation.

ER page 4-14 suggests that modeling has been done or
will be done, or that results from previous modeling can
be used, to estimate inpacts from Platform Gall. This
is misleading since there appears to be no commitment to
model the impacts of this project, *In earlier
discussions with Chevron, we were informed that some
sort of air quality analysis was performed for the
project. Results of this analysis, however, were not
included in the ER.

(
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To Jananne Sharpler
Secretary of Environmental Affairc
Air Rtiourcet Board
1102 C Street
Secraaento, CA 9S814
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O- February 13, 19Bt

SubjKli Chevron U.S.A. Inc.’*
Development and Production
Plan (DPP) (or Pittfonn G&il

; 1
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CKVlfiOi W-l-’TAl ^Al^S

The DepTtnent of Boating and Wtervays has no oonmentt on .object DPP
for Platform Gall project.

(JLUL^^ A’’. ----- ^.-WILLIAM H. 1VERS
Director
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1SJ
IJL)

/^ r^

nc KsoutOES AGmcror CAUFO(NU

M e m o r a n du m

to ’lananne Sharpless DM f!B ?4 ]S8Secretary for Envrionnental Affairs
1102 0 Street &*i. Chevron U.S.A.Sacramento, Xnc.’C 95814 Development and Production

Plan (DDP for Platform
Gail, Santa Barbara Channel
OCD-P 0205

’oi Diportnml e( CM Offf f< Oirfw

The Department of Conaervatlon’B
S^or;

Diviaion of Oil and Gas hthe Development and Production Plan andReport tfor Chevron-a Platform Gail project in the
Envlr^men?.l
Santa BarbaraChannel Barbaraand submits the following comments.

Mater produced in conjunction

^11 L1""01’?
with oil and gas will be separated

nd """’^’i
^he D^iiL00"^^’"^^^"

i"t the ocean. Water disp^a
the PP110"6!’ NPOES permit;

.,nf
therefore,

unless
Di’"810" vin "ot be Involved in any waste-disposal operationsChevron proposes in the future to use onshore injection

re^r^5^"^,"06’ "’"shells
-PP6" to Present a problem since it is

sw,sresult
ft ^t P^’3"01"^ ""< -e comprised of well induratedol the Hontetey^’

formation. Porosity In the Honterey is aof fractures; therefore it is unlikely that compaction ofthe producing zone will occur. In addition/the folded nature ofthe

i^?^.""0"
producing beds and the resulting structural rigidity provide

to t>cneve that ’"""bsidence wilrn^esent a

^c1" ^6 revleu t other socwen^’ the Departient hasaccess not hadto proprietary information furnished to the MMS and istherefore unable to provide a thorough

^!l? ^
engineering evaluation;

e^ huever that development drilling and procedures"ill be carried out in accordance with OCS Orders.

If you have any questions, please contact Bob Reid at 3-1781.

Dennis
0-^.o^-t"

3. O’Bryant
Environmental Program Coordinator

cc: Bob Reid
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Dennis I’Eryant t)t>" February 2S, 19B6Environnental Coordinator
Department of Conservation
1416 Ninth Street
Sacramento, California 95B14

P*parlm*nl I Fih mj Cam*

Environmental Report and Development and Production Plan, PlatformGall, Santa Clara Unit, Chevron U.S.A., Inc., OCS-P0205, Santa
Barbara Channel

Chevron U.S.A. inc. proposes to construct an oil and gas
production processing platform to

^^i^f
be Identified as platform Gall.

constructed to transport "dry" oil and gasto existing platform"i80 bĜrace, where the product will be mingled andtransported to an existing onshore treatment and storage facility.

The Department has various prolect-related concerns with respectto potential Impacts to commercial fishing, marine resources andendangered species. These concerns also relate to potential
cumulative Impacts from this proposal combined with existing.
planned and/or projected platform development within the SantaBarbara Channel OCS as well as State tidclands oil and gas leases.These cumulative Impacts should be addressed tor this proposal inconsiderably more detail In

^^’^’n1’"^8
any subsequent documents

co"?d resuu related
ftom’ 1) Platform and pipeline

installation and supply and crew vessel travel routes disrupting
commercial fishing activities. ;) ocean disposal of drill muds andformation water and 3) oil spills.

Platform Gall, to be located approximately 17.5 statute miles westof Port Hueneme in about 123 fathoms (739 feet), and its
associated pipelines would occupy part of an area utilized by
commercial fishermen. The principal fisheries Impacted would bepurse seine and trawl fisheries. Anchovies are target species ofthe purse seine

f^
fishery, while flatfish (English and petrale

!’"
sole)

trawl target ^^l68- I" addition, some gill net
tisning for shark may also occur In the area of interest.

Construction and placement of the platform would physically
preclude purse seine, trawling and gill net activities from theImmediate project site. Under certain weather and current
conditions, fishing could be precluded from
^Aand t

adjacent areas as far
"1 "T the P1"""1’1’1 slte tor P"rse seine operations

perhaps two miles for trawlers and gill net fishermen.

-2-

Pipellne-laying operations can also reault tn Impacts to the
Indicated fisheries. Impacts to

S?^""
gill net and t>jr seine

are ’"FT111"’1 to be "hort t*rm but Pipeline-laying (andPlatform construction) could result in significant impacts totrawlers if existing trawl routes ware degraded or lost as a
result of anchor scars and/or pipeline projection*. To reduce oreliminate these Impacts, the pipeline route, as well aa the areaaround the platform utillied by construction and supply vessels,should be surveyed upon completion of construction, and all itemsfound on. or severe alterations of, the sea floor which couldpreclude trawling should be removed. Ne note that Chevron has
made general reference to measures (pages 4-28 and 4-29) which’
might lessen the above Impacts, but we believe the survey methodsand the program to eliminate these obstacles should be made more
specific and should be adopted as mitigation measure in the
final project document.

The applicant proposes to discharge spent drilling fluids and
formation waters at the platform site. Information I* presented
In the environmental document regarding the toxiclty of various
components of drilling fluids. The document also indicates that
the lone of impact would not be significant. The Department has
reviewed, and is still reviewing, other information regarding the
effects of these discharges on marine resources.

Accordingly, we reserve judgment about the analysis of acute and
chronic toxiclty of drilling fluids as presented, until we have
completed our analysis. We believe, with respect to the
cumulative effect of this and other projects, that the issue may
still be relevant. In addition, the constituents in produced
formation waters need to be identified and the pre-discharge
method of treatment should be described. We will review and,
as appropriate, have input to the Environmental Protection Agency
regarding the development of discharge requirements tor this
project.

An oil spill, especially a major spill, could Impact nearshore
habitats and resources such as kelp beds, rocky and sandy
inlertidal and subtidal habitats, marine mammal haul-out sites
along the mainland and Channel Island shorelines, and benthic and
pelagic orqanlsins which cannot avoid the spill. The oil spill
risk and impact assessment section of the document we reviewed
Indicates that an oil spill from either the pipeline or the
platform would contact the mainland coast between Ventura and
Orroand Beach within three days and may reach certain mainland
areas within fifteen hours.
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M emorandum

To David Char. "" February 1986Office 24.of Offshore Development
Secretary of Environmental Affairs FIteNo.: 1B35.14

^ s^*T’(ELAtenOMCMkSS.ON Tl.phon; ATSS
SWt BroMfwy. Suite 425 Ion* B-cti. CA (OW2 16351-5215

Subnet

Chevron USA’s DPP for Platfora Gall"

The Extractive Development Program staff has reviewed the
Platform Gail DPP and offers the following observations:

a. That Chevron has by proposed full offshore
dehydration of oil and H-S removal from oil and
gas (offshore processing! at proposed Platform
"Gail* and at existing Platform "Grace". Dry
oil (pipeline quality) processed on Platform
"Gail" will be commingled with dry oil
processed on Platform "Grace" and transported
to the Carpinteria facility in Santa Barbara
County tor sales. The Federal dry oil (Gail
and Grace) will not be commingled with State
wet oil (Hope and Heidi or Hilda and Hazel) at
any time. Gas from Gail will be sweetened on
Grace, commingled with State gas on Hope and
processed at the Carpinteria sweet gas
facility. Thus, the offshore processing will
make unnecessary any expansion of the
Carplnleria oil and gas processing plar.ts.

b. That the Chevron proposal involves a platform
designed for 13,300 barrels of oil and 20.2
MMCF gas per day, considered a small platform,
comparable in site to that proposed by Union
Oil at point Conception (State Oil and Gas
Lease PRC 2879) and half as big as that
p.-cposed by Shell at Molino (PRC 2920). The
water depth, hcvever, is much greater at the
Gail site (739 feet) than at the Haley (285
feet) and Hercules (271 feet) sites, meaning

-3-

The Channel Island area ha* oartlcular significance (or a numbero( Important fish and wildlife species. Since some of t^.e islandsre as close as seven statute wiles from the platform site, we are
Particularly concerned about the probability of Impacts from spill
c-.-cr.ts. The document we were provided discusses pill
orohablllties (or the Islands In general terms, but references anoil aplll risk and trajectory analysis and an oil spill
contingency plan which we did not receive for review. Conslderino*" potential for oil pllls to reach the Islands, as well as the
mainland, and In recognition of the high value we place on thosel-Itats, we believe it la Important that special measures, whichallow (or early detection and rapid cleanup of oil spills, be
-uuptcd (or this project. Until we have had an opportunity to
review the spill contingency plan associated with this plaltorn,we consider our analysis (or this matter incomplete.

Should you have any questions regarding our comments, please
contact R. E. Mall, Environmental Services Supervisor, MarineResources division, 245 W. Broadway, Suite 350. Long Beach,
California 90802. Hl phone number is ATSS 8-635-5155 or (2131590-5155.

y-
r\s^^^

Jack C. Parnell
/ Director



that Gail will be very much ne’e expensive to
build. Clearly, Chevron’s numbers must chow
offshore processing to be technically and
economically attractive and viable compared to
pro-rating or phasing production or to
permitting addition capacity and a sour gas
plant at Carpinteria.

Ti’.c real significance o the Gail project is that Chevron
is proposing segregated full offshore processing of oil as
ell as commingled partial offshore processing of gas, much
as Union and Shell (and also ARCO at Coal Oil Point) have
proposed as alternatives to their preferred projects, and
thus tlievtofMhati is avoiding the proliferation or
expansion of onshore processing facilities; that the oil
processing is segregated not only by jurisldiction (Federal
oil is segregated from State oil) but also by platform
(Gail and Grace oil streams are commingled after
dehydration); and finally that the project offe7s
technically and economically viable solutions to the
limitations of the onshore environment.

v -,
\^’’̂ 1y \-Kj\^-’

SUSANAN <.*. LL1VENICK
Associate Mineral

^
Resources Engineer
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1o Ms. Jn*nn* Sharpless
Secretary Bf Envlronaental affair*
1102 Q Street
Saora-nto, C* 9581*

0i* February ?t. !);,

J-^-- ..;:}
n ’^il’l

’I’i^ii’&b
th’’":-’ ’’’t".^I~t Alf.A,;’S’^^^y^M

Rayonil Valih
Inttpli EitcutiT* Plrctop
STATE WATER MESOURCES CONTROl BOAHO

SobjKl: CHEVRON US* INC.’S DEVELOPMENT MD MOOUCT10N n.W (BPP) fOR M.MP011M 0*11,

The wr by Chevron for Mtfof 0.11 Inciud.. ofrahor. devlopirnt
thrte-O.ck.

fop
36..1ot pl.tfor. In rederal *fr. approxl-t.ly 11 liMouth.,t of Ventur. in OCS f... p-205. Ihr.. .Sb... ^.ylln.. .r;

^.’(^
^ J^:d

pn,po..<

^^
?*’,i^’’"9)’ "’ "^ oll/t"

P^’
"ne) to

i .1?
oonnct

..n2
W0’11’"^*!’ 6 "S: f^"^

"orthwe.t
?r^

or Platfor. G.11."1 nd l"lyd^trt 0" ">.
b. Pl.tfor. befor.*nt by pipeline beln.to Platfon Grace.

"^
^L.0^1^5 ^ "’"-"O*"""’ to th DepTfent of the Interior at thllte in the devlopo*nt process are aa followji

1. f1"?*/1*1’^",0’" 18 ""P09^ ’’’ f^"l -l.r.. all dl.ch.rg.a
including drill Buds and cuttings III be ubjecl to the U. S.
EnvlronBenlal ProHctlon tgency, Region 9’a entpil National PollutantDischargo EllBln.llon Systea (NPDES) p.pitit lisued Deceober 8, 1983. Tiold gener.l perll cov.ra discharges fro tr.cts leased In 1968, and thePlatfor. Gall lease waa acquired fro Lease Sale PH, 1968. Me would,however, be Interested In an area study Indicating cumulative lopacts forthe Santa Barbara basin, eapeclallr lipacts projected for State waterssouth of Pitas Point and north of Anacapa Island (about 3 Biles fron
proposed site). Cumulative lepacts on the Channel Islands National MarineSanctuary (about 1/2 lle froa proposed site) should also be presented.

2. Since the OPP does not Include new gubsea pipelines In State watera or new
onshore facilities, we have no Inmedlale concerns In these areas.

Thank you for this opportunity to Bake recoaBendations to the Departaent ofthe Inlerlor_ If you have any questions regarding the State Board’s concerns,please call Ed Anton of the Division of Wattr Quality at (916) IH15-9552.
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February 18, 1986

Ms. Jananne Sharpless
Secretary of Environmental Affairs
State of California
1102 0 Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Chevron USA Inc’s Development and Production Plan for
Platform Gall.

Dear Ms. Sharpless:

have reviewed the DPP and the environmental report for Plat-
form 6a<l. My comments are directed toward the issue area of
socioeconomic impacts.

As correctly stated in the report Chevron is required to partic-
ipate in a socioeconomic monitoring and mitigation prooram as
Per requirements imposed by the county on the Chevron Pt. Arguello
project. believe the Chevron Platform Gail project should
also be included in this monitoring program to insure cumulative
socioeconomic impacts are identified and mitigated.

Will State Lands support us in our efforts to get MHS assistance
in monitoring socioeconomic impacts of oil and gas development
on Santa Barbara and Ventura counties? We request that Mitt
require Chevron’s participation in our monitoring program.
In this manner we can adequately document the employment and
expenditure impacts of Platform Gail. This is preferable to
relying on estimates in the environmental report. The local
governments in the tri county region would be most appreciative
of your assistance in this matter. We are very concerned about

the potential fiscal and service Impacts of local population
growth due to cumulative development of our offshore oil andgas resources.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

/l/^^/C^l-e^.
Michael 6. Powers
Area Planner

cc: Amy Margerum, Energy Division, Dept. of Resource Management
Gene Kjellberg. Resource Management Agency, Ventura County
Andy Back, Planning Dept., County of San luis Obispo.

MGP:SH

r^)



p^2 County of Santa Barbara
j% RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

Dirfnru Gii:nnn. AlCP. Director
Dcv Vw. Asusoni Dnecioi ^"BY P""5’0"

d^

If you have questions *bout any of the comnenu Included herein, please
contact Peter Ctntle of this office, t (80S) 963-7103.

Sincerely,

JOHNJOHN
W==-

PATTONPATTON
Deputy Director

JP:PC:1s:S649e

cc: Bill Master. APCD
Susan Hansch, California Coastal Coimiisslon
Marsha Magness, City of Carpfnteria
Nancy Post, Air Resources Board

Attachments

February 28, 1986

Jananne Sharpless
Secretary of Environmental Affairs
State of California
1102 Q Street
Sacramento, CA 9S814

RE: Chevron’s Proposed Pittfomi Gall-Lease OCS-P0205

Dear Ms. Sharpless:

We have reviewed the Environmental Deport for Chevron’s Platform Gall,
proposed for location In the Outer Continental Shelf 24 miles southeast of
Santa Barbara. Several general comments are appropriate; these are found
below. Comments specific to the Environmental Report/Developinent and
Production Plan furnished by Chevron are Included as an attachment. Please
note that these comnents have been prepared In consultation with the Santa
Barbara County Air Pollution Control District, and thus reflect that agency’s
Input, as well.

General Conroents

1). An Envlronirental Impact Statement should be prepared to fully
consider the cumulative construction and operation impacts
attributable to OCS development In this area of the Santa Barbara
Channel.

Z). Impacts of any modification to both onshore and offshore facilities
should be fully discussed. Including prolonging the operational life,
and associated emissions, of existing facilities.

3). Onshore air quality Impacts should be examined using methodologies
adopted by adjacent air quality Districts.

4. All feasible measures to reduce ozone precursors (Including those
measures identified In Chevron’s Point Arguello Project pemt Issued
by Santa Barbara County) should be included in this project.

(C)
13:6 Anacapa Sued, Santa Barbara. CA 93101 (t<’5 9H.71C3



Specific Comnents *nd Questions
Environmental Report for Platform Sail and Subsea Pipelines

1) P.2-1 Is general NPDES penult In effect or 1 further pemltting
required?

2) p.2-3 What re projected emissions increases due to Increased tour gas
treatment Introduced from 6n Into Grace’* Stretford unit?

3) P.2-8 Has Chevron Investigated the possibility of fully or partially
electrified platform? Please provide reasoning for not
utilizing this less-polluting methodology.

0 p.2-8 What gas-sweetening methods trill be used on Gall to provide fuel
gas? What emissions are expected? What will be done with
by-products?

5 p.2-9 Re: aiud system. Narrative Indicates "each rfg" win have two
mud pumps. Elsewhere It Is stated that a single rig will be
used to drill on the platform. Please clarify.

0 p.2.9 What are power sources for mud pumps, desander, desltter,
mixers, degasser and shale shaker? Are these emissions
accounted for?

7) p.2-10 Please explain sanitary systems relative to personnel quarters.

8) p.2-12 What Is "ESO condition with zone deluge?"

9) p.2-13 Re: H;S and SO? Contingency Plan. Does the "detailed
emergency plan" In Appendix 7 also cover SO;?

10) p.2-13 Re; Navigation aids. Due to the proximity of the platform’s
proposed location to the re-routed shipping lanes, the use of an
Automatic Radar Plotting Aid unit should be required.

11) p.2-14 It Is not clear how oily cuttings are segregated from
uncontaminated cuttings. Please explain.

12) p.2-14 Are crew, supply and support vessel emissions accounted for?
What Increases are projected? What mitigation measures Is
Chevron committing to?

13) p.2-18 What seismic criteria are used for pipeline design?

14) p.2-19 Please give more detail on hydrostatic test waters and
inhibitors.

15) p.2-19 Is no leak detection system proposed for the gas line? Phase
discuss.

16) p.2-20 What modifications to sour gas treatment facilities are
projected for both platform Grace and the Carpinteria plar.’.?

/Q

ft

171 p.2.20 .^L ^ l i/*0 my toln9 to b* or expanded toccomodate new production? Are ny modifications required ofexisting permits? Please give details and
"""

clarification.
18) p.2.21 What Is the fate of H;S In crude when It It Stripped?
19) p.2.29 What Is current status Of EPA’t general pemit for NPDES? Ourunderstanding (s that It still has not been Issued and thatCalifornia theCoastal Commission has voted not to grant

consistency deternlnation. Please comnent.
20) p.2.33 How Is water to be discharged to ocean tested for oil content?now often?

11} P.2-36 Re; produced water. What chemical constituents are "PMienexpected Mtooccur In produced water? Please give details.
22) P.2-37 l^t ^r wller^.w^ ^t NPMS discharges within 1000m ofN !0? Mar<ne

^
^"^"’y boundary are to receive(more differentstringent) treatment than NPDES discharges elsewherePlease comment.

23) p.2.46 "r^"*1 ^"i1"11?"1’ Th( ftct that

o^p^fo^iywrn1^!?;?^.^"
other Pi’tforms are

thtt "<m1 <ntw<on

24) p.4-S Re: air quality and Class 11 PSD. Isn’t Anacapa (and rest ofPark/Sanctuary) a Class area for PSO? Please comncnt.
25) p.4-6 Re: air quality. Chevron should apply same air pollution

control technologies to Patfomi Gal) as are to be used on
Platforms Henrosa and Hidalgo. See general comments.

26) p.4-7 What are average dally mobile source emissions within the 3-mile
limit?

27) p.4-10 Justify statement that there "will be no Increase In emissions
from Grace associated with gas from ...Gall." Does not anIncrease In throughput generally lead to an Increase in
emissions?

28) p.4-13 Re: mitigation measures. Santa Barbara County believes It is
appropriate to Implement additional mitigation measures similarIn scope and Intent to those provided for the Pt. Arouello
Project platforms.

29) p.4-14 Re: cunulative air quality Irpacts. The general concern facing
Santa Barbara County is onshore impacts from offshore sources.
Once again. Chevron should use the approich utilized in their
Pt. Arcucllo Project to fully address this problem
satisfactorily. The treatment in the environmental report
essentially skirts the issue.

-2-



30) p.4-14 lie: cumulative sir quality Impacts. This section acknowledges
the ongoing studies to assess cumulative air quality iBpacts
(JIMS and SCCCAMPS). Any peniiils issued prior to completion ofthose studies should Include re-opener to require additional
litigation. If determined necessary by those studies.

3D p. 4.15 General comment re: paragraph 4. Throughout this
R?!’*".

document the1" th( unlfkh’ <""e"t of n on spill" has been used011 tpnis occur. Perhaps spill of very )*rge size Is
unlikely; however, sufficient spills have occurred to cause theUsue to be raised repeatedly. Thus, the use of the word"unlikely" 4s questionable.

32) p.4.17 Please describe sanitary waste discharges from platfom and work
PS1CIS*

33) p.4-19 Please give anticipated make-up of "completion fluids."
34) p.4-2fl Please be more specific about those alligation measures Intendedfor the pipeline to minimize Impacts to fishing Industry.
35) p.4-28, Re: tiBing of Installation and seabed scarring. PipelineP.4-29 Installation 1$ scheduled from mid-September December Asnoted In the document (p.4-29) "most severe scarring ..has

occurred where...pipelaying barges have been anchored In softbottom sediments such as Is found In the project area, and havebeen subjected to storm conditions." Storms are
?yrl??h111^

likely to occur
kelihood.

Thus. theof̂ t1’: NoveBber. "<! December.
seabed scarring due to anchor deployment from thepipeline barge 1s greater than If this activity were conductedduring different time of year. In addition, the proposed

pipeline Installation period overlays the cetacean migrationperiod.

36) p.4-29 What "various alternatives" will be explored to mitigate seabed
scarring?

37) p.4-36 Re: Notification of marine interests. Notices at harbormaster s offices in appropriate ports In the Channel area should
also be required. In addition, radio broadcasts during
construction operations would be appropriate.

38) p.4-41 As requested previously (comment 21), please give chemicalanalysis of produced waters from Platform Gall.
39) p.4-41 Please give details regarding Inertness of barite as a drill mud

constituent. In addition, please supply chemical analysis ofan muds to be used.

40) p.4-42 Re: catastrophic Impacts. Text says that trajectory modellinghas shown that an oil spill would not contact Anacapa Island.However, elsewhere (p.4-38) Santa Cruz Island Is Identified as alikely contact point for a spill. Please address this point.

n p.4-53 c^SfceSns’ ^en^^T.PuCsFU1^’1’ on P1*flktotc

42) p.<.56

^^w^:w>.
"̂
iS^^^^^a;^;;;,’.^;^^^^^^
K^<"y,,W ""a. ’.i^’^S

43) p.4.56

.s’;r%;^^^^^^^
Ktt tptll tmpact on JIflieipl Wuri. pr1fp fn t.it

<) p.4-57 Set;?.;,’5’1"" ""’
5 p.4-91

’"""’ "" r.r wm tr.jKtor,
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PC:ls:5641e
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county ofventura
Air Pollution

Control Dittrict

R.ch’<l H 6>’"<-
PollwtionContio1 C-’

torch 12. 1986

KB. Jananne Sharplaaa ENVIRONMENIAl AFFAIRS
Secretary of Envlronitental Affaira
State of California
110? 0 Street
Sacraoento, CA 99814

RE: CHEVRON USA INC.’S DEVELOPMENT ANI) PRODUCTION PUN (DPP)
FOR PLATFORK GAIL

On February 26, 1986, our coBnienta on llie aubject PPP were te’efaicd to
your office. The original ahould have been included in with the

Ventura County tranamlttal package and Bailed to you the followinc
Konday. However, our comments were Inadvertently left out of aaid

package. Our commenta are therefore enclosed herein.

If you have any questions, picage contact Larry Rennacker or Neil Koyer
of iy ataff, at (805) 654-50?? or (805) 654-?665. respectively.

Sincerely,

Richard H. Baldwin
Air PoUjtion Control Officer

LRL2JS

cc: Vie tijsbands, RKA
Toin Perg. RKA Planning
Gene Kjellberg. RKA Planning

^G0f?tnrnem Cprilf. Ad’^inlsi^aliOn Bu’id’na

COOITT or TCTT"U

Air rollotlon Control Biatrict

tXORAITOuH

Data: February ?8, 1986
To: To Berg, Diractor, Planning Division

rroal IHck Baldtln. APCO^^A^"*^
Sabjceti CevelopiaDt Plan (DP) and tn-lronental Report (ED) for
Propoeed Platforo Gall

In her eno of January 71, 1986, Ha. Jan Sharpleaa requeated we aubalt
our comiiientB on the ubjact activity to har offica by February 28,
1986. Given below are our coaaenta for IncluaiOD Into the County*a
transmittal to na. Sharplesa. If you have any questions pleaae contact
tarry Rennacker or Meil Moyer of y taff t (805) 654-5033 or (805)
654-?665. respectively.

The aubject proposal la located approiinately oine lies off the
mainland partlon of Ventura County. Vantura County has one of the five
worst air quality probleas for oiona of any county In the United
States. It has been demonstrated that winds flow from the project
location to onshore areas of Ventura County and on days of elevated
ozone (Smith, 1985). It ha alao been deBonatraled that a platfora
located as far as 90 to 100 lies offahore froc Ventura County ia

capible of adversely affecting oione concentrations in Ventura County
(KKS, 1985). If the proposed activity were located onshore, it would

be one of the largeat aourcea of oxidea of nitrogen and reactive

orfBnic compounds in the county. As the project la proposed, the

District will have no option except to require the California Coastal
Commission (CCC) find the proposed activity Inconsistent with the

California Coastal Zone Kanagement Plan (CZKP).

To find propi-ed activity consistent with the CZKP, the CCC Bust

find it consistent with the requlreBeats of local air pollution
control districts (Section 50Z53, ?))

To be consistent with the rulea and regulation of the District,

the propaaed activity Bust conply with the Districts Kew Source
R?v:e Pjl arj Prevention of Significant Deterioration Rule. The

activity proposed in the DP and ER does not Beet these criteria

(AP;C Ru:es 26.1 and ?6.5. respectively).

Vithout the CCC certification, the activity cannot be approved by the

DOI.

The applicable requlreenta of the District are given In detail below;

NSB (26.1)

For sources enltting Bore than ?5 tons per year of of

reactive organic compounds or oxides of nitrogen, Best

Ava’.lible Control Technology (BACT) must be applied and

(2t>



remaining en.ss-.sns aust b sufficiently ;ff*l lo pr&v.jt a
net air quality benefit. BACT la currently defined by the
District follows:

Platfori Prlary Ponar Source Power cable fro> ODBhere
power grid.

Platfora PuDps/CoBpressora: Electric.

Platfon flares: Emergency only od anoke.ess.

Platfora Fugitive Hydrocarbon Emissions: Inspection nd
maintenance program with punp nd compressor aeals vented to
a vapor recovery systea.

The District is ctlvely considering the following control
Beaaures aa BACT:

Pistfom Proceaa Heaters: Electric.

Crew and Supply Boat; Pre-chaaber dieael or < 6 g K0x/
hp-hr.

Boiler Pile Driver; Gas fuel with pyrocsre burners or <
15 Ppn K0x 0? oxygen.

Other Diesel Engines! Selected catalytic reduction or 7
gn NOx/ hp-hr.

PSB (Rule ?6.3)

For sources which enll ore than five pounds per hour of
oxides of sulfur, enlsfions Bust be reduced to equivalent
of the aulfur content of coinnercial quality natural giis, or
0.1^ Bulfur coopound content fuel oil.

SuKur CoBpounds (Rule 54)

A source aay emit no Bore than 10 ppa hydrofn aulfide, by
volume, at the aource.

Ve recognlle that the OCS is a unique environreni an;) re wHllne ani
look forward to working with the applicant on the issue of BACT.

Other coBBenta specific to the E? as written are give; below;

Page Conuiient

6-2 The ilocuBent Indicates that by using cable p;k?r fron
onshore, pawer costs will be Increased by W? and SOx by 55?.
Pocumentatlon for these figures are needed. ^’.el-Toms G’.na and
Gtlda are close to Gall and they are cable psii-red. The l;3x
increase is based on an essuBptlon that all p:tcr K-.U

prov.led by the Ed-son fossil fue; generallne stations at
HandHay Bay and Oniand Beach, -hia unption is unretimictB that the alactrlcal power eeaes Croi the Edison grid systei.
Only * -all fraction of fatar* poier deaaod ia expected tB be
supplied fro Edison by buroing fo.U fur at Oraaod Beachand Kandalay Bay (*B, 1966).

<-10 The docunent lodieates that no Increase la elssloos fron
Crace will occur due to the production fron Call. HigUly
platfora hydrcarbon eolsalons are primarily a fanctlon of gas
processing coponent, nd the pipeline froi Call to Grace
will require additional coBponents. Additlonslly, to handle
the gas production at Cail. the gas compressors on Grace will
have to operate under higher loads resulting In greater
ealsslons. Therefore. oie Increase In eoisBions can be
expected.

4-7 Evasions fro launching the platfoni Jackets are
issing froni the emission calculatlona.

4-8 The Bistrict’B definition of a source specifies that
eiiiasions fron cargo carriers associated with a aource
shall be considered eaiasiona froi the sourca.
Consequently, to be consistent with District rulas,
emissions fro supply hosts should be Included In any
tabulation of aource emissions. In Table 4.3-1 supply
boat eicissions were left out. In addition, the District
does not distinguish between emissions generated Inside
and outside the three lle Halt. Consequently, all
eiiisBlons from base to deatinatioa and return should be
included as eBlsalons froB the source.

The JII"! progran has never been endorsed by the
pirticipBtinc acenclea for regulatory use, and the nodel
evaluated in J1S so far has felled to Beet the
perfonuBnce criteria specified by the participating
afency aetbfrs. The District hopes to inprove the JIS
inoilel through the development of its nonsttainaent plan
such that it can be used described In the EH.

Appendix
A The environmental documents for Harvest and Heraoss

indicated that tugbosts used for platforn Installation have
horsep3er ranee of 18000-40000. The Appendix indicates
ranee horsepower of less than 10000. Unless the

arrlieant cn document that tugs in this range are
avu-.lablo under contract, eBlssions should be
calculated using the higher range. (Also see coBBents p 4-S)

7-74 In Table 7.7-1, the California one hour sulfur dioilde
siir^arj has been chsnced to 0.?5 ppa, and there la no
Ic-.rer latlonul Secori-lary Standard for carbon it&noxHe.



?-5fc Include as pratection lensure n interna. "snbustion
engine compliance program coneiating of (ir/fuel ratio
onitoring program (readouta-controllera) ind periodic
exhiiiBl NOx aopling.

In conclualon, e look forward to working with the applicant tovarda
uccegaful OCS developaent progrii, nd we encourage the ppllcaot to
contact the DiBtrlct at the arlleat poaaible date.

Referencea

(ABB. 1986) Telephone converaation with Hr. Don Koberline of the ARB,
February 27, 1986.

(W.S, ’1985) "Union Oil Projecl/Exxon Project Centra; Santa "aria Basin
Area Study EIS/E1R. Technical Appendix B, Air Quality Meteorology
VoluBie 1, Arthur D. little Inc.

(Smith, 198?) "Analyai* of Santa Barbara Oxidant Study", Ted Sinith,
Meteorology Research, Inc., December, 1985.

cc; Dave Caulkins, EPA
Ray Menebroker, ABB
John English, SBCAPCD
Chron

f-
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY fi

ofventura Planning Division
Tho-vi

rebruary 28. 1986

..->;

Ms. Jananne Sharp]ess ".’ ^.-l.’. ."’ ;’

Secretary of Environmental Affair*
Slate of California
1102 Q Street
Sacramento, CA 958)4

Subject; Ventura County Coinnrntt on Chevron USA Inc.’* Developoent andProduction Plan (DPP) for Platfom Gail Lease OCS-P0205
Dear Ms. Sbarpless:

This is in response to your letter requesting Planning Division connrots on thes ze. location, and timing of the above referenced project. Accordingly, theFlanning Division has reviewed the Developnent and Production Plan (DDP) and theEnvironmental Report (ER) associated with the proposed project. Staff requeststhe following information, which includes comments on environmental and
tocioeconomic concerns, be incorporated into the final DDP and ER.

^""/^ESTmT^inPACTS
The proposed project will be located approximately 11 files southwest of the City
of San Buenaventura and about 10 Biles west of the Cities of Oxnard and PortHueneme. Three offshore platforas (Grace. Gina and Gilda) are already located in
this general area and the placement of fourth platform nay representrumulalivfly significant visual intrusion which nay further detract fron visitorsand residents views of the Channel Islands. Views from the Channel Islands
Iparlicularly Anacapa and Santa Cruz Islands) would also be adversely imparted by
the construction of a fourth offshore platform in this area. The project
proponent should investigate any measures available thai would reduce cumulative
visual impacts.

TYPOCRAPHICALJ;RROR
There Bay be a typographical error on Page 4-58, 2nd paragraph, 3rd sentence
li.e., decreases" appears to read better as "decreasing").

VESSEL_TRArFlC CONFLICTS

Although the plaltorm will be located east of the Vessel Traffic Separation
Sdicnic (VTSS), the proximity of the platform to the northbound traffic lane
(about two-thirds of mile), may pose hazard to vessel traffic during

@



Hi. Jananne Sharp!ess
Tebruary 28, 1986

tunjinons of poor visibility or incleieni weather. Therefore, contider*lion

(hould be given to *ny ililitionl leisures which could be taken to minimize this

hazard (e.g., vessel traffic monitoring and warning system}.

SliPpnpT VESSEL TRAFFIC

Th- Fnuironmental Report (ER) references helicoptor tript to the platfore from
the Veoturt County Airport I Oxnard during the platform *nd sublet pipeline
installation phases and during the drilling phase. The ER describes the increase

i- ...yi-rl tnffic s "minimal." However, *ny increase in ir tr*f(ic due to

proposed new offshore project My cumulatively Impact the existing airport

fo.mi.ies nd surrounding urbn *re*s. Conidertioo of these potential
cumulative impacts and my measures to itigate their impacts should be

aooressed.

OIL SPILLS

The closest oil spill response vessels are located in Santa Barbara (estimated 3
hour response time) and Long Beach (no estimated response lime). As the nunitier.
of platforms in the Ventura/Oxnard/Port Hueneme area increases, the possibility
for an oil spill also increases proportionately. A three hour response time for
oil spill response vessels does not seem reasonable. Therefore, the feasibility
of locating an oil spill response vessel in Ventura County (Port of Mueneme)
should be addressed.

SOC10ECONOH1CS

Cumultive Impact on Employment, Population and Housing

The ER states "Population levels from cumulative (hydrocarbon) development are

essentially within planned levels and are considered negligible." The EH also
states that "because of the limited nature of the PlattonB Call project ...the

project is expected to have a negligible impact on permanent housing." The

County’t current adopted land use plan and policies do not address any potential
population increases from offshore hydrocarbon development which nay occur in thr
1980’s and beyond including Chevron’s proposed Platform Cail. Therefore, any

potential increase in population from offshore production must be addressed and

adequate mitigation measures should also be proposed.

Cumulative Effects on Community Services

No mention of the cumulative impact of any increase in student populations
already overcrowded public school systems in Ventura County is discussed (e.g.,
the Oxnard School District). Any increase in students in these already
overcrowded systems would be significant. Discussions of impacts resulting from
any increase in school age children and the identification of adequate mitigation
measures should be included in the ER.

Cumulative Impact Transportation

Many existing streets and Intersections in Vestern Venlura County (including the

incorporated cities), are already experiencing cumulatively significant impacts

February 28, 1966
r.e 3

froii; existing pe*)i flow traffic levels. Any increase in existing traffic level*
wouH therefore be sitnificant and would have significant adverse im|’art<. MI
llics* streets and inlerseclions. The Lh, however, states "None of the specific
locations that would be affected.....including street* tod intersections....were
deterwined to have significant adverse cumulative impacts." The ER should be
revised to discuss current traffic related problems nd the cuaiulative impact of
any increase in traffic oo existing street* tad intersections. Adequate
mitigation measures also need to be identified.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The ER states that impacts would oot be significant because of the temporary
nature of the project. However, in miny cases the project will result in
cumulative impacts with regard to ir quality, drilling mud discharge, potential
for oil spills and several socioeconomic issues including population, schools and
existing transportation systems (streets and intersections). Therefore, the
Platform Gail ER should include adequate discussions of cumulative impacts and
identification of litigation measures.

It is our suggestion that the Reassessment Phase Report (Venturi County
Socioecononic Monitoring and Mitigation Program), prepared by Centaur Associates,
be utilized as a resource in updating the socioeconomic data Included in these
draft documents. It should be noted that while the information contained in
Centaur’s Keassessment/Cuniulative Projects List is complete, as of February 1986,
it has not been formally reviewed by the Ventura County Board of Supervisors,
city councils, etc. A copy of the Centaur report will be mailed to the project
proponent under separate cover.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this proposal. We would
appreciate a copy of the State’s comments as soon as they are available. It you
have any questions or require further clarification concerning this response,
please contact Gene Kjellberg at (805) 654-2455.

Sincerely,

RF.SOniCE MANAGEMENT AGEKCi

-/U’P’-<-<...
Thomas Bt’rg, Manager
Planning Division

TB:jw/B2<i9

cc: Victor Husbands

W
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COMMUNITY OtVIlOPMINT OfPARTMENT MS W. THIRD ST. OXNAKD, CA 93030 (80S) M-tS7
CH-I <xi>no. February 11. 1986

Ms. Jananne

^Ts^’0’"6"1’1
Sharpies*

<fft<rt

Sacramento, Canfornr 95814

Dear Ms. Sharpless:

Subject: ^a^rn"^}’’0’1 Deve10plwnt nd Production Plan (OPP) for

rev^!".^ t? ^ re<"’"?re^ t!
$t<ted 1" ^w 1etter of ^ufryd /? 31, we havevfronmenial

Soc^con^
Report for Platform Gall.

t^9
After

c;^efu1
reviewing9 thettent10n to Section 4.7 concerned witnsocioecononilc Impacts, we have conments to offer as follows:

1’ ^oSst^10^^4,7l5 CTOUlt<veJ!’!P’^ o^ Population,"""""a^ ’"or referenc?7^rirrs stauTThat^Popu1affonTee1s~fr5^and

"ev’e ^^y^^t essen^a^y n:d

^^^^^^^^^^
K.^^hat1 s",^

are n pl
review o^b^ h6;:’1 ne’1f’tb1e" 0"r response ^^"^7^"

to thIs’stateSLntn
U

^i?h.t^ 2 *
n?1u<lS

opte(l 1i)"d use P1ans *nd

P?ann?no
and do PoKcles are not based upon

W P’-ovislon for further hydrocarbonbeyond developwnt ^tr^ y ^^"g In the nHd-1970’s
cities"

when the Regional land Usewas ’^"P6’1 "y ^"t"’-* ’:o""ty and Its constituent

P?a^t^for,Srcoc^^rftt^ *1t tm^ ttl<t

^
"8e"use

oen^n^t^
of the 11’l<te<) of

one^hase ^’. ^ Droject 1S "P(R)"^on i to have negligible Impact(>ur reslx)"se to this ""ement Is that
’"

sSyal? nhL^ j^t
^He

’^v^’^^
IMy not ^^ ( ^S’""""! irpact onof tne housing,

an?

1

f’oMVeMu"rn"Vn^t’lrfo^r
^^^SwS^

ve"t"^il ’"’"’^ <l"<l f("l"d 1t ^ bekestern Ventura artificiallŷ ’lexCounty, evenj^the new consultant’s total p;;u1ation

Ms. Jtnanne Sharpies* -2. rtbnrry 11, 1986

^S"1 wt^’ be""" travel timeand between place ofresidence??"^’’4 *’’’was orinot taken Into account along with other
"t^

var1ab1^-h
’^*1* Prepared by Th.r

pr^^n.^r.sS’s^nrd.t.:
the cwl"1tly POp^atlon tipactand

?.’ ^t t^t1^":th1 ril "" on Western Ventur.
?ore.Tt’1

"
County

M9h(r th*"
^

currtnt^ <"<’<’.^
3. ^’’was^.te^tn^ ^""I’t^ ’^ct* on Transportatlen^ For r.fer.nc..

b ^f ^ r

^
^ ^one or the specHk locations that-tiould be affected

near Port^ne^1" ^"""S-^ts nd

^orei*. ""?"’. were""’y"!0deteniilned to have tignlflcant adverse
Intersections

H^l0".’ 7^""
cumulative

to 6th1s st<twe"t <l th’t ^$t tnewore kely to be true
oppose i

and that transportation Impacts rotated to

t’o
servicing outercontlnentat ihelf (KS

he’s ^l^c1 ^"e!
exploration, development and

throu9h port "uen^
10

.Iready’.r,oe significant. A

Xp^S ."^h’d1^^^^^!1-*10"9
report describing the various types

and^n’contlnue
ofr^^t^?"thai

>"th copl:rof Impacts

the ^rtm^ to ?""’ once

Ls?n"
^^^nrar^So^^^^^^^
vervvery con;?1 ^"^0.1^’’ ag.?n tha weconcerned areabout

rvl
the cumulative effects of all OCS

oh7me
development.whether It

1M4es 1n the s*nta Channel or’San^ F lt

KrLwntletter J^^ ?"? *"? """t^"* toncerninĝ ^^the comments nade In this
e to cont*" e1tt’<"" M! or Ra1Ph ^"^ o’ this

W fctS
IUM:MGHjRJS:Jly

City Manager
Ventura County
Santa Barbara County

Enclosures
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For Council Meeting of February :

AGENDA ITEM

January Z7. 1986

TO: City Council

FROM: City Manager’

SUBJECT: "flew of Comments on Draft Envl romnental Impact Report for
Proposed Port of Hucneme Expansion---~----------

Recommendation

It 1$ recommended that the comments made by City Departments on the Draft
invlronmental Impact Report be approved and

^inUy
that the City Council direct theDevelopment Director to transmit the comments to the Oxnard Harbor

Introduction and Summary

During a regular meeting of the City Council held on January 14, staff
presented estimates of current and future costs Incurred by the City ofOxnard for providing services to the Dxnard Harbor District. At theconclusion of the meeting, the City Council directed staff to thoroughlyreview the Draft Environmental Impact

Haroo? D^rfc^"’31""
Report for the Port’s proposed

COTfflents to <t for reviw l)efore ^’"""S thOTl on to the

The review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report was conducted by theFire Police, and Public Works Departments. Comments from each of theseacpartinents arc attached and they have concluded
dp^ri0’..

that the Impacts on the
C1 i!^" for ^ch tlwy ilre "-sPonslble have not been"e1y ^<s- dd1t<on. adequate mitigation measures havebepnDrP^presented5 ? "’ not

d<tilned overview of the comnents from each department Issubsequently in the section entitled Discussion.

Department Head: Richard Magglo^/^Prepared By: Ralph J. Steely’
Agenda Item Review:

Council AcUpn:

Idkasugi
lopez

Maron
Plisky
Johs

City Manager
Date:

Finance

Approvi

@

N/A

ed as

City Attorney
Recorrenended

N/A Purchasing >,/;

Other

AGENDA ITEM NO. f-V J 11 ;1

e

Canments on Draft Environmental Impact Report
Propos-d Port of Hwneme Expansion
January 27, 1986
Page ?

Discussion

^nvi*^1? i"^ *lw)or*n<l*n r( ’P0^* " pertinent
Environmental sections of the DraftImpact Report for the Port’s proposed expansion that been

LJ"1""?"
prepared

the
Departmenthaveby the City of Oxnard’s Fire, Police, and Public Works

ortft ^’o^ntal I-pact Report, staff ofgave each
consideration to whether or not

d^p.Ttment
oescr^ed"4 *n<l f’cn1tl" )rovld(d ^

the

"’
Impacts of the Port’s activity on

City of Oxn.rd were adequacy
Fire:

Prn^t1"’?^!1"’"’’0"^"1*1 Impact ’’eport for *"< H*rb" ExpansionProject, is Is recognized that the Dxnard Fire Department provides thelarger portion of fire protection for the project area. This Is theresu t of a mutual aid agreement with Ventura County and the closeprox mity of City fire stations to the project area. In the report.
t>Mlt tte o’""""d nre ^P"-tment Is providingserviceLr"0 to r^

It
P^lthe City with’"’"""a minimum staff level that an Increased demandfor services stemming from the Port’s expansion may result In a

significant negative Impact upon the Oxnard Fire Department
Subsequently, this could result In decreasing the Department’s
capability to respond (n a timely manner within the City of Oxnard torequests for fire or emergency assistance.

In conclusion, since the Draft Environmental Impact Report does notaddress the need to at least maintain the present level of fire
protection within the City of Oxnard, It Is considered to be Inadequate.

Police^
In general, the Draft Environmental Impact Report falls to recognl2e the
impact magnitude of the proposed development on the Police Department andthe City of Oxnard. The data contained In the Draft Environmental ImpactReport pertaining to existing retail and truck traffic Is grossly
underestimated. Also, the existing and projected security.
investigative, and patrol burdens (along with attendant financial
expense) on the Oxnard Police Department stemming frora working thenuwrous burglaries and thefts occurring and projected for the auto-railshipments from the Harbor, are Ignored.

Brief iwnilon Is made In the Report (page 5-24) of the Oxnard PoliceDepartment s concerns regarding safety/traffic Issues, and security for
rail shipit.nts; however, the Environmental Impact Report addresses these
issues as if they were only potential future problems, rather than a
current magnification of problems that have existed for a number ofyears. As an example, railroad activity associated with the Port hasalready escalated. On December ?3, 1985. n 83-car train of Mazda cars



Cormenn on Draft Environmental Impact Report
rroposed Port of Hucnew ExpansionJanuary ?7, 1966
Page 3
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Curompnts on Draft Environmental Impact Report
Proposed Port of Hurneme Expansion
January ?7. 1986
Page 5

noticeable and have Mire community Impacts. Since a significant
amount of the railroad route traverses Oxnard residential areas, this
should be considered a significant Impact, and ore thoroughly
addressed.

2. Under the Issue of construction noise, the Impact of truck noise
during construction Is Identified as significant near the Clara
Street Gate. However, the excavation spoils trill be hauled through
Oxnard, and probably up either Victoria or Ventura Avenues.
Residential areas along these routes In Oxnard might be significantly
Impacted by the truck noise, but no Mitigations for these residences
are offered.

3. Although In 1990 the off-shore oil Industry will account for
virtually as many tons of cargo through the Port as will the deep
draft cargo activities, the Draft Environmental Impact Report
virtually dismisses the Impacts of the oil sector truck traffic.
Consequently, there Is no cumulative deep draft and off-shore oil
activities truck related noise Impact analysis. The noise report
bpgrudgingly admits the noise could "cause a small exceedance of the
’acceptable* outdoor noise level in quiet residential areas...*, and
then. Instead of mitigating the noise, the Draft Environmental Impact
Report Just suggests such exceedances commonly occur near Industrial
or large urban areas.

Similar to the air quality Issue, the Increases in noise and the noise
impacts appear to be minimized. The Draft Environmental Impact Report
also appears to focus on the noise Impacts (n the City of Port of Hueneme
and minimize any Impacts <n Oxnard and the unincorporated County areas.

Transportation

1. The Draft Environmental Impact Report continues to make reference to
actions and activities *itiich could Increase the traffic Impacts, and
then assures the reader that all the traffic impacts are minimal or
small. In contrast, the Public Works Department feels the projected
daily Port-related trip projections are artificially low. In the
cumulation section, 1,321 daily additional trips are Identified;
however, the 1989 workforce will add almost 600 workers. This plus
truck trips seems to be Inconsistent with the cumulative Impacts
identified. Based on the projections of Port activity In the
appendices, which are very conservative, there will be In 1990 an
increase of 89,4?8 off-shore oil-related truck trips, 676,800
off-shore oil-related light-duty vehicles trips (2,256 trips/day x
300 days/year, 37,444 new deep-draft related truck trips (based on
Table 7. Page F-2 and Table H-6. Page H-21), and another 78.000
annual non-on-related light-duty vehicle trips totaling 754,800
annual light duly vehicle trips and 1?6.872 annual truck trips. This

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report
Proposed Port of Hueneme Expansion
January 27, 1986
Page 6

means In 1990 there 111 be approximately 3B1,C72 new directly
related Port trips or n average of 1.468 trips per day. For n
Industrial use" th1$ represents sizeable number of trips,

especially considering that one-third will be heavy trucks. By the
year 2000. these numbers could be significantly greater, especially
the light-duty vehicle trips.

2. The basic thrust of the Draft Environmental Impact Report appears to
be a claim that since the Port’s expansion will only add 1,250 I.DV
trips (340 per peak hour trips) per day, and other projects will
cause an increase In traffic, the Port has little or no
responsibility to mitigate traffic Impacts. First, It 1$ worth
noting that the Draft Environmental Impact Report forecasts a several
percent increase In traffic volumes at selected intersections. The
City of Newport Beach. In their traffic phasing ordinance. Identifies
a one percent Increase at certain critical Intersections as a
triggering level for detailed analysis. Mhlle Dxnard does not have
similar ordinance, we generally follow the same principle. Even
assuming the unrealIstlcally low traffic figures are correct, the
Port should pay Its Incremental fair share of the costs of mitigating
traffic impacts. All of the projects listed In the cumulative
impacts and mitigation section within Oxnard will pay a traffic
impact fee of 191.85 per trip generated. Using the Draft
Environmental Impact Report trip projections, the Port would pay
traffic fee of $114.812. This fee Is collected to ensure that
missing links In the arterial system are constructed.

3. The truck traffic volumes are much more critical to traffic
operations and pavement maintenance than autos. In addition. In
traffic, especially at Intersections, trucks cause traffic
"congestion" equivalent to several cars. The "ore maneuvering and
Slop and slarls the route has, the more exasperated this condition
becomes. Since the trucks require larger traffic "gaps" to change
lanes or turn, and an usually slower to accelerate than autos, this
Impact In Oxnard will be significant. A City count of weekday truck
traffic on Victoria south of Channel Islands Boulevard found over 500
trucks (exclusive of pick-up trucks) using this route between S a.m.
and 10 p.m. Almost half of these trucks (256) were semis or "double
bottom" trailers. Another 278 trucks turned between Channel Islands
Boulevard (east) and Victoria Avenue (north). The Naval Construction
Battalion Center developed similar data for Victoria In November
1984, finding 466 trucks on Victoria Avenue south of Channel Islands
Boulevard between 6 a.m. and 6 p.m. They found ?85 of these trucks
used the Victoria Avenue Gate. Even If only half of these trucks are
Port-related, this implies the truck activity levels Shown In the
Draft Environnental Impact Report are grossly understated.

(3^
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Coimnpnts on Draft Environmental Impact Report
Proposed Port o Hueneme Expansion
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.Street Maintenance

1. Of 11 the Port expansion’s Impacts, that of road deterioration isthe lost significant. Based on studies by the AASHO and governmental
agencies, one (legally} loaded tractor-trailer truck has the sameImpact on a roadway as 10.000 automobiles. The Port Draft
EnvlronmenUl Impact Report projects an average of SOO heavy trucktrips per day. Oxnard City Staff projects higher range from 600 to800 trucks per day. These vehicles each travel on City streets a
"immure of one mile. The approximate distances on City streets forfort traffic Is as follows:

ROUTE PERCENT OF OA1LY HUES OFROUTE MILEAGE PORT-RELATEO TRUCK TRAVEL
IN OXHARD TRUCK TRAFFIC IN OXNARD

Hueneme Rd. to Highway l?lHueneme 30Rd. to Saviors to Hwy. 101 371 10?0Victoria Ave. to Highway 101 261 7?0Victoria Ave. to Harbor Boulevard SlHueneme ?40Rd. to Pleasant Valley Rd. 91Hueneme 180to Pleasant Valley to Rice lit 3SO

-roor ~?S4(r

This means that each weekday, Oxnard City streets carry
approximately 2.540 truck miles from the Port of Hueneme trucks onCity streets. This Is equivalent to ?5,400.000 daily auto miles oftravel, or the dally equivalent of at least five times the total autoimpacts within the City. Obviously, the Port Is not the only sourceof truck traffic within the City of Oxnard. However, In contrast toother truck traffic, the limited number of routes repeatedly used bythe Port-related truck traffic has significantly more Impact on theseselected routes than does much of the other truck traffic In town.Based on our estimates of Port-related truck traffic and truck countson tity streets, the Port accounts for approximately ?0 percent of
the large truck traffic currently using Harbor Boulevard, VictoriaAvenue. Savlers Road, Oxnard Boulevard, and Pleasant Valley Road.
Obviously, the percentage Is much higher on Harbor Boulevard andVictoria Avenue, and lower on Oxnard Boulevard.

2. A large share of the City of Oxnard street maintenance problem; occurbecause of trucks utilizing
.L^S^?

the streets. Since the Port of Hucneoe
9 dout’11"g tne "Paclty of their Port facilities thisshould also double their trucking Impacts. In addition, the Portexpansion will Impact railroad crossings for the Ventura CountyRailroad. The Increased rail traffic in the recent past, coupled

r^
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1th Increased motor vehicle traffic. Is causing need for Oxnard tnconstruct additional

?ne
safety devices, such as ra11roa5

??? h:"""1"9 <1:<<CM "’
gatei .no

*<l("tlo" tlw t’-^ t’-rff?!
^\ \ l f

cro,1ng(’"cerl’ted

" ?"" " "11^
to fprove the road surfaces

"a^ain crossings.

3.
"^ *t>m’> the r*<1ro*’l *1"1 strtet ’lotions) tosafe The expansion will Mke this situation iuch

In.Jn*’,"0 "l"’^’*"1^ne
pro9’*" P’-oPMed (Page 6.8) as mitigation Is

Environmentalrnv?^ *."?1’? rMmt(c ’""S^. ""=" *"o"lo be Included inthe Impact Report, would be one similar to thatprepared for the San Francisco Bay are*.

4. As previously discussed, the Port
I""^1"^,"^

^
Is

traffic Impacts appear to be
th1s "P"1*1^ ^ of t"e

L?0’’^"’’1;1’’1
impacts of truck

t^*ff1c "Pt1’1^ trucking. Is ImpactingImped ng traffic flow In Oxnard,

c^
and

?^ ""r
causing significant pavement

The trend 1S c1Mr1y lBwtr’1 ’ cceleratlon
conditions. For this reason, one or more of the following
mitigations should ""owing

Ttnese
be Included:

a. Improved Freeway Access

1) Participate In the reconstruction of the Highway 1/101/Ventura Road/Wagon Wheel Interchange.

2) Participate In constructing an extension of Rice Avenue toHueneme Road.

3) Pay the traffic Impact fee to the City of Oxnard based on theFort s fair share (this could be applied to the above
projects).

4) Participate In four-laning the Victoria Avenue Bridge over
the Santa Clara River, and/or Improvements to the Victoria
Avenue/Highway 101 Interchange.

b. Road Maintenance

1) Assist the City of Oxnard In maintenance of roads which
provide truck access to the Port.

?) Reconstruct truck routes serving the Port to higher (heavier)
Standards.
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Obviously, these propoialt ire neither ill inclusive or
exclusive. Me did not, for example, ttempt to Identify 11 theIntersections which will be Impacted. nor II the ilnor
modifications which can be Mde.

Hater and Sewerage

The Draft tnvl ronmenul Ifact Report f*11$ to adequately address theissues of water nd sewerage Impacts. If the off-shore oil boon takesplace, water demand could Jump up to over 600 ere feet per year. ThereIs no discussion of how much of the City of Port Hueneme’s 3.600 annual
*cre feet Is currently being used, or any suggestions of mitigations
which are available and could be used to reduce water consumption
especially for the off-shore oil operations.

In the Sanitary Sewer Section (5.8.?..4). the same type of problem
Mists. The Draft Environmental Impact Report provides data on the
available sewer plant capacity, but no Information on the current Portusage rate. This should be obtainable. ind Included (n the tnvlronmentalImpact Report.

Induced Growth

The employment projections are only concerned with direct employment andthere Is no discussion of Induced employment growth or the impacts of theinduced growth. This would appear to be major omission since It Isvery likely that the Port expansion trill generate off-site development
which should be estimated.

Suirory and Conclusions

The final and most Important Issue. Is that the Draft EnvironmentalImpact Report repeatedly fans to comply with the iMndates of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) In Its failure to provide orsuggest reasonable and available litigation measures for impacts whichhave been Identified. In some cases. Including noise pollution, air
pollution, water usage, and sewerage generation, the Draft Environmental
impact Report confuses Impact mitigation with Plan (or facility)
consistency. The two are not interchangeable. An Impact Is
significant change In the *environment, regardless of Its consistency withp ans or standards; and to comply with CEQA. it must be mitigated, or afinding stating why It cannot be mitigated must be made.

Also, of special concern to the Oxnard Public Works Department Is theprop

eved^
osed t

lop wh^"^
raffic Impact

’"
study. As noted above, we are very much

coafer<’tin9 I" such a study, which then could be used to
atever traffic mitigations are justified. We feel that If the

1 17
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!"
Study is MI dow s part of the Br.ft Environmental Impact

r."?.!
Report.

tw tuch """y rtn > "<" Prior to tctlon bythe California r*CoastalM6t,
Commission on this project.

Conclusion

Conclusions stated Individually by each department re s follows:
Fire: Since the Draft Environmental Impact Report ooes not tddress

the need to at least maintain the present level of fire
protection within the Cify of Oxnard, It Is considered to be
Inadequate.

Police: The Draft Envlronmentti Impact Report falls to address the
Impacts on police service requirements and present dequale
mitigation measures.

Public Works: The Draft Environmental Impact Report f*1ls to fully disclose
the real magnitude of the proposed Port expansions on the City
of Oxnard. In addition, the Draft Environmental Impact Report
repeatedly falls to comply with the mandates of the California
Environmental Quality Act because reasonable and available
mitigation measures have not been proposed for Impacts which
have been Identified.

3S:j1y

cc: Ron Bogardus
Bob Owens
Jim frandscn
Walt Yates

Attachments



Streets in Oxnard
To Take Pound ing
In Port Expans ion

Two optima bave been identified
lhal could be pursued of
obtaining adeoual* miticalion nd
compensation tor services provided
by the cily. Mora has id

sylmscHw.n
An eipansion of the Port of Hue-

neme could have mor* Uuo (Ii
million Impart Ouurd’s ((reel
system, Ihe Oman) Cil>- Council
told Tuesday.
As fi-suli, ih tily mil will imel

ilh harbor district esecuuves la
discuss current ad lulun Mrvict
and Itcilily levels nd how to use
Ulrir potential impacts.
Oinrd Harbor DislricI Chairmannay nrlcher (aid the cily and harbor

havt maintained "excellent r*la.
lions* to (lit past years nd lhal be
eiconies Ihf upcoming talks
City <ir also (IVOR the

ulhoriialion lo review and comment
upon draft Environroenlal Impact
Hfpurt (Cini (he lurbor eipan-
i(*n proposal.
Tht Oxnartf Harbor DiltricI It

schfduled to hold public bearing
the KIRdocumenI Jan. n.
Oman) city staff. Includinc the

fire. Colic* nd Public Works de-

Ktinmis, have reviewed UM bar-
s hirreni Impaci the city, but

lhl (be harbor’s expansion will have
significant Impaci fulure

virre and tacililics, especially llw
tily’shighnay system.

In brief discussion 0e issue.
Oinard City Manager David Mora
said thai Ihf harbor’s expansion could
result in lit ICASI doubling of service
reouirements and impacts cily la-
tihliw Under the proposed plan. the
port’s capacity ouMbe doubled
Oin.irtt Coilimunily Development

Director Dick Maf^io also uid thai II
ppears lhal (he Don’s Impact U> (be
city’l highway system Is
alively eslimaled I 1SO.OOO per
year fperabon and maintenance
costs, plus capital construction costs
oltN-lwi:a(i.(xiandl Smillion
II thr port doubles Its operations,

Ihf imparts (he city rill double to
MOO.OUO per year (or operalioa and
niainlenance" plus (he hefty
(ruction cosU, Mora said in * rrport
lo council
Mora has estimated thai (he harbor

has annual cos] of 1291.001)
Oirurd ervires and facilities

These options include usic{
mitigalion agrremeni beleen Ihe ci
ly and harbor distnci reoreaniani
Ihr harbor diiilncl.
Of II the impacts from Ihe harbor’*

exparuion, lhal of road detenoraboo
the mo.1 s>|;nifiunl. Mora said
The U S Ileii.irtnifnl of Tran; (tr-

illion rms said lhal fully loaded
Iraclor-lrailer track hjs Ihe
impaci road* ay is tO.ono

But, he has said, afler Ihe porl’t Mora hai uid lhal UK- harbor
capacity is expanded. UK cosU lor operation (enerates about 1CO
services provided by the city. long tnick trips per Say. and thai ils
*ilh Impacts its facilities, could pinslon could eilra 112

ifler back’ttTtnSf"
briefly.

services provided by the city.
*ilh Impacts its facilities.
range from (S2S.OW to tKa.000
yearly basis. (See Port Eipiniion. Pace II

Ban
FCC

U .S. Force Urged
To Curb Terrorism’"ply limit (he

nlions thai could be
lie Is
ied lhal allowing local
’lies to ban dishes
people don’t like their

opponent! ol earth

illies.paiel)

WASHINGTON (AP) Secretary
o( Slate George P. Shulta said loday
Ihe United Stairs musl have "the
stomach" to strike hack 11 lerronsis

to lake coveri military aclion to
IttrtherUS inlerests abroad.

In his speech. Shullr said. "Tap and
discuss thi^e and Ui’-se

challenges In’quenljy. and ili be
working tofeLher. in full aRri>-irienl

Ihe urgency of the prollem."
Sbullz said the Dniled Stale!, sh’iild

nol be deterred because lerro-isl
tlireals oflen lack "simple clantv

"II must be clearly and unequivo-
cally Hie policy of the I’nKed Sl-iles to
tipht harh Shutfj ^,11^

...tllll.l,
t(i-&rrter. llhoufh anvidinf -leii!. confirmed |hr ft.
olvim; th Ubyac rifhien Tusutif
trunf; He -id he fowl Mhin|
emarkjblr about Ihr ll<ir bexaiBe
jbyan planes had patroUed Ihr
tneraliirtabrforT
Libyan plows hr t-r up lhal

Thisniliiu>|anherinhlhan
iey-e ben before, but don Ihina
xrT’t anything umaual (bout II
.einbercer laid
The adronatraUoti Mums als*
MthI to do.T.play |ht incident,
long Ihr Libyan MiG had lumed
ck lo*rd home before Ihe r A-lts
mtd (he scene One aource
(reed. however. Ihe MiGs had ID.
iared une.petlKlly aod moved ’G FEUJOW IS DimCULT TO IMPRESS

tehny.Bi>toflhrtetBrah.Hhe<dubon2l> Ml. He.Hy Mdatedto pn-nl -at., bu.iill New Orleaiu. yawns while undmein* phyti- neu.Johnnywupronounced ni -’"’

Port Expansion Therapy Aid
Offered for

tusuaUy close to Ihe lurvujLuce
"withm XB l*el

In other developmenls. PenlaiMi
twills Hopped p iheir w (
ords ofamsl Ubya nd Ihe Soviet
mon. ilh spolesman Robert B

brandiiu; the introduction I
t-S turface-to-air missUEs Ubyl 1
significant and dan{erous escab- iriille(fromPell
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.p.-.-1 Ihe Mediltrra. mil.lary Irack volume IBC*S(.00 iioad. 0>nan) Boultvan) and Plea.. The Rape and Seiua) Abe CenU
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maintenance of railroad crossing and linu should call Ihe Iherapisl tor
related items lor (olal annualcoil try into any (roup
atimaleofIM,000."hesaid Six lor rape virtinu
Mora has said thai because Iht Port betin to Venluq tonj(hl Pecf
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livily at Ihe port. cily stafl estimates
typical weekday truck traffic (romall
port aclivilin to be between K and

iP.leIt
twrtnl fiscal year mint be (lash.
by percent under Ihe Gramm.

act Tne bw calls tor
anred budfel by mi, with cuts

X) (nirxf per day. Mora has said.
iiudcel bv ^ Hueneme is pro)ecunt doubluu; ill nuf-sint will dirtcllht |rouii and bi
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three l^ pi.

will ? a11 ^P-0*- this life
"".ber ^ ’^’
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Thank you for thp opportunity to co^nt on this rpport.
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3) the B"bse r1^1^" ^l^x’y l*>Btalled fromto

^"’^
Platfora Hope and from there to landfall at Carplnteria.

^^l^^l8
^^t*’ ""<

d^n^nt
concenii either there Is no Infowatlon or

data 0" "existljig" ^^""es on Nhich the project Is

3incer<?ly,

7’’V’ ^-^/-,, .- A^-^t-
Gas Facilities

The E3 elves this infonnatloni natural gas produce4 at Platform &ill wiUbe transportea to Hatfora Grace’;srilyn "here It^cle riU be processed and coiwiiylecwith Grace’s production and transported to shore via Platfora Hope,InG exiEt-
facilities at Carpijiteria will be used for the final processing of theproduced gas. The ER does not elaborate.

cc: :. snith, L. Sro.^r. V.. Elu-, Both the ES and the EB provide sone United descriptive data on exIstinKsuteea eas lines from Platform Gall to Hope to shore, but no data are giver.on the adequacy of these facilities. Kill they accommodate G&il’s pro-
duction in ad-iition to production fron Platfoits Grace and Hope, or does
Gill’s production fill gaps caused by declining production from Grace and
nope?

VhAt about onshore gas plant facilities? Just what does the gas plant at
(-.rpc.ntcria conEist of? 1,’hat are the components? Are there anystoraee gas

tanks? Hox nany? Capacity? Unused cecity? What Is the capa-
city of the facility’s processing component? Unused capacity? All we are
tola In the E5 and ER Is that the ps plant hss bien functioning since
19^9 and has processed gas fron the Siir.nerlani Field, the Carplnteria Fiel-
and fron Flatfonr, Grace In the Santa Clara Field.

^
The ER hints that the gas plant ray have to be expanded; "Sour Cas pro-
duced fror. n,lforr, Gall will be treated at yiatforr. Grace...prior to



to State Secretary of Gnvironieotal Affairc, ft PlAtforB Gill. Z

&?. Facilities, continue

final treatment at Carplnteria. Vhen the tones with tour (as are drilled,
Ea.-;leE will be taken anc analyzes. These future results. will beeone the
design basis for the future processine facilltieB at Carpinteria." (2-20)
Since gas production froa Platfon Gall Bay not peak until 1993 there Bay
Ie nothing to worry about, but decldon-Bakere hould know the score.
But in the feantlje has a project application been filed with local govern-
ent or have pre-application hearings been held with pluming tal’f for
any possible "future processing facllltiet?*

He distribution/transport of processed gas, there is only the aketchlest of

infornatlon. The ES dismisses any project involveBent in distribution of
wet or dry gas processed at the plant) that responsibility is identified
as the purchaser’E probleB! "The dry gas leaving the plant is used for
plant fuel or sold to Southern California Gas....Becovered liquids are
fractionated into propane, nixed butanes, and natural gasoline. The
natural gasoline ie blended and sold with the crude. Propane Is sold to
Van Gas Distributors and butane to Chevron Liquids and Gas group for
distribution." (2-20)
Whether the responsibility of purchaser or applicant the joint problems of
distribution and transport should be nore thoroughly studio;! and docu-
mented in the project description and in the Environmental Report.

Oil Facilities

Re already installed subsea oil pipelines, how adequate are they to accommo-
date additional input froa Platform toil? Or will Gall’s production
replace declining, depleted Gnce^lope production?

Re onshore facilities it is in the oil area that the inadequacy of onshore
data is particularly disconcerting. What happens at landfall? Does
Hope’s pipeline connect lanedlately, without diversion, into existing on-
shore pipelines leading to the Carplnteria facility, and directly from
there, again without holdover, into existing oil pipeline(s) to Chevron’s
El Segundo refinery?

Are there any holdover/storage facilities for oil at the Carplnteria plant?
If so, what are they? HOK nany storage tanks? What are their capacities?
Unused capacity? Will the oil facility at Carplnteria uniei-eo expansion?
There doesn’t Beea to be even a hint of oil facility expansion as there
was for gas facility expansion.

Re pipeline transportation from Carpinteria to El Segundo, Figure 1.1 shows
6 miles of 10" pipeline froti Carplnteria to Rincon (whose oil pipeline is
this?)) a 32" oil pipeline fron Rincon to Venture operate; by Kobll, encine
at a Union Terminal and at a Cetty Terminal) then fros that point three
separate pipelines ouned by three different companies, all three going to
Los Angeles presumably. What control does Chevron have over use of these

pipelines? I’.’hat guarantees does Chevron have that capacity ill be availa-

ble in each or any of these pipelines to carry Gall’s proiu^tlon as It
occurs day by day? Kill Union or Cetty terminal facilities b available If
a holdover is necessary? Kill unacconmocated Flattens Gall production have

to be stored In Carpinteria? Khere in Carpinteria?

2/27/86 ^ to SUU s.^ ,,^^^^
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^^w

^

^^\^^^^^^
s^ ^ n..

K ^^

^M^,^^^^^^^
^^^:p^oT^cIde^̂ s^s^^^S?^t.1^^y^^erSf^^^^^

t".

p-a^s
vitles) could potentially
*"d ^eSt platfoD",

ef
givenS^^lean^e""^^^:

Platfora Jrifle """vessel^oSlsi^n"
""PPort vessel acti-

8piu’ nre or "Plosion

P-.niion/con.
to tanning oil/gas Vl^ Bll,’)lndeve;opaent BO cl^T CBnslderatl" "hould beI" *"y event environental data^hould b,^;!^:^1’116’16" "ct">rles.

^^Wr^p"?peS to60"1’1" Bf o>ew"
ifl adjoining state waters.to efforts being made to

Ifate ’ll0 V011?"110" ^" in the SanU

synchroni^;?!
CMIPleJt of """o"

of,)"sl^;e le"es
>dd lnpttw ws

offshore, 01in other worts to ll(velp"entB o"shope
Priori^
"i

"-solve
Is case-by-case^asisreverseIssues on a

the1 76?8T?^ ^ucy f tt’-’Pting to
attempted the probleB is expounded:

o^rD^or^vronTSro^
n t tlorited’ ttnd each tlJe

^ua^cl
it

^ Jwe
waters off Santa Barbara anrventu^Co^.?"1’10"1^17 dri^lne
sites were off stLnu Barbarâ
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L.TSB to State Secretary of Environmental Affairs, re Platfor-. &11, 2/77/B6 4

Onshore (Location of Project) continued

ixc&rdE impact on Ve-.-.uro County. Impact, on Santa sc-icm County needs
lore adequate analysis, particularly impact on traffic an’! transportation
odes.
The ER’s analysis of onnilaUve impact Ie weak, revealing the usual EIR or
EIS difficulty of pinpointing a particular project’t responsibility for
triggering nandated sanctions including curtallinent of activities. The
case-by-case approach accentuates this negative, tut It is incumbent on each
individual EIjys to identity trigger points.

Timing of Proposed Project

Source data indicate that Platforn Call IB expected to Ie installed during 1936
and that production will start early 1987. Oil produc d is expected to peak
in 1990 ’but gas production not until 1998.
The timing of the project during 1996-87 ie out of sync with other oil/gas
developments ijnpacting Santa Barbara County and the South Central Coast in
general, particular reference is to the Department of Interior’s ongoing five-
year leasing program activities and to DOI’s also ongoing concurrent negotia-
tions looking to hoped-for upending of California air quality regulations.

The League is already on record with your office, and reiterates today the
following recommendation:

that the Santa Barbara Channel and the Santa Maria Basin should be
removed fron further exploration and leasing until comprehensive
plans and policies are la place designed to maintain the County’s
lone-range planning goals in light of the increased development
forecasts and resource constraints, and until the County is assured
that project appllca-.tB and lessees are required to coitply HSti^tbe^
County’s stringent air quality standards.

Thank you for this opportunity to sub-.it input on Project fell. We hope the
Governor will transnit our concerns en toto to the Departroe-.t of the Interior.

--7^ ._ f)
//(-fi^/^ /S^U^>
Karty Blum.’ President
League of women Voters of Santa Barbara

Attached Santa Barbara yews-Tress articles as followsi

February 12, 1996, "Chevron admits PCBs in soil at Csrylnteria"
February 13, 1996, ’Chevron says KSs cleanup at CanliiUria pie-it r.onths

away"
February 19, 1996, "Coaity seeks lai.’ on toxic spillsj ;uFervlscrs i.-a.nt

rFptrts ir,aniatcd"
February 23, 1936, Editorial, "Koral choice just bc-cause It’s leeal

aoesn’t Biean it’s rignt"

r^)

(C)

^

Chevron admits
Carplnleria PCB
contamination

c-tiamd in- ri *.i
Yafrr Mid ht lnnwv4 Ui IM(
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^djciitoriai rage
<wntf*r. 6. n. <*(

Moral choice
’Just because it’s legal doesnt mean It’s right

Almost from the moment ttt pdblle leamtd
that Chevron’i Caviota construction tUt It ton-

laminated with PCB, the tcl of Iht toxic toD’a
prestnce was l$s n Issue that tbe fact Onl o
many people had (ailed to menlion Iht (*ct (or o

long The past two weeks o( Intense rationalitinf
and fln|er-pointlng now ought U> result to 1K1
deterrent that irlll discourage timilar communi-
cation (allures In future.
The story o( ho* lint Chevron and then the

tlile Df|’artJnnl o( Health Strvifts nd county
tmplovCTS did nol report thf disrovery * year ago
of the PCB-laden soil I? not partirularly thocking.

There is apparently no law requiring that men

Information be reported. When political, tconom-
Ic or other pressures abound as they urely
must have In this Instance the natural human

impulse Is to contain the bad news.
For much of the time last year when Chevroii

dealt quietly with the contamination problem, and
lien neither ttate nor county officials aware of
the situation made it known to the Board of

’Supervisor* or the public, a bitter and costly

elM-tion campaign on oflshore oil development

nuking ladder.
Chevron’* tontrUt nd cooperative attitude

llnce Its GavloU PCB problem became known li

ilncerely welcome So also li Ihe "gentleman’*
agreement" to be more torlhright with tht county

reached bit week among t*te, federal and

Industry apokesmen. But the (u>al (act ot the

matter to that nothing can beat the threat of

punishment tor reminding people U> do the right

thing.

now known. II is difficult not to speculate on

conwclion between the lack of reporting and the

Measure A election Such a connection, It It
existed, would not be difficult to understand What

remains to come out of this Incident is a way to

bolster the moral choice with a little practical
suasion

Ttiat’s what laws are tor. Perhaps our legisla-
tor!; could lake up the mailer of Inadequate
reporting requirements on such Issues with their

rollf-.-irucs In Sacramento. Companies such as
Chevron should surely lace substantial punish-
iTx-nl lor failing to let stale and (seal authorities
know immf-jiately when they turn up something

like the PCB cc.nUiminalion For its part, we hope
the courily can dciise an ord.nance. armed with

stiff pt-nalln’s, to similarly require that compa-
nif? aoing business in Un- county, is ell as local

(ovt-rnnincnt officials supervising the business,

repcirl to one or more designated counly authori-
ties who are at or near the top of the decision-

Sine fbara, CHf., .Pt, Siind<r. fl> 1. ’"c

^)



Noted Dunaway

United States Department of the Interior
MNEDMSA’nONAL PAHK SF.ftVlCR

ONXFKwF.L IS1.ANCS SAT10-.AL PARK

IIOI SPINNAKER DHIVE

VKNTITIA. CALIFORNIA 930(’l

WR OB86

KiNtr.i.-sr""""
PACIFIC

c.-;

L7619 CH1S

April 7, 1986

LlWlno?n,!E>

APR -t9e6

MenoranduB tOSAf.C--

To- tegional Supervi.or. Office of Field Operation.,

Mineral. Management Service. P.cific OCS Region

Angele., CA 900)7
1340 Weat Sixth Street, Lot

From! Superintendent. Channel lltnd National Park

Plan
655 DM Review, Devclopaient nd Production

Subject
-OCS-P-0205, 8nf Clara Unit

We .ppreci.te your court.ay in extending the co->enl period on

the aubject document for ua. Though the pln l. in three

our coamenta .ol.ly to the Environ.ent.1
voluBea. we will lioit
Report.

&&vss.ti_sn_the_Propo,l!

project a. propo.ed re.ain what they have
Our concern, over the

been for aeveral year. tor region.1 petroleum developaeni

only .ore .0 due to the
general around the Channel I.land..
proximity of the lea.e tract to Channel I.landa National

Park/Marine Sanctuary.

Ho. 0205 ha.
Our pri-ary concern ia that develop-ent of L.aae P_
inherent ri.ka (not high, but exiating) of a cata.trophic oil

place the resource, of the
l. .nd that any .uch accident will.pil

marine aanctu.ry (i-ediately adjacent to the l.a.e tract .nd

.ilea directly aouth and thu.
the park (approximately five

generally downwind and downcurrent fro the propo.ed

development)resource.. in jeopardy. To reiterate the value of the.e

KaHon." both Channel lal.nda National Park and Channel I.land.

were de.ign.ted in order toMarine Sanctuary
and protect nationally outstanding biological and cultural""En^e(nd

of the
the ca.e of the park. pal eontol ogic.l wel l) ’<*""

in
i.l.ndB and the Santa Barbara Channel. Anacapa Il"<1. th.

and thu. the o.t heavily vi.ited of all the i.l.nd. in
clo.e.t
the park/.anctu.ry. i. notable for ita at.rk beauty, (el1

colony of the
the pre.ence of the only conai.tent ne.ting

(federal and atate liated) endangered California brown

.
pelican in

the United Statea.

development to
An additional i.pact of the proposed *"’"?;;
laland particularly would be the very intrutive nature of

otperoanent plattori to the eatbetic reaource. the Bark.

Viewabed ia a aubatactial value to any national parka, and on

Aoacapa, itb ita unobatructed viewa of other ialanda, nd of

vaat expanae of the .ainl.nd, it ia particularly i.portant. For

aane that the Env ironaiental Heport properly concludeathe reaaon
that the propoaed pl.tfor* ilI have only inor ipct to the

the becauae it ia ao far
viewabed of the ialanda froai coaat

out to aea the propoaed pi atfori wil have aubatantial rpact

the viewahed froi the park to theto ainland.

Finally, reiain concerned over the future cumulative eftecta

that petroleun development aurrounding the park/aanctuary will

ikely have in the future to air and water qual ity. Anacapa ia

deaignation aaof the park ialanda which haa a preaent
continueClaaa II Air Quality Area, and we will cooperating with

interened entitiea in enauring ita ability to Baintain the
al
air quality requireenta of that atatua.

r,_ojo ed M na on_of_Coj.cexnjLl

Channel
Becauae of the national i-portanc. of protecting r"<";
National Park/Marine Sanctuary (and in particular Anacapa laland

ofbecauae of ita proxiiity) fro the potential cataatrophic

propoaed development, we auggeat on two
accident due to the
eaturea which tight ritigate. to aoBe degree, our concerna^.
Firat do not find it unreaaonable that the peraiittee lake ita

an oil containaent boat inown arrangeenta for Oxnard. Ventura,
fronPort Huenee, than relying, aa it intenda arather

2-40, c boat atationed two houra away.
.tatfBFnt on page
iiiniaally, in Santa Barbara.

-itigating require.enta can be practically
A.. wel l. while few
expected to alter our concern for aeathetic degradation from

the platform
I.l and, it doea not aee unrea.on.bl. that propoaed

An.c.p.
color.

be required to painted a neutral or camouflaged We
be

be ble to offerfeel that pre.ent technology ahould
in.otar

comproBiae between requirenenta of boating aafety aa
the

can be aeen by vea.elt in cloae
enauring that the platfor.
proximity, and our concern over ...thetic valuea fro., the park.

C en_t .^n_Adjtj^ a^j.^f^JlJLJ’J’^"S.U

appeara be co-plete. but aharea thetoIn general, the document

we.kne.a of many auch environent.l docu.ent. in that -uch of it

appear, to be word-proce.aed "boiler-plate." not giving t^,
wa.

of faith that uch original inveatlgation
reader great deal
undertaken tor thia particular project. In fact, any of our

intoraiation.cooitentt deal with updating oldapecitic



Specific comment* follow:

Page 2-3: Not the Channel Island* National Prk, but the Channel
Iilands National Marine Sanctuary, boundary abuta the aouthern
leaae boundary.

Pagea 2-60, 41: Aa wa* atated above, recommend that the
permittee be required to Bake arrangements for proxioatF
oil containment veaael in Oxnard, Ventura, Pt. HueneDe; given
the aignificant national .valuea at (take, to rely boat two
houra away id Santa Barbara does not aeei reaaonable when the
reiponae time could be eaaily halved.

Page 2-46: The diacuaaion of "Coaatal Viaual Resource* and
Special Conmunitiea" ia incomplete; it ahould al ao addreas the
viaual impact of the platform from Anacapa laland in the National
Park. Notuithstanding the other platformt in the vicinity, this
would be the cloaeat and the molt intruaive to the park’a
eathetic resource*.

Page 3-23: It abould be pointed out that Anacapa laland, aa part
of Channel lalanda National Park, ia a Claaa II Air Quality Area.

Page 3-66: On Figure 3, 5-5, Anacapa laland if now part of
Channel lalanda National Park.

Page 3-67: The diacuaaion of the national park ia fl ightly
incorrect.--Cunently,Cui enti y,-tinthe entiretyentirety-trf-arHof al five-ifive *1 andi
Mentioned, aa well aa their aurrounding nautical mile of
water, con*titute Channel Itlanda National Park. Ultimately, the
National Park Service will purchaae all of Santa Roaa Island and
the eastern property on Santa Cruz laland. Nev erthel ef,

these privately owned ialanda are within the boundary of the
national park.

Page 3-68: It ia not the regulationa of Channel lalanda National
Marine Sanctuary which reatrict the harvest of living marine
resource*, e.g.. Kelp Bed 109. It ia the apecific ecological
reerve regulations promulgated by the Cal ifornia Fish and Game
Commission which prohibit kelp harvesting within Anacapa Island
State Ecological Reaerve.

Page 3-92: The diacuaiions about Channel laland* National Park
nd Channel lalanda National Marine Sanctuary are rather
intermixed. Channel lalanda National P_a_rk eatabliabed on
March 5, 1980, to protect, among other reeourcea, the brown
pelican netting areaa, undiaturbed tidepool areas, pinniped
breeding grounds, geological formations and cultural retources.
It encompasses the old Channel lalanda National Monument islands
of Anacapa and Santa Barbara, aa wel the isl ands of San
Kiguel Santa Crux, and Santa Roaa, and the one nautical mile of
ocean aurrounding each of the five. In January 1985, General

Management Plan reviaion waa prepared by the National Park Service
addressing visitor and limited development on II the park
ialaoda, including Anacapa.

On the other hand. Channel laland* National Marine Sanctuary
independently created in September of 1980, and does encompass
the ocean for aix nautical miles aurrounding the same five
islands which constitute the national park. The diacuaaion of
the marine aanctuary regulationa ia accurate al far those
which addressed.

Page 3-93: Re the statement, "The cloaeat ecological reaerve to
the leaae ia the Channel Islanda": To be more prcciae, three
state of California ecological reaeivea preaent, one each
aurrounding the ialanda of Anacapa, San Miguel, nd Santa
Barbara. Th tatement i* aimilar to the one on page 3-77, "Due
to the protection given the islands as marine aanctuariea .",
indicating imprecision in the uae of titlea, further muddying

already confusing juriadictional aituation. Since actual
areas have aa part of their proper namea aucb terma as "marine
aanctuary," "national park" "ecological reaerve," "area of
biological significance," etc., it would be well if theae
documents used auch terms correctly.

Page 3-105: Lateat reporta from National Marine Fiaheriea
Service scientists indicate that Stellar aea lion* no longer
breed San Miguel Island.

Page 3-114: In addition to thoae area* isted, Sent* Barbara
Island hosted neating pelicana in 1985 nd 1986.

Page* 3-118, 119: For an update on peregrine falcona, in 1985 a
joint effort by the National Park Service nd the Peregrine Fund
uccestfully hacked three bird* on Sin Miguel laland. Aa well,
several peregrine lightings have occurred park ialanda
annually, particularly during the winter, for the lait few yeara.

Page 3-157: Along with thoae named, the Police Department of the
City of San Buenaventur* abould be added to the liat of law
enforcetteni agencies.

Pages 6-15, 16: Vie are heartened that verel* ucb a Mr. Clean
operate safely and effectively in moderate to heavy leas,

but reference to the documentation of thi* ability would be
welcome. Al ao, the statement that diapereanta may be requested
hould be coupled with reference to page 4-60, which discusses
the effects from ditpfrsaots to marine bird*, tbia would be most

valuable in ight of Anacapa’* importance brown pelican
breeding colony.



Page 4-65: "A pill could remit in low to Moderate level

i>pact> at any location ." A reference would be appreciated.
Certainly, aajor concern becauae of the propoced platform’*
location IB ita potential iipact to the Anacapa pelican colony,
ita breeding and fledging birda. Vhat ia the potential iapact to

thia one area?

Page 4-68: Aa atated for page 3-114, pelican* have oeated the
paat two year* on Santa Barbara Icland aa well.

Page 4-70: The atatexienta under the diacuaaionc of peregrine
falcon* and bald eaglea that impact* to the*e apeciea are of low
probability becauae of their anal nuabera baa an inherent

corollary obaervation which abould have been atated, i.e.,
becauae of low regional number* of theae apeciea, each oil
contact become* particularly iaiportant. For both of these

apecie*, the National Park Service baa plan* to at least
encourage their natural recolonixatioo, if not to engage in
rei ntroductioa project*, continent with the requirement* of the
Endangered Specie* Act.

Page 4-83: Aa with the above diacuaaion, the atateaent that the
aea otter i* not expected to be in the project area, end
therefore no impact ia expected, beg* the point. Aa with the
falcon and the eagle, the aouthern aea otter wa* an important
hiatorical component of the Channel lalanda ecoayaten, the policy
of the National Park Service i* to encourage recolonixation of
native apeciea back into their natural rangeii therefore, hope
and expect that condition* in the region will not be adverae
that the fpeciea will be unable to return.

Page 4-65: We are aurpriaed in the diacuaaioo of cumulative
impact! that the trajectory analyi* doec not ahow a apill
contacting the Channel Icland*. Perhape thia atateoent refer*
only to the propoaed development? Otberwite, uoder the
aaaunption. that at leaat one arse oil apill waa predicted to
reach the inland*. The very cloae proximity of the
propoaed platform upcurreat of Anacapa laland indicate* that the
tatement nay be correct only froa a atatiatica point of view.

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on the plan. He
would be nost intereated in receiving copy of the tutrequent
environmental documentation developed by your office aa a reault
of thia plan.

Sincerely,

// c/
./^^<’ .<<-. x

(ill ia<D H. Ehorn
Superintendent

/^\
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Minerals Manaqement Servi
Pacific OCS Reqion
1340 West Sixth Street
Los Anaeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr. Runaways

We have reviewed the Development and Production Plan and the

Chevron’s Platform Call per the telephoneEnvironmental Report for

request (March 27, 19S6) of Maurice Hill. Mr. Hill was partlcu-
concerned about th.? accuracy of statements in these documantslarly

reqardinq National Pollutant Discharqe Elimination System (NPDhS)

permit requirements for this platform.

The Fnvironwntal Report on page 2-29 Indicates thot Platform

Oail would he discharqinn In accordance with general NPDES permit
This general

Mo CAOH0516 which was Issued on December fl, 1983.
-’lssuance

permit expired on 30, 19R4, and due to delays In theJune
the Environmental Report pertaining

of the permit th- statements in

to tin’ permit need to he updated.

tha process of reissuing general
Vl"\. Reqion 9 Is currently in

22. W,, Region 9 proposed ""ance
NPDRS M". CMIllOSlfi. On Auqusl

of two qpneral NPMS oermlts which together would replace existing

perm^ ^"CWl permit10516 (50 Federal. Register 34036). Proposed

No. CAG2B060S would apply to exploratory operations and nsrmit No.

apply to development and production operations.
CW2W,72 would
riowov.i-; It is unclear at the present time whether these permits

to Installation of Platform Gall.
will he issued prior

Representatives of Chevron and EPA. Region 9 met on March 11.
requirements for platfor"

tL
1<R6, to discuss UPWS parmit Gall.
We have enclos-.l letter from Region 9 to Chevron which explains

requ^re-nents. cannot be
Due to the fact that Platform Gai

cove.-el by the existing general permit and the ?ncpt-talntl"
general permits, the Chevron

th,’ issuanc., tim-table for the new

r<,pres<.nt,,tives Indicated that they would
minor dis

p,-n,its for the platform (one perm
’PP^/01-,^0t for the "’’1’’1^.

ual NPMS scharqes).
charn.-, an another for drillinq and product on d

fromreceived the permit anplicattons

^
"eqion 9 has not yet
Chfvi-on but they are expected in the near future.
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Should you have any questions regarding this matter,

please contact Eugene Bromley of the Permits and Pretreatnn?nt

Section at (PTS) 454-8330.

Sincerely yours,

.J^UL- //^-^
William H. Piercf, Chief
Permits and Coinpl i.inci? Branch
Water Mandijoinent Division

Enclosure

cc: Maurice Hill, MMS, Pacific OCS Office

B? MAR 1966

Cynthia A. Norris
Land Department, Western Region
Chevron U.S.A. Inc.
P.O. Box 5050
San Raraon, CA 94583-0905

Dear MB. Morris;

This Is in response to your letter of February 19, 1986,
concerning National pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDRS) permit requirements [or Platform Gall.

Discharges from existing oil and gas operations In Federal
waters ofl Southern California are authorized by general Npnr.S

permit No. CA0110516. EPA, Region 9 is currently In the process
of relBBulrig this permit. Although this permit expired on June
30, 1984, the permit has been extended via the provisions of the
Adminlstrativft Procedure Act for permittees properly notifying
fcylon 9 prior to June 30, 1994, of their intont to discharge in
accordance with the permit. However, In accordance with guidance
from rpft Headquarters, now facilities notifying Reylon 9 of their
Intent to discharge after expiration ot the general permit cannot
be cov-red by the extended permit. Individual MPDb’S permits must
be ohtaineil for such facilities.

On June 22, 1984, Chevron U.S.A. Inc. notified CPA, Region 9
of Its Intent to discharge In accordance with general NPDKS permit
No. CAOl10516 tor various activities to be conducted on leases
acquired In Lease Sale Noa. 35, 48, S3, 6B and Reoffering Sale
No. 2. nowevor. Platform Gall was not npeclftcally Identified
in this notification and would not be located In the area
Identified In the notification. In addition. Information per-
taining to the discharges from the platform was not provided

required by Part 1.A.6 of the general permit. The develop-
ment plan, environmental report and the site-specific biological
survey report tor the platform which could have been used by
Kegion 9 to oht.iln the needed Information did not become available
until January, 191)6, well after tho expiration of ’he general
pe rm t.

In view these factors, Region 9 has datenalned that proper
notification for coverage under the general pormit was not provided
(or Pisttorm Call prior to the expiration of the general permit.
As such, ind iviflual permit will be required for this platform.
;" have enclosp’l Standard form C for your convenience.
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Should you havo ny questlonx regarding this natter, pleasa

contact r.uqrne Bron<ley ot the Permits and Pretroatment Sectli.n

at (415) 974-8330.

Sincerely yours,

OR1G1\’AL SIGNED BY:
F.:C;i-:A:-;n E. RcAVIS
Prank M. Covlnyton
Director, Hater Kanaaement Division

Enclosure

VENTURA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT M .’) \
^kHtftt

BUSINESS SERVICES DIVISION

April 18, 1986

Richard L. Wilhelmsen
Regional Supervisor
Office of Leasing and Environment
United States Department ot the Interior
1340 West Sixth Street
Los Angeles, California 90017

Re: Platform Gall

Dear Mr. Wilhelinsen:

We have received your letter requesting Information and enrollment data
concerning the Ventura Unified School District tor your Environmental
Assessment for the Development and Production Plan.of Platform Gall.

am enclosing chart listing each of our schools, their capacity and
enrollment for the past four years. Also enclosed are charts of the
District’s first month enrollment by grade from 1981-82 through 1985-86 and
projected enrollment through 1990-91.

JCW:jr
Enc.



VENTUKA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
VENTURA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

First Month Enrollment
SCHOOL Capacity 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1985-86 Projected to 1990-91

Arnaz Elementary 265 270 ’217 233 250

Blanche Reynolds Elem. 470 320 317 343 343

Elmhurst Elementary 570 496 502 496 535
E. P. Foster Elementary A30 335 360 356 430
Juanamaria Elementary 540 552 485 470 462
Junipero Scrra 770 631 710 765 804
Lincoln Elementary 300 284 273 258 2S9
Loma Vista Elementary 360 309 293 319 310
Montalvo Elementary 4BO 483 478 444 4d4
Oak View Elementary 300 269 271 2B4 293
Pierpont Elementary 200 168 159 200 197
Poinscttia Elementary 630 518 565 644 647
Portola Elementary 390 328 321 342 364
Satlcoy Elementary 530 459 432 427 482
Sheridan Way Elementary 530 402 470 486 501
Will Rogers Elementary 520 284 379 391 408

Anacapa Middle School 1050 960 893 837 787
Balboa Middle School 1200 1114 1045 954 905
Cabrillo Middle School 1050 975 924 849 922
De Anza Middle School 750 607 599 580 596

Buena High School 2350 2269 2338 2307 2291
Ventura High School 2200 2051 1985 2075 2102

K-5 6564 6795 7065 7245 7445
6-8 3033 3010 3055 3205 3265
9-12 4348 _4325 4105 3870 3795
Tot.Reg. 13945 14130 14225 14320 14505

K-5 Spec. 175 175 175 175 175
6-8 Spec. 84 85 85 85 85
9-12 Spec. _47^ 50 _50 50 _50
Tot. Spec. 306 310 310 310 310

Continuation 118 120 120 120 120
Opportunity 72 75 75 75 ,.75

190 195 195 195 195

Home Taught 24 25 25 25 25
Indep. Study 294 _300 300 300 300
Total 318 325 325 325 325

GRA’ID TOTAL 147S9 14160 ’i0’)5 15150 1S335

Div.Bus.Ser.
JCW:jr
2/86

Div.Bns.Spr.



VENTIBA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
First Month Enrollment

1981-82 to 1985-86

Grade 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1964-85 1985-86

It-5 6208 6058 6055 6306 6564
6-8 3550 3576 3408 3143 3033
9-12 4437 4353 4317 4389 4348

Total
Regular 14195 13987 13780 13838 13945

Div.Bus.Ser.
JCWijr
2/86

II SOUTH "B STREET OXNARO. CAIIFORNIA S3030 805 <87 3S1

April 21, 1986

United States Department of the Interior
Minerals Management Service
Pacific OCS Region
1340 West Sixth Street
Los Angeles, California 90017

Attn: Richard L. Wllhelmsen
Regional Supervisor
Office of Leasing and Environment

Dear Mr. Wilhelmscn:

The Oxnard School District has experienced a substantial growth
rate and will, from all indications, continue to experience
a population growth through the year 2000.

Currently the elementary schools in the district average 733
students each, while the Ventura County average <s 436 students
per school. Our student/teacher ratio is 30.87 students per
teacher while the comparable 1984-85 state average was 27.76
students per teacher.

Seventy-six percent of our students are on year-round schedules.
This number will significantly increase, with a corresponding
decrease and possible elimination of traditional classes within
the next two years. Should our growth rate continue or increase,
the district will fill one new elementary school by the fall
of 1987 without substantially relieving the present level of
enrollment at our schools. By the fall of 1988 we will also
need another intermediate school. The Office of Local Assistance
has recognized our need for one junior high and two elementary
schools over our present inventory.

If student growth resulting from residential expansion continues
or accelerates for any reason, we will find that the YRt safety
valve will soon be exhausted. ^------

OARD OF TRUSTEES

CHARLES

HARRIS

FOWIER
DOROTMIE STERLING
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Richard L. Wilhelmsen
April 21, 1986
Page Z

The projected enrollment shown on the enclosed table is based
formula required by the Leroy F. Greene Stateon the projection

School Building Lease-Purchase Law of 1976.

If can be of further assistance please telephone extension

228.

Very truly yours,

RONALD A^ffElNERT
Director of Facilities

RAW:p1

Enclosure

NAME OF SCHOOL Design Capacity Current Enrollment

Curren 763 760

Driffin 680 940

E1m 540 529

Fremont 1.018 1,104

594Harrington 600

Haydock 980 893

Juanita 822 805

Kama a 727 915

Lemonwood 815 712

Marina Mest 840 913

McKinna 700 747

Ramona 609 602

Rose Avenue 839 804

Sierra Linda 630 664

San Miguel 84 72

Nueva Vista 60 45

10,707 11,099

School Year Actual Enrollment

1982/83 10,261

1983/84 10,443

1984/85 10.455
1985/86 10.702

School Year Projected Enrollment

198t>/87 11,245

1987/88 11,605

1988/89 12,031



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY Air Pollution

c .ray ^
Control DistrictNoted-Dunaway tatr of Colilornia

0^ of sj ilOJiTc Rt< h.itrt H R|l’l/..n

PoUulnjnCo’

PACH
May 2, 1986 .F.. JANANNE SHARPIESS

ol Noted Dunawy
Noted. Mason

Siiciem’v

Bates 6 ?5-
Enviionmentui Affttrs

Ms. Devon
State of California Noted Freddie May 1916
California Coastal Commission

651 Howard Street, 4th Floor BElflOPERAi
San Fransisco, CA 94105 IDS ANGELES Honorable Ronald P. Hodd

Rrcrftarv ot tin’ Inferior

Subject: Coastal Commission Hearing on Propose! Pisiform Gail Intrrior Hirip, Km MSI
C hrtWfTi IH’h ;in.l IVll). ll.U.

IX;Washinplon. 2WW

Iir.ir Srrrrnry Hcrirl;

on thrOn Ilin-li f1, l’H’., pri-viA’il yn’i witli (-T’frnur HiiAnrUin’R ayim’nt.s

r’r’’flopinpnl anil Proiliic 11 on Plan for Clu-vron’s Platform Cflii on l-c.-isc OCS-1’
0;"lS. f/iiif-inri’ vi’h th.it l>’tt>-r Mrrr roroiii-nr’i tron the Cnltfomla

of of Fishri>-p.irrinrnl rish anri Cdinr. (inr the concerns r-ilsi-d by M r,,inn’

r’-qiir’-t for wlilitional inforni^lion on thr oil spill risk annlysis anil

contInRcncy planninp.

Th<’ Minrr,il.s M.in.ipi’iiH’nt Scrvicf snhsrqucntly provinrri Fish and Gw the

Hilifitlomi inftinn-irion In response to the tH’partinfnc’s conTH’nfi. Thp

t’)r|>,irl"irnl h;i.s revirwn) chis information anil f-onrliidril that rhr Oil Spll)
rfnil Plan Platfonns Gr.lccKii.’rf.-ncy (>)nHnp,rnc-y for Gail and .ir)l>ialcly
prtiviitrB for ihf i.irlv <li"t>cr inn anil rapid deployment, of appr(i|)rialr

ronrainmfnt anil c)".wu;i rT)l|iinfnr. in thr pvrnr. of an oil spill associate
thr pr.>|>i>sril |>roi-c’. Arnrlifd is copv ol’ thr Drp.irl-nn’nl’s firolinp.’i,wilh

Sincerely,

^l^’l J J>^^^
J;in.innr Sharplrss/ J
’’.crTct.iry

"^
of Fjwirornwntal.

Aftairs

Attar.hnn’nt

cr: i^ill Grant:, Minrrrtis H.in.ip.i-mrnt Kirvice
Prrcr nrmplas. California roastal roniiiission

(91610 SIREtl. SACP.A’.liLNTO. CAmORIMIfc 95814 322 5640102

Dear Ms. Bates;

AB you know, re have been meeting with Chevron regarding Chevron’s
letter to the District of April 28, 1986 (a copy sent to you). In
its letter Chevron presented several proposals to satisfy our

requirements. We discussed our consistency requirements in detail with

Chevron and believe each issue, except one, can be resolved to our
mutual satisfaction by Way 13, 1986.

The single outstanding issue is the of modeling to determine the

amount of offsets necessary for the production phase. Ve need

additional time to evaluate the technical and policy merits of this

modeling proposal. The proposal may require policy direction from our

Board of Supervisors.

We will submit final comments on Rail to the Coastal Comaission no

later than Hay 16, 1986. Assuming reach agreement, our submittal
will include letter from Chevron in which Chevron has committed to

specific measures, and letter from indicating that these

will be acceptable to the District.

If you have any questions please call me at (805) 654-2667, or Larry
Rennacker of my staff at (805) 654-5057.

Sincerely,

i2jU^.(2M<J^iA^.
Bichnrd H. Baldwin
Air Pollution Control Officer

Ray Mennebroher, ARB
John English, SBCAPCD
Tom Runaway, WSv
Jim Lovina, Chevron

Government Center, Administration BuiUlinq

800 South Victoria Avenue. Ventura. CA 93009 1805) 6M-7BOG
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As the result of recent information supplied by the ."..-.’-rals Manaqcmtnt

Scrvici.’, the DC-)..
pic’ntp the D(-v<-lupr.<-;.* <inri production Plan (DPP) ’.’-’ ^rK-vrfHf*^
Platform G.iil.

hope this iriturniiiti’-.;. vill be ur.t’ful in pri-inimiii Sl.itc’K

mrntr. tin- UI’I’.
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R’llll.llllMy Ward
Resuurct-yAqcnL’y Or.’.. Coordinator

Dr. Gordun F. Sn’-’v
Dc|’artinent of Fir.l* arid Ganic
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Dennis O’Bryant
Environmental Coordinator
Department of Conservation
1416 Ninth Street
Sacramento, California 96814

0<Xf April 12, 1986

’’-’^O BY
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’"i"..

^’S.i^,^from Dfponmoil o( fnfi onj Gain*

Svbirci Oil Spill and Emergency Contingency Plan, Platform Gail and
Platform Grace, Santa Clara Unit, Chevron U.S.A. Inc.,
OCS-P0205, Santa Barbara Channel

In our February 26, 1986 response to you regarding the
Development and Production Plan (DPP) for Platform Gail, we
stated that until we had an opportunity to review the oil spill
contingency plan associated with the DPP for Platform Gall, our
analysis for this project was incomplete. Me subsequently
received, from the Minerals Management Service, the subject
document along with an Endangered Species Analysis and an Oil
Spill Risk and Trajectory Analysis. We have completed our
review of this material and are providing you with the
following comments for use in developing the State’s position
on this matter.

The contingency plan provides for Initial response times and a
level of on-site equipment which appear adequate for a
first-response effort to contain a small oil spill as well as
to initiate control response tor a large oil spill. In the
event of a major oil spill (greater than 10,000 barrels), the
contingency plan outlines the location and response tines of
additional containment and cleanup equipment as well as special
containment and protection techniques which will be employed if
and when shoreline contamination becomes probable. If these
plans are successfully implemented, they will significantly
reduce the potential for an oil spill reaching biologically
sensitive areas.

It is our opinion that the Oil Spill and Emergency Contingency
Plan tor Platforms Gail and Grace adequately provides for the

early detection and rapid deployment of appropriate containment
and cleanup equipment in the event of an oil spill associated
with this proposal.
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Our contact for this matter is R. E. nail. Environmental
Services Supervisor, Marine Resources Division, 245 M.

Btoadway, Suite 350, Long Beach, California 90802. His phone
number is ATSS 8-635 -5155 or (213) 590-5155.

^,:-Z^
/-Jack C. Parnell

Director
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April 15, 1986

Mr, Peter Douglas
California Coastal Commission
631 Howard Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, California 94105

Rei Platform Gail OPP, Lease
OCS-P 020S, Santa Clara
Unit, Santa Barbara Channel

Dear Mr. Douglas,

We have received the Commission’s review regarding Chevron’s Platform Gall,
dated March 31, 1986. The review stated numerous questions concerning
Information that the Commission staff feels is needed to evaluate consistency
of the DPP with the California Coastal Management Program (CCMP). The Commission
staff requested that it receive MMS’s response to these questions by April 15,
1986. Our response is enclosed with this letter.

We would like to emphasize once again that Chevron’s proposed Platform Gail
and subsea pipelines to Platform Grace represent further stage of development
of the 13-year-old Santa Clara Unit in the eastern Santa Barbara Channel.
Chevron is proposing no additional onshore facilities substantial modifica-
tions to those already in place. The three proposed pipelines, lying in
approximately 100-foot-wlde corridor, will tie-in to Platform Grace. No
coastal development County permits will need to be Issued. Platform Gall
itself is a relatively small platform tor the Pacific OCS, with only 36 slots,
and will be located in deep water (739 feet) surrounded by gently sloping
sea floor noticeably lacking in any distinctive biological communities, blanketed
by thick veneer of soft sediments. The proposed platform site is 0.6 n. mi.
from the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary, and 0.73 n. ill. from the
northbound lane of the Vessel Traffic Safety System (VTSS).

In order to better understand the Commission staff’s concerns, MMS had
meeting with Ms. Susan Hansch and Ms. Devon Bates in your office April 9,
19B6 which resulted in clarification of several remaining questions. Two
of the Commission’s questions, regarding economic analysis of cunula-
tlve commercial fishing impacts in the Santa Barbara Channel and regarding

air quality impacts, will necessitate additional tle to answer. The Commission

staff agreed to an extension date of April 30 for responding further to these

two questions and to any other remaining questions which Bay need to be augmented

in detail. We request that the Co-mission staff review the Enclosure

and inform MMS of any additional inforwtion they may need by April 21, 1986.

We have responded to each of the Commission’s questions in as much detail

possible. We have separated responses Into two ectlons-General

Responses, Involving policy Issues, and Specific Responses, Involving each

question enumerated in the Commission’s March 31, 1966 letter. Certain responses

prepared In consultation with Chevron and with other responsible agencies.

Many of the Commission staff’s question* involve information already specified

in the DPP and its support documents, and in the Pacific OCS Orders. All of

these materials have been previously submitted to your office.

MMS appreciates the cooperative efforts which your fff h* hown during

this consistency review. Platform Gall Is important project, and the time

and assistance contributed by the Commission staff has been beneficial. If

you have any questions, please contact Ms. Julia Vn Auker at (213) 894-2845.

Sincerely,

WWW^ (fJ. Y^U^O^A/UU
Thomas W. Dunaway (f
Regional Supervisor
Office of Field Operations

Enclosure

Ha. Cynthia Morris
Chevron USA, Inc.
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General Responses

1. Page 1. first paragraph state* that the Commission taff i* concerned

with procedures that result In our review prior to completion of the

Assessment expected in June and geologic investigationsEnvironmental
xpected in May." The regulations which govern the timing of agency reviews

of DPP are found Act, amendedin the Outer Continent*! Shelf lands

(OCSIAA), 25 (g) and (h)i in theSection Coastal Zone Management Act of

307 (c>(3)l and in Title 15 CFR Part 930.79 and
1972 (CZMB), Section

Title 30 CFR Part 250.34-2. Thee regulation* pecify that the ConinisBion has

months with which to decide whether not the DPP it consistentthree
with the CCMP (California Coastal Management Program). It three months

tor the Commission to reach this decision, addi-insufficient time

tional three month* nay be requested.

Chevron had submitted all of-the necessary geological and geophysical

support Development and Production Plan (OPP) prior to MMS
analyses to the

deeming the Plan coBplet* in January, 1986.

2. Page 2, second paragraph of the Commission’* letter states that "[tine

report should include updated construction schedule in^ light of the

delayed aubmittal, HPDES penults and Coastal Commission consistency require-

me’nts." ("emphasis added) MMS concerned that the Commission
whichapparently felt that the delivery of particular document report

had been submitted by our office had somehow been delayed. The Platform

Gall DPP’s time schedule is still viable the project time schedule.

The Commission staff explained that they did not recall why this statement

letter, there delayed subrnlttal of any document,Included in the

and that all document* submitted had been timely.

3. During meetings with the Conmisslon staff. MMS asked to review

whether not it would pipelinesbe feasible to bury the proposed subsea

in reported to be prime location* for certain bottom trawling commercial

MMS OCS Order 9, "Approval Procedures for Pipelines",fisheries. Pacific
specifies general design requirement* and right-of-way application procedures

that all Pacific OCS operator* ust follow. Included in this Order Inspec-
Internaltion procedures that to be complied with, involving external and

inspections.

Pacific OCS subsea pipelines laid the sea floor. Exposing the pipelines

In this facilitates the required yearly external inspections and

enables any accidental leak of oil to be quickly detected by frequent visual

Inspections of the surface. MMS requirements have ensured that Chevron

designed and will be installing their inhas pipelines the least environ-

mentally damaging nanner possible, and that they will be compatible with

fishing concerns,
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4. With respect to the various co-ercial fishing issues raised in the Commission

letter, HMS would point out that there are difference* of opinion between
faffs
MHS and the Coomlsslon regarding coimerclal fishing activltle* on the OCS.

coomerclal tithing l**ue* discussed by the Commission staff conomic
The
Issues and, therefore, may not be within the Commission’* con*t*tency authority.

activity that does not affect
The Commission’s assertion of jurisdiction
the land and water in the coastal lone is directly contrary to Section

07<c) and (e) of the Coastal Zone Management kct.

Under the OCStA* and ubeequent judicial decision*, the Secretary of the Interior

responsible for resolving conflicts between OCS oil and gas operations
is solely

and fishing activities. <See OCSLMk, 73 U.S.C. 1801(13), 43 U.S.C. 1802(7).

(a)(l)(B>, 43 U.S.C. 1334 (a)(2)()11>, 43 U.S.C. lB40(g)(3),
43 U.S.C. 1334
43 U.S.C. 1334 (e)(2(l>), and 43 U.B.C. 1351 (h) (1) ID) (I >. See also Commonwealth

of Massachusetts Kndrus.

MMS does not feel that the Platform Gall project, as proposed, will significantly

impact the commercial tisherle* of the Santa Barbara Channel.



-fij

ENCLOSURE
page 3

Sped tic Responses

The following specific responses nurnbtred according to the Commlsslon’t

response letter, dated March 31, 1986.

ft. Marine Resources

X.I. Baaed the MMS Oil Spill Rlk Assessment tor Platfori Gall, the esti-

mated total probability of one or more pills greater than 1,000 barrel*

13 percent the expected production life. Thua, it la very unlikelyla
that a aplll 111 occur a* reault of Platfori Gall.

The HMS is preaently conducting tor-I Section 7 Endangered Species Act

consultations with the 1). S. Pish and wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National

Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). Both the USFWS and NMFS preparing Bio-

logical Opinlona tor threatened and endangered species under their respective

jurisdictions. In the event that either agency requires additional mitigation

for the protection of threatened and endangered species from oil

spills, the MMS will require, in its DPP approval letter, that Chevron commit

to such measures.

MHS has required Chevron to prepare Oil Spill and Emergency Contingency

Gall pursuant to OCS Order Ho. 7. The plan approved byPlan for Platform
U. Coast Guard and MMS in August, 198S. This plan then submittedthe S.

to the Commission, USFWS and NHFS. Please refer to this plan for details
1 of theChevron’s methods tor responding to potential oil spills. Appendix

plan identities sensitive biological resources In the project Appendix

3 presents a list of contractors Who will provide various support equipment

and services In the unlikely event of oil spill.

Hooks, McCloskey and Associates has prepared a Draft Marine wildlife Contingency

Plan (or Cities Service Oil and Gas Corporation. This document submitted

to the Commission In Fall, 1985. A final document Is expected in May, 1986.

The document Includes procedures tor the capture, care, rehabilitation, and
of primaryrelease of oiled marine wildlife. The docunent alao provides lists

and support facilities for oiled sea ottera, pinnipeds, and aeabirds.

In addition, the MMS has funded "Sea Otter Oil Spill Mitigation Study". This

study is being conducted by Hubbs Marine Research Institute. A final document

second quarter of 1986. The purpose of this study is tois expected in the
assess existing techniques, test these techniques, and develop new techniques

to capture, restrain, clean, rehabilitate, and release oiled sea otter*. The

study will also provide a survey of potential rehabilitation *lte* for oiled

sea otters.

Existing capabilities for housing and rehabilitating oiled seablrds and mammals
(CDFG).are by the California Department of Fish and Game Presently,coordinated

this capability consists of four trailers of equipment stratlgically located

along the California coast. Each trailer contains equipment necessary for the

cleaning of 500 birds. If spill occurs, one all of these trailers could

be moved into the Santa Barbara area within 24 hours. The nearest trailers to

Platform Gall located at the Newport Bay Ecological Reserve and Vandenberg
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Air Force Base. If large number* of -ablrda were oiled, the International

Bird Rescue Research Center would likely be contacted to assist In the response

operations. There "facilities" dedicated to the cleaning and rehabili-

tation of oiled birds and mammals in the Santa Barbara Channel. In the event

spill occurred, site would be chosen which is central to clean-up operations

and which meets the necessary criteria of providing hot water and electricity.

Trained Individuals and volunteers would be coordinated by the CDPG and/or the

International Bird Rescue Center, If Involved.

Several small rescue groups and coos have responded to the car* of oiled animals

in the past. The Santa Barbara Zoological Gardens has rehabilitated several

different species of birds. Including endangered birds like the brown pelican.

This amall facility is temporarily unavailable at this time. The Santa

Barbara Marine Mammal Center has operated retrieval and rehabilitation

center tor number of years. Both of these small organizations are non-profit

and are capable of handling limited number ot animals.

Capture techniques vary In their success depending on the species. Most marine

mammals are very difficult to catch unless they are wry ill. and even then they

ay be too large inaccessible to approach. Sea otters have been captured

using variety of techniques. The MMS I* currently funding a study through

Hubbs, as discussed above, to evaluate these methods specifically as they

would relate to capture of oiled sea otters.

Coastal birds have primarily been recovered on beaches following an oil spill.

These birds fairly easy to catch once ashore and include grebes and murres

which very vulnerable to oil. Other species like the brown pelican pose

difficult problems for capture since the birds may fly away easily.

These species also take longer and difficult to rehabilitate.

A.2. As proposed In the DPP, Chevron is not anticipating any platform installation
activities during the time period which Is ofpipeline construction

to the Commission. Chevronfoposes to begin installation of Platform Gall at

are proposed between
the end of August. 1986. Pipeline installation operations
October and the beginning of December, 1986.

The NMFS Is preparing a Biological Opinion endangered whale*. Including the

gray whale, for Platform Gall. The NMPS does not believe that Chevron’s proposed

construction activities will significantly affect gray whales (personal
1986).communication, Dana Seagars and Jim leaky, NMFS, April 10, This statement

by past Biological Opinions prepared tor other Pacific OCS platformsis supported
(Platform Julius in the northern Santa Maria Basin, Platforms Independence

Harvest, Hermosa and Hidalgo off
and Irene off Point Pedernales, and Platforms

Point Conception). These opinions have stated that "the evidence collected to

gray whales may respond to the most Intense of the sounds
date Indicates that

associated with construction and production by short term changes In swimming
resumingspeed, altered surface behavior, and small deflections in course,

1983)."normal course and speed after passing the source (Malrne and others,
finding of "no Further-

The all jeopardy".previous opinions have resulted In
of cumulativemore, the NMFS continues to monitor OCS activities tor Indications

trip-lets.

Based these past opinions and recent personal communications with NMFS, the

M?1S does not believe that Chevron should modify the timing of their proposed
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construction activities.

Balmer^’ I.. nil"’ *’ R" Clark, C. H., Ty.ck, P., and Bird, J. E., 1981,

of the potential effects of underwater noise (ro petroleumInvestigations

Industry activities migrating gray whale behaviors report prepared for

HMS, contract AAS1-CT2-39.

targetsThe statement, "Certain side sonar were Identified:.3.
and scattered low relief targets (possible outcrops)" (p. 3-169 to -170 of

the Environmental Report, ER) does not agree with cither the Chevron MMS

anyinterpretations of the Bide scan sonographs othergeophysicists’
of the high-resolution geophysical data collected during the shallow hazards

survey. The ER’. tentative hypothesis in the Cultural Resources discussion

not conclusively .fate that rock outrops exist in the projectquoted above does

The statement, "Rocky areas.will be avoided when choosing the anchor sites"

ER) ay imply to reader that Chevron has found certain rock(p. 4-40 of the

outcrops within the pipeline corridor. Instead, this statement is correctly

intended to inform the reader that it is Chevron’s standard practice, Is the

case for all Pacific OCS operators, to avoid impacting any rocky areas when

feasible, a general policy. This meaning becomes clear when the paragraph

is read in its entirety. This .tatement In the ER is not meant to imply

that Chevron Its contractors has Interpreted rock outcrops along the pipeline

route at the proposed Platform Gall lte.

additional shallow hazards surveys anticipated to be conducted byThere
Chevron or Its contractors, as, no such additional surveys needed

dischargeA.4. The MMS feels the approval or disapproval of any offshore Is

responsibility of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).primarily the

Platform Gall’s discharges will involve only those discharges allowable under

its Individual National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits,

to be prepared by EPA.

Chevron Intends to use EPA-approved generic muds No. 5 7. However, variations

of these muds may be necessary, depending downhole conditions. While

these conditions are not anticipated. Chevron recognizes that there is pos-

sibility that they may be encountered. If they are. Chevron will attempt to

EPA-approved chrome-tree lignosultonates. However, if Chevron must

chrome llgnosulfonates because of unique downhole conditions. Chevron Is pro-

posing to barge all muds containing chromium to shore for onshore disposal.

onceA.5. The pipelines will not be mechanically anchored the floor

will simply lie the bottom (see Section 7.7.1 ininstalled the lines
the Development and Production Plan, OPP). Anchoring solely by gravity will

localserve to allow the pipeline to adjust to any microscale changes in the

bathymetry, and to settle into the soft bottom sediments to small degree.

Anchors will only be used to temporarily secure the pipelaying barge during

construction. The final barge anchoring pattern will be determined by the pip’-lin"
willlaying contractor (HcDermott) at the time of pipeline Installation. MMS
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require Chevron ^^^^cr^T^-o^.-y^T^^^^oa
rPo.^rucU:: .ncnor’-P* ’toTv^nc. ’which .nchor .if. ^r. .dually
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^^"^--^^^^^^^
ttne-Bc.le engineering adjusfent..

S^.SS^i^Ei^Fi:.
^prior’toS^H^H-^^^^^^^^the DPP being formally deemed .ubiitfd.

^.^^-P:^^^^A::::!.!;^^:.:^"!: ^sj^^^^t^^p.c:^..;:6^^:;^^ n .Pecies

of pctalosar.la.

McC^::d -arin. biological .urvey.
Sit.Engineer.. Inc.. 1986. .peclfic

-----
Platform Galli report to Chevron USA, Inc.

B. Oil Spills

Grace .nd Gall I. proposed
Chevron.. oil .pill equipment for Platform.

,.1.

follOWS!

a) Platform Gracci 750 feet of Whittaker Expandl boon

One walosep N-l skimmer with power pack .nd pump

240 feet of sorbent boom

1500 sorbent pads
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A) Crewboat stationed at Platform Grace; (Note this crewboat Is normally

moored at the platform except for ail run, crew changeB, and occasional

quipoent runs.)
750 feet of whittaker Bxpandi boon

300 orbent pads

c) Platform Galli 750 feet of Whittaker Expand! boon

240 feet of orbent boom

1500 orbent pada

i8d) (Hote atatlonCarplnteria Crewboati thl crewnoat’s the

Carpin&eria Pier. nit* crewboat’a primary function 1 to Chevron

oil plll occur,Platforms Hope, Heidi, Hilda and Hazel.) Should

the Carptnteria creboat (and/or other crewboats utilizing the Carplnteria
QracePier) could available to assist the Platform crewboat.be

-1 skimmerStorage for recovered oil will be facilitated by the Maloaep
Inwhich alo function oil/water aeparator. viewcontainer

Seas, as described below, the 15 barrel
of the response times for Clean

capacity of the skimmer’s container Is deemed sufficient by Chevron.

responseThis storage I* described further In our to Commentcapacity
8.2.

Flatter- Gall)The response times troa notification to

Platform Brace Crewboat approximately 25 minutes

Carplnteria Crewboat (with stop at Platfori Grace to pick up skimmer)

approximately I hour and 45 minutes

Clean Seas’ Fast Response Boat (from Santa Barbara Harbor) approximately

hour and 50 minutes
3 hours

Clean Seas’ Mr. Clean I (froin Banta Barbara Harbor) approximately

factThese response of thetimes are considered sufficient In view that trajec-
(Refer

modeling shows minimum time to onhore Impact of 50 to 55 hours.
tory

Platform Grace Oil Spill Contingency Plan,
to Appendix 2 of the Platform Gall

1985.) The point of impact is near Channel Islands Harbor which la 8.9 ml.

from Platform Gall.

whichpredict due to the many variables
B.2. Oil recovery rates are difficult to

can affect mechanical skimmer’s operation. These variables include!
andstate, oil gravity, oil viscosity, oil spill layer thickness, pump capacity.

specifications for the Walosep W-l, which Chevron has Platform
Technical
Grace, state that thl unit can recover 30 cubic meters per hour 7926 gallons

qualifiers(189 barrels (bbl)). This rate, however, should have the following

attached!

a) This capacity Is most likely based the pump’s capacity.
manufacturer’s lab teat and the EPA

b) The test data provided from

OHMSETT facility test tank.

c) This rate is for oil of ^ 10,000 centistokes viscosity.

d) The oil layer which the unit tested In 1/Sth of Inch

5.1 (This Is extremely thick layer which most likely could only
be produced In ocean.)lab test tank conditions and not the open

ENCLOSURE
page B

As the oil slick’s layer (thickness) decreases, BO does the recovery rate.

To place this S.I oil layer In perspective, please see Attachment B-l,

Correlation of Oil volume Per Onit Area tilth Slick Thickness." As an example,

42 gallons (1 bbl) spread over acre will yield a slick thickness of only

0.0394 further, plll of 1,607 gallons (38.26 bbl) spread over

would only yield slick thickness of 1.50 n.

HHS would point out to the Commission staff that, regardless of the efficiency

rate of the oil spill equipment, the paramount concern Is to clean up all spilled

oil.

A final aspect in recovery rates which must also be considered Is the time

necessary to corral the oil slick inside booms. In doing so, this Increases
the slick thickness which enhance* the recovery rate.

storage capacity of the equipment listed In this response toThe oil Comment

B.I is sufficient tor clean-up operations until Clean Seas’ equipment can

arrive.

B.I. Chevron requested Mr. Dean Hargis of Dames and Hoore to analyze dispersant

effectiveness and toxiclty Information from two studies performed relevant

to Platform Gall’s location and crude oils. These studies arei

a) Union’s 1983 work developing dispersant pre-planning Information for

their Lease OCS-P 0203 Plan of Exploration (POE)| and

b) Chevron U.S.A. dispersant effectlweness study of August 1985 performed

crude oils from Chevron’s Platform Grace Lease OCS-P 0217.

S-c Mr. Hargis’ analysis of these studies (Attachment B-2).

The diapersant Corexit 9550 has/been approved by the EPA but not the State

Mater Resources Control Board tor in California.

producingIn the first two to three years of operation. Platform Gall will be

similarcrude oils in the mld-20’s low 30’s API Gravity range. (Theseto
Grace.)

to crude oil gravities Corexitcurrently being produced by Platform

9527, equivalent dispersant, would be the appropriate disporsant for

these crude oils. Later, Platform Gall may be producing crude oils in the

dispersant, would probablyhigh teens API Gravity. Corextt 9550, or equivalent
thebe appropriate for these crudes. It Is expected that within

years, Exxon Chemical Company will be able to gain approvalnext two to three

for Corexit 9550 to be used offshore of California for controlling oil spills.

utilize the mandated
As In alwaysany proposed dtspersant application. Chevron will

dispersant request procedure through the appropriate government agencies.

B.4. The response to this comment Is stated In Clean Seas’ letter dated

19B6. This letter (Attachment B-3) prepared at the request
April 5.
o( Chpvron by L. A. Onstad, Manager, Clean Seas, to address the concerns of

Connent Nos. B.4 and B.5.

B.5. The response to this comment is stated in Clean Seas’ letter dated

April 5, 19B6. This letter (Attachment B-3> prepared at the request of

Chevron by L. A. Onstad, Manager, Clean Seas, to address the concerns
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of Comment Nos. B.4 and B.5.

C. Vessel Traffic Safety

.C.I. nil C.2. Chevron is longer considering the installation of an Automatic

Radar Plotting Aid (ARPA) tor th following reasons:

) The U. S. Coast Guard is the agency responsible tor regulatinq vessel

traffic and such regulation is of expertise for the I). S. Coast

U. S. Coast Guard’s opinion, voiced to Chevron wellGuard. The
as operators and to the Commission, Is that ARPA offshoreother

platforms Is not an effective of regulating vessel traffic,

can such system avoid collisions.

b) The location of the platfonn, an established and designated shipping

lane, greatly reduces the chance of collision.

ship/platfori collisions have not occurred suchc) Historically,
designated shipping lanes.

d) Reliance such detection devices could lead to less attention alert

vessel maneuvers and procedures, thereby Increasing the risk of Mishap.

C.3. Sumnarlced below are nonthly frequencies of visibilities less than equal
Study, Southernto two miles. The data were taken from the Climatoloqlcal

California Operating Area, U. S. Mavy, 1971.
Jan 2.4* ’"1 20.4

Peb 8.5 Aug 24.3

Mar 7.4 Sep 20.8

Apr 17.2 Oct 27.1

May 13.3 Nov 9.9

Jun 11.5 Dec 3.7

During the summer, the strong flow from the northwest produces optimum condi-

fog, with upwelling of cold water beneath the warm, moisttions for advectlon
air from the North Pacific High. As noted above, this Is reflect^ In the

months show minlmun ofvisibility statistics. Also, note that the winter

reduced visibilities, which results from the southward drift of the Pacific

High.

the months of JanuaryA detailed breakdown of visibility conditions for

and July Is provided below (see Cllmatological Study, referenced above);

Visibility Range January July

In. Bt.) () It)

< 0.5 0.2 4.7

0.5 to 1 0.7 5.0

to 2 1.5 10.7

2 to 5 5.6 31.5

5 to 10 41.4 39.9

10 50,6 8.2
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C.4. The reference to the Consolidated Marine Oil Terminal (CMOT) t Los Angeles

(see page 3-56 of the ER) should be disregarded.

C.5. Platforsi Gall will be located 2l feet (1348 ) rrosi the northbound

lane of the Vessel Traffic Separation Scheme (personal cowmnlcatlon,

Lt. Commander Robert S. Varanko, Los Angeles/Long Beach Marine Safety Office,

U. S. Coast Guard, April 9, 19B6).

C.6. Department of Transportation regulations (U. 8. Coast Guard) Title 33

147 states that those vessels under 100 feet in length overallCFR Part (supply

crew, and fishing boats) not engaged in towing, U. S. Coast Guard authorised

vessels may enter the 500-meter safety around a platform.

C.7. Inspection routes (lightened, dashed lines) tor the pipelines between

Platforms Grace and Gall will follow the actual placement of the pipelines.

In ER (Attachment C-l) has been amended to reflect theFigure 2.6-1 the

proposed pipeline route. Darkened, double-dashed lines represent service

vessel traffic corridors that have been set up by the Offshore Oil Service

Corridor Program. Darkened, single-dashed lines represent serviceVessel Traffic

vessel traffic boundaries) service vessels are requested to stay outside of

these lines, which coincide with the 30-tathon bathyinetric contour.

D. Commercial and Sport Fisheries

D.I. The single routes servicedashed in oflines Figure 2.t-l of the ER are the
explainedvessel pipeline inspection corridors, either daily or weekly, as

In the legend. Note that the Platform Gall to Grace pipeline Inspection corridor

will follow the pipeline route depicted In Figure 2.6-1 when completed. (See

Attachment C-l.)

beD.2. As proposed, all three Platform Call to Grace pipelines will B-5/8
(O.D.) lines with two types of final coating. ApproximatelyInch outolrte diameter

Grace2600 of concrete-finished pipe will from Plattora south in thefeet
diameter Inches (see

shoalest water the ofof route with a finished pipe 11-5/8

Attachment D-l). The resl-o’t the line (2600 feet south of Platform Grace to
two

the Platform Gall site) will not be coated with concrete but will have

thin films of fusion-bonded epoxy coating. This pipe 111 be 8.657 Inch O.D.

of pipe will have periodically-spaced sacrificial collar-type anodes.
E*ch type

These anodes will be burled within the concrete coating (see Attachment t>-2)

case (See Attachment
in one attached and smoothed over in the other

will the final diameter exceed 11-5/8 Inches. As there are
D-3). In
to be pipeline connections to this line. there is no need for pipeline

shrouds.

D.3. Dart soil samples taken along the pipeline corridor (see

Attachment D-4).

D.4. Platform Gall Is In 739^ feet of water. Rock outcrops are not present in

fishing takes place In the project
the study and only limited recreational

Ninety-one percent o( the sport fish taken In CDFG Fish Block 684

near
(In which Platform Gail is located) Is taken adjacent to reef areas
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kelp beds at Anacapa laland, located outaide Laaee OCS-P 020S. Tht la

hovn Table 3.5-3 of Chevron’* ER. The dominant port (lhlnq peclea

rockflsh, kelp baa., and Pacific mackerel. ,Flah Block 684 alao provides fishing

for qlant baas, barracuda, and yellowtall Anacapa laland. Figure

3.5-5 of the ER Indicates that port flahing activity la largely United to

depth* of 10 to 20 tathoia (60 to 120 feet) along the mainland eoaat and In the

vicinity of Anacapa laland. According to Love and other* (le5>, proportionately

portflfhing effort* occur In the vicinity of Anaeapa and Santa Cruzgreater
lalanda than In the reminder of the Northern Channel Islands. Since Platform Gall

will be located at depth of 739 fact and the aaaociated pipelines will be

laid to Platforn &aco depth range of 320 to 740 feet. It la not expected

that tignlflcant port fishing near the proposed project Once

Installed, however. It I* po**ibl* that Platform Gall could become site of

port fishing activity aince aany common, hallow water apeclea of port Interest

will probably be attracted to the platform. According to Berwick and Thomson

the platforM clo*et to Santa Barbara and Carpinteria have the moat(1984),
Intense port fishing preaaure.

References*

love, M. S., Nestphal, ., nd Colllna, R. A., 1985, Diatrlbutlonal pattern of

fishes captured aboard oonmerclal passenger fishing vessela along the Northern

Channel Islands, Callfornlai Fishery Bulletin v. 83, no. 3, p. 243-252.

Berwick, N. B., and ThOBon, R. D., 19B4, Technical Appendix N, Part 3, Recreation,

in Little, A. 0., Inc., Point Arguello Field and Gavlota Processing Facility

Area Study and Chevron/Texaco Developtmnt Plans EIR/ElSi prepared for Santa

County, Minerals Management Service, California State landsBarbara Commission

and the Office of Envlronnental Affairs.

D.5. Chevron proposes to minimize scarring of the floor due to anchors

dragging by avoiding laying the pipeline during the atorm season. This is

probably the single Host Important factor In reducing the number and length of

sea floor acars. Additionally, Contractors laying the pipeline will be Instructed

by Chevron to pick up rather than drag anchor* during repositioning operations.

All anchor location* will be urveyed during positioning and repositioning.

D.6. Once post-construction urveya are conducted and reports have been prepared,

Chevron will review the data tor presence absence of any operations-related

debris. Should the data show obvious oil and gas operations-related debris,

Chevron is proposing to conduct trial trawls of the sea floor with standard

trawling equipment to determine compatibility with bottom fishing techniques.

It conventional trawling l not possible. Chevron la proposing to attempt to

clear floor obstacle* using heavier trawl equipment and additional vessels

a* necessary.

If equipment I* lost overboard. Chevron will be required to attempt to retrieve

the object. If it I* likely to be retrievable (in other words, large enough

to be located and pulled back aboard). If a piece of equipment la lost

that proves to be unretrleveable and which creates a floor obstacle. Chevron

will be required to notify the Coast Guard of the situation, and to provide

coordinates of the location. These requirements specified in Pacific OCS

Order No. I.

0.7. The radius of construction Interference around Platform Gall will be

-CLOSURE
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DBroxlately 7000 teet (the anticipated spread of the anchors). Such radius

Coast Guard approval. A* an alter-
irill iBDinge on the VTSS, and will require

la not obtained, the anchor* will be pulled In
native if Coaat Guard approval

be
they out.lde the VTSS nd to the rig. There ill likely twodoeer

distance. The
additional anchors et to coapenaate for the shorter anchor

letform installation contractor ntlclpatea using pipeline anchor Booting

tread of 6 to 7,1. Therefore, tha anchor .pr.ad for oat of the pipeline route

only approximately
will be approximately 000 froi the center line, butfeet

D.5).
2200 teet from the Une t Platform Orace. (e Atfcach-ntouter

-coring buoy rill u. the catenary system
D.B. A. pcopoed. the .upply boat

(. Attachment D-6). The two buoy will be attached to the sea floor 191B

teet couth of the center of the platform.
feet north and 1BBO

D.9. Chevron will b tqulr.d to .dnilte equipment la,... during con.tructlon,

In Pacific OCS Order 1.
drilling and production ctlviti.a, .pecltied

quipmenttaff. rioe.t, De.crlbe that type of
"1th respect to the CosmlMlon

-ethodwlU b marked nd what the identitlcatlon will be". Pacific QCS Order 1

clarities this requlramenti

Whenever practicable, II aterlaH. equipment,
5. Harking of Equipment.
toolsTTontainersT anrtTtem. used on the OCS to be properly color

.tamped, or labeled with thecoded owner.. Identification prior to actual
owner",

For oil gaa operation.. thi. an. the identification.and
approved prescribed by the Director, 1. to be placed upon

cou"d lo,^ tools, container*, and other objects which
materials, cable, equipment,

"
be treed and overboard fro. rigs. pl.ttor... or aupply vessel.

e^Pected
of nature that they could be

and of sufficient .Ize or auch
droppedInterfere with commercial fishing gear it overboard."

to

It the situation arl... whereby fl.her.en are experiencing damage to "’I.

rhrouT:he^^^^^^^
^i^.-^ro^v.^^Tr^^^^^^

received by our off 1.ice. the Incident
reports of gear hang-up, are

the
gated and. If Investigation warrants, the operator must re-clear

the
invest^.ite.

extBn8lvcly used

assist
compensation funds have been and being

Both of the to.
g", mitigation of losses due to conflicts between fisherman and oil and

activities!In such
OCS Region assist, the NHFS In proce..ing

The Pacific

claims regular and continuing basla.

0.10. Chevron is proposing to notify fl.her-en of xolct co"ttructio" che’lule’’

proposed ^9^. haThe lre^
the Coast Guard’s Notice to Mariners.in

appeared In the Santa Barbara Marine Adl.ory Newsletter. Thirty day. P-l"

to^nce^nl o( project construction ctivltle.chBvron ’’lu
Newsletter

the construction .chedule In the Oil and Gas Project
notice of

n^ter
for Fishernen and Otfshore Operators.

refer to the General Commentpleaseresponse that follows,0.11. Along with the

No. 4, pays 2 of this Enclosure.
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The Commission taft’B Content D.ll alt8 that Chevron quantify the impacts

of- displacement caused by oil nfl gas facilities, dropped debris, nags,

boat traffic, harm to the comiwclal fisheries resources. Without
.upport

specific data fro" the fishermen. uch study is not viable. Furthermore,

dependentlikelihood of successful flah catches Is niany natural
the

data then are needed to smooth out of the
variables, long-term

inconsistencies.

thereforeOil and platform occupy space on the OCS and causegas
Interference to commercial fishing activity. However. Interference does not

equate with reduced catches. In the Gulf of Mexico, commercial
necessarily
fishing has Improved dramatically because of the better fishing habitats

offered by the offshore rigs. This has caused problem of attracting boats

Increasing competition. Still, fishing problems and
from adjacent states.
conflicts do arise which have to be mitigated not unusual situation

given the large number of platforms (over 4,000) and pipelines (over 14,000

the Santa Barbara Channel (Point
llest In the Gulf of Kexico. In contrast,

the three-mile buffer around theoutConception to Oxnard and fro- shore to
squareNorthern Islands! is an area of approximately 1600 miles,Channel

.with 19 of the platforms are groupedplatforms. When considers that nine

together the DOB Cuadras and Carplnteria antltormal structures, the actual

platform locations nd the Impacted areas occupy only about two percent of
only

the Santa Barbara Channel. The total impacted offshore would

represent few percent of the total area. furthermore, there will undoubtedly

be some platform removed In the next ten year*.

theMitigation of dropped debris nd snags continues to be negotiated by
Fishermen’i

Fisheries Office. Equipment damage claims handled by theUalson
Contingency Fund and Fishing Vessel and Gear Damage Compensation Fund.

While claim compensation is an after-the-fact approach to the problem, it

does appear to be working. In addition, the oil industry is required to

prevent minimize occurrences of situation* that contribute to floor

obstacles, anchor tears, and lost equipment. Compensation to commercial

fishermen for valid claim seems to be the best approach.

development in the SantaIn summary, the cumulative impact of oil and gas.
and platformsBarbara Channel is largely competition for space. Pipelines

Impede preclude certain types of fishing activities, but, at most,

this represents only a few percent of the entire Santa Barbara Channel region,

considering future development. Equipment losses and bottom scarring

by anchors used to drill exporatory wells and construct facilities may be

additional Impacts. Generally, anchor scarring Is elt correcting within

short period of time, but oil companies are attempting to reduce the occurrence

by prudent anchor-laying and retrieval practices. Avoiding stormy times of

the year for pipeline laying also decreases the Incidences of anchor scarring.
beinq

Lost equipment la very merelybroad category that range from
lostnuisance actual preclusion of bottom trawling. Currently, damaged

to

equipment be claimed, tor reimbursement from the Fithermen’8 Contingency

Fund the Fishing Vessel and Get Damage Compensation Fund. Oil companies

working to reduce the amount of debris, but the problem is broader It
ago.

includes non-oil debris as well as debris; from oil operations of years

ENCLOSURE
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recom-ending regional .tudy for the Snf Barbara Channel, -ore
fts far
detailed Information .hould be obtained tror th tl.hwen tir.t. The

^ll.ctlon^ept conrLen^data could bo handled through the Fisheries Uafon Office and
of

except for general purpose.. Cult. .l-ply. the fishermen

they
would specify they tt.h. how often, and "hat catch. Furthermore.where

^obl.S" such^nfor-tlonprovide Intoraation on where they encounter floor
the fishermen could

y .1.0 .hed light fl.hing by out-of-st.t.

boat. well as natural orlabillty of ll.h catches. It these data warrant a

study. It could be considered toi Implementation.
ore detailed

Chevron and we will have further consultation lth the Commission .toff

further augmentation to Comment D.ll In the
Issue, .ubmitthis and will

forthcoming April 10 letter to the Commission.
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B. Mr Quality

B.I. Chevron I* proposing the following mitigation measures to reduce lr

quality Impacts

a) water Injection for the gas turblnesi

b) Inspection and maintenance (I C HI program similar In cope to that

currentlyplanned Platform Hermosa. (Chevron i working withfor
Santa Barbara Xlr follutlon Control District IAPCD1 on developing

I c H program)

recovery systen which recovers several sources of toel and oft-gassese) vapor
such a hydrocarbon blanket vapor* froni tank*, off-gas froiB the glycol

regenerator)
d) 0.3 weight percent suitor fuel for diesel-powered equlpinentt and

e) low "O^, emitting Caterpillar engine* for the cranea.

c program proposed to be consistent with the exiating Ventura County
The I N is

APCD I C H requirement*, a* Platform Gall I* oft the coaat of Ventura County.

B.2. As stated In experience withthe WP (p. VI-19),’ Significant operating

gas turbines haa demonstrated the feasibility of water Infection. Water Injection

compliance teats the San Dieqo
has been proven to be feasible by emisslono

Union-Tribune Centaur generator which utilizes water Inlectlon to reduce HO),

emissions (Reference 6.6.-1 p. VI-23 of the OPP). Information regarding

Inlectlon la available In ’Standards for Support and Bnvlronrientalwater
Impact Statement, Volume tor Stationary1, Proposed Standards of Performance

Gas Turbines,’ WA, September. 1977."

For the Alllson Ml KB turbines proposed tor Platform Gall. greater than
of the7o reduction In HO,, has been demonstrated (aee Figure 6.1emissions

use proper aalntenance and operation of
OPP). Chevron will be requited to the

all pollution control equipment.

Chevron expects the reliability of Alllson equipment (owned by General Motors)

turbines with water Inlectlon haw been In operation for
to be good. Alllson
about two yeara with good results. Chevron will meet all of Alllson’s

recommended maintenance requirements to ensure the equipment perform as

designed. Chevron Is Installing BACT (I.e., water Injection) lor this turbine,

Is guaranteeing 70 reduction at base load.and the manufacturer

dieselE.3. Chevron does not propose powering the turbines with fuel. Gas would

(rom Platform Grace to fuel the turbines until Platform Gall producesbe sent
aufflclent gas Its own.

B.4. Detailed below Is a Ut of equipment propose! for Platform Gall, along

with Its power sourcei
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Equipment Power Source/fuel

turbine*
cranes diesel

standby generator die*el

firewater pump diesel

starting air conpresaor* diesel

starting engine* (or turbine* diesel

ud pUBps electric
dealiter electric

desander electric
deqasser electric

B.S. Ho air quality or emissions monitoring equipment I* proposed. Mr quality

monitors would not provide vifbli Information, a* they would only provide

information the lr quality the platform. Emissions monitoring equipment

could be used to determine the ffecttvenass of the control equipment.

monitoring equipment that Chevron is proposing to locateThe meteorological
’on Platform Gall would provide useful data base for the eastern Santa

Barbara Channel.

Inc. (SM1, 1984)E.6. The air quality assessment study (Systems Applications,

did not conilder any to reduce emissions from crew and supply boats.

For the modeling analysts. It conservatively assumed (worst-case) that

the crew and supply boats were Idling at the platform simultaneously.

Referencet
SAI, 1984, Mr Quality Impact Assesss ent of Emissions from the Proposed

Platform Gall of Chevron, USA, Inc.i report prepared for Chevron.

conditions ofE.7. Chevron will comply with"the permitted limits and meet all

the exiting Santa Barbara APCD permit for the Carplnteria processing facility.

In addition. Chevron will abide by the County’s Air Quality Attainment Plan

resulting from that process.(AQAP) and adopt any applicable control strategies

The Carpinteria plant presently processes approximately 5 to 10 MMSCFD of gas.

At peak Platform Gall production, Carplnteria will process approximately 20

to 23 HMSCFD. In l9a6, part of another Chevron project, this facility will

be Instituting t M program. Chevron will also be Installing pre-stratlfled

charge systems two compressors and clean burn conversion kit another

compressor to achieve 80 MO,, reduction. Increasing throughput In this

plant will not increase fugitive hydrocarbons. Again, the Carplnteria processing

will be within Its permitted level. Nofacility emission Increases

Included in the air quality modeling study.

E.8. MMS has noted the Commission staff’s comment.

and Ventura County
Chevron Is participating In continuing dialogue with ARB

concerns.and Barbara County APCDs In effort to ncet those agencies’Santa
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Commission
E 9 Anac.pa Island been nominated (or Class status, thehas

.tatt’a statement that the island la ClaBB I PSD (Prevention of Significant

Deterioration) area la Incorrect. ClassTo date, Anacapa Island remaine II

area. It should be noted In the KR (p. 4-5) that In calculating the emission

laland w. used. In developing the
xamptlon levels the <)itance to Anacapa

(DOI)
Wiaolon exemption formulas. the Department of the Interior assumed

ource characterlatlcs and meteorological conditions .linilar to those

with the concentration significance levels,
encountered the OCS. Working

the DOI then calculated, tor each pollutant and averaging time, the ertsslon

concentrations equivalent to the
rates that would produce onshore ambient

igniticanct levela. Mote that the .Igntlcanc, levels stringent

250.57-Ke)
lore stringent than PSD Class I Increment* (see Title 30 CFR

or
and <i)>.

located 6.6 nautical lie. from Anacapa I.l.nd (personal
Platform Gall I*
communication, Lt. R. Varanko, U. S. Coast Guard, April 10, 19861.S.

considered In the air quality assessment
E.IO. Construction .mis.ion. we not

(SAI, 19B4), agreed upon by the ARB and Chevron. However, it should be

’noted below theIn the EB (Table 4.3-2) that the construction emissions are

emission exemption level*. Thus, according to the DOI regulations (Title 30
expected.

CFR 250.57-Kd)), algniflcant onshore air quality Impacts

sources,Emissions from docked (at the platforr Ite) loblle not mobile

Included In modeling analysis for Platform Gall.In transit, were the

E.ll. Tie-ins Platform Grace will be minimal. These connections would
emissions,significant Increase In fugitive hydrocarbon which

not
of valves, flanges, etc., in facility.calculated based the number

significantThe addition of two connections would not cause a changethese
In emissions.

will
No increases In flanges, pumps)fugitive emissions (i.e., fro- valves,

Fugitive emissions are not function of throughput. They

calculated based the number of connections which, in this project’s case,

will not increase.

The Strctford process any increaselor sweetening natural gas will not show

in fugitive mission*. The process Is direct conversion of H;S to elemental

Hence, there are emission* of SO;.ulfur and SO; I* formed.

E.12. No new processing sites are being considered by Chevron for the Platform

be existing facility at Carplnterla. The
Gall DPP. Chevron will using

Carplnteria processing facility handle both Platform Gall’s and Grace S

production without any permit modification.

provided with copy of Chevron’s grid
E.13. The Commission ataff ha* been

power analysis, a* has the Santa Barbara County and Ventura County APCDs.

Currently. Chevron I* addressing ARB’. concerns with the analysis.
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p. General Comment.

pl.ttorB
.1. platform and pipeline In.t.ll.tton, once th module* have

During

been .et the desalination .yetem will be available for domestic needs. Prior

desalination .yste. potable water requirement, will be met
to .tartup of the

will
by desalination onboard the work boat. 8e. water be o.ed tor

unit.
phase, fresh

and pl.tfor. hydro-tatic testing. During the drilling
pipeline

Aswater will be brought from onshore .ources. drilling contractor has
All

r^esh
selected, the of this water cannot be determined.

not yet been
and production need. will be met by the

water for domestic operational

platform desalination ysten.

rL’omt Chevron hasgeologic
water (produced

underground not explored the possibility of using connate
formation.) the platform In plac. of des.llnation

1.
water. The t.a.on 1. that the .upply of connate water ...liable too

of

phase! life of the project. During the Initial drilling
variable throughout the

kittle Produced water 1. .v.ll.ble for u.e. Bven during initial production.
will .ttempt to "l"’i"

water will be v.ll.ble becau.e production
the

hydrocarbons, not water. Al.o. connate water In 8.nf Barbara Channel 1.

typically brackish to briney.

fresh water will be brought from .nor. for "I-1"?
It .hould be noted that

water
drilling mud. Only exces. production of desalini.ed ... will be .tored

for later drilling water

de.alinlt.tlon
pre.h water u.age will be to th drlllln.1 poriod. Alimited

plant will meet both production and domestic fresh water need..

Ma.ur..In the TO (p. 4-99), there .re mitigation
F.3. A. mentioned

anavailable reduce the vl.ual presence of off.horc platform.
to

10 miles) from on.hor.
SincePopulated

remotePlatform Gall 1. relatively (greater than

v^ual
are. 1. often les. than 10 the

areas and visibility in the mlle_
impact of the platform is reduced. This bou.d help.

area. coupled with
l"lfy,^l^ate’"e"

The distance from .ensltlve receptor "^^ ^""".y--
in the project will Win reducing the dominant pre.ence of the structure

throughout the years.*

line for either the gas oil
F.4. The spare pipeline 1. a back-up P"^
^n

service. The spar. pipeline

:l.o
fromIt of takennes either those lines are

be used utility line. ^er. 1. l^tcn.to the "p<"

other platforms.
line for future expansion of this platform ^rtte

to
F.5. The unit Platform Grace 1. permittedStr.tford hndle.hoth G"ce’’

liquid -slurry" 1.
and Gait’s production. A Stretford

of
^UCBd,tht

contain up to d-sign maximum 3.2 tons of """.?
transport. The slurry is first

^
classified hazardous waste during .^- .^r^
transported in portable tanks by work boat to .here where vacuum trucks then

site.
transport the to Class II-l disposalmaterial
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F.6. Three Lease Auto-tic Custody Transfer (IACT) unif, located the west

wellhead deck, will be uaed for the metering of oil Platform Gail. Each

IACT unit consists oft 1> positive displacement meter with gross and tem-

perature-coBpensated net totalizers, 2) sampler, and 3) bottom sediment

water analyzer, to proper quality ot the netered oil.and

All IACT units connected to meter prover to maintain accurate calibration.

The oil is metered Platform Gall before It is transported by pipeline to

Platform Grace. Platform Grace’s production is metered separately prior to

any commingling.

With respect to accuracy, the equipment used will be standard LACT units

similar to those used on other platforms in the Pacific OCS. Meter provlnqs
volumes.will be regularly to ensure proper determination of producedconducted
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G. Cumulative Impact*

risk of oil pills (greater than 1,000 and greater than 10,000G.I. The cumulative
barrels) from platforms and pipelines In the Santa Maria Basin and Santa Barbara

Channel i shown in the table below. Total production values for these areas
thedata contained in A. 0. Uttle. 19B5, while basic exposurebased

statistics and spill rate estimates (or platforms nd pipelines from MMS,

table shows that the risk attributable to presence1983. the of PlatformThe
small compared to the overall probability of spill occurrence.Gail is very

CUMULATIVE PROBABILITY ESTIMATES OP ONE OR MORE OIL SPILL OCCURRENCES II THE
AND NITHOUT PLATFORM GAILSANTA BARBARA CHANNEL AND SANTA MARIA BASIN WITH

FOR SPIIAS > 1.000 and > 10,000 BARRELS* (1986 THROUGH 1995)

WITH PLATFORM GAIL WITHOUT PLATFORM GAIL

(1.497 billion bbl production) (1.445 billion bbl production)

Platform/Pipelinc/TotalPlattorm/Pipe11ne/Total
>1,OOP barrelsi
Estimated

value 1.497/2.395/3.892 1.445/2.312/3.757
Probability

() 77.6/90.9/98.0 76.4/90.1/97.7

>10,000 barrels!
Estimated

0.635/0.968/1.6040.659/1.003/1.662
Probability

(> 48.3/63.3/81.1 47.0/62.0/79.8

MMS exposure statistic (or Platform Gall 0.052 barrels
1.0) pipelines 1.6i total 2.6

Oil spill risk rates arci Platforms

^’"983*^ Oil Spill Risk Analysis (or the Southern CalKornIa Kase

(Sale 60)i U. S. Geological Survey Open-File Report
O""1’^83-563.

(February 1984)

A. 0. Little, 1985, Union Oil Pro)ect/Exxon Project Shamrock and Central

Santa Maria Basin Area Study ElS/EIRs prepared for County of Santa Barbara,
or

Lands Commission, California Coastal Commission, and Office
MMS, State
Environmental Affairs.

G.2. The Commission staff’s request for cumulative economic analysis of

several
coBwrctal fishinq inpacts in the Santa Barbara channel touches

sensitive Issues. Further discussions with Chevron. MMS nd the

The April 30, 19B6 letter
staff will exanine the feasibility of such study.

cOTnlsslon,,
to the Comnlssion staff will document these discussions. If such study is

will then determine the scope and content
shown to be feasible, the discussions

the study to be conducted.



WLOSWE
1V 21

"CT
project.

G.3.. 0<i* corn-at. -iiu*lle-ip*ef w the life-of thrfer-ta

ffase oote -Jut eh-ran -is apflyto th * taw tndrtd-l NPBBS
telieve

erBif foe the canstfuetioo nd opBrationt he-r..-*tH doe* not

ttrt normal operaUona fro flatfor. G.il^lll wntrUx.te i<nifioant
A*

ntal to th caiuilaCjLVe lipactr -tci quaUty.--is -cause
addition

t>prtion ti*l physically
At l unlikely that diseharaws r-ulUj** fret or-I
ever Up sinilacr or ^i(ftant tiechatge* originating fros other coastal-ither

rrl.atfci projects In he OCB,. state waters, onshore. The amount^ (volumes)

ot discharges Into the OCS are not necessarily the determininq factor In
.iscOBUlattve ualysr. -he key comiidwation XicUwr BOt these

this
cortrinB to iqBifioMtt sffeot thdischarges -tMUBaUW nd tlio biota

regional JbaBto.u tt the <lsoh-.- fteu Wtton. Qil are heniin to

tesllBl-t*>B br*fl tc bfOM undefctabte by dilution
b<rln *iitA <e.l.,

fttr dichrg <.g.. drilling (I-), then th diacharqeB haw, at K>st,

ofonly locl 4pct. n, i addition, the discharge plumes
inodwata.

irttact or-whine with ny PlatforB
frc otiher OC6 daTelopiwt ctivitiw

thnaOail *> it-t OTillflY that rftqtonal, nd cuurtiB.dlcharga,

tepaou iBBy occnr-i wia-.. ’..-.

Qrac.
h. nerMt wilstinq >d Gina,platforix t Watfori. Gall T* Oila.,

nd .5nill- wy tio" the p-opnead ite ot
locafd ap(xoxitlr 4, *.5

not-
Ball. The-diacharg. ploes ot theac platforina do intermingletepectlwl.

to norial oce*noora|4>ia

--
condition* <t(BSTlC. l86.-<nddue * dAtion of

Gail i not Uklr to crui T ddltional CToltlv negradation to th water

ot drilling
quality in the Much information concerning the behavior

My tee (oon< tn CaA,- *eS. nd WA. 8S, and cS prodnced tartluld plu-a
pluooa tn w, l85t <’.-

re prfently propoea lot th eastern end of the
(to othrr Federal platform

laSanta Barbara Channel. l nearest proposed plattori Platforr Harmony,

of Platfora Call. The nearest
approximately 45 11B rto th proposed ite

leajes off Carplnteria (Platforms Hope anil Hetdl).
proposed State

These platforms are too diatant for their discharges to be considered In

cumulative analyali.

lferncS!-c" <rii~-. ?,-

KRsesamnt of. Envlronmntal rate and effect* ot Discharges fro
Vf\. 1985,

byOffshroe Oil and Gas Operationsi prepared tor EP Dalton, Dalton, and

Newport, EPA Contract H68-01-6195.

Shelf Associates, Inc.. (CS), 19S5, Assessment of the tong-TerinContinental
Pate and Effective Methods of Mitigation of California Outer Continental Shelf

Platform Partlculate Dischargesi prepared for MHS. MHS Contract 14-12-0001-

30056.

1986, Envlroronental Report! Platform Gall and Associated PipelinesWESTEC,
(Supplement to Santa Clara Unltli prepared fot Chevron.

G.3.b. Any pelagic or benthic mobile animal moving through the Gllda/Gina/Grace

Gall area may contact discharge plumes deposits from mu^g and cuttings.

It Is unlikely that a mobile organism will remain In where discharge

plumes occur, and It likely leave the area under these circunstances.will
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Short-term exposure to discharged uda nd cuttings not expected to result

In harmful effects these animals. Dilution rates ar* such that cute

toxic effects nearly Impossible unless orqanlsn reiulns close to the

discharge point (NRC, 1983). Sublethal effects also unlikely to

unless organism remains within tens of Deters of the discharge point <NRC,
1983). Long-term ublethal ffects difficult to assess. Processes

uch bioaccumulatlon do but evidence concerning organisms’ mechanisms

for sequestering and detoxifying metals organics Is sparse (NRC, 19B3).

Researchers at California State University, long Beach and Lawrence Uvermore

Labs Investigating the detoxifying mechanisms at the cellular and molecular

levels. In essence, subtle long-term effects still being assessed.

Unfortunately, the natural variability Inherent in natural systems makes this

painstaking process with much research needed In the future.

Increase in theThe operation of Platform Gall will cause mall Incremental

volumes of effluents discharged Into the Pacific OCS. It stated In response
to marineto Connent G.3.a, above, that It Is unlikely that cumulative impacts

water will due to these ffluents and that these effluents

from Platform Gall will cause, at most, only moderate local Impact the

water quality. Given these assessments, cumulative Impacts to Federal and State

listed species and commercial and recreational viable fish and shellfish

species also unlikely to X cumulative analysis detailing the potential

effects of these and other discharges Is contained in MHS, 1983.

References:
Offering,MMS, 1983, FEIS, Proposed Southern California Leas* April, 1984

(Sale 80)i Department of the Interior, 2 volumes.

Council, 1983, Drilling Discharges In the Marine EnvlronmentiNational Research

National Academy Press, Washington, D. C.

G.4. A map detailing II proposed OCS platforms tor the Santa Barbara Channel

is includrd Attachment G-l.

the air qualityG.5. To cumulative Impacts from inert pollutants,

assessment prepared by SAI for Chevron will be used. To determine cumulstlve

Impacts, th.e..,?ff.lnt Interagency Modeling Study (JIMS) will bephotochemlcal
used. The purpose of JIMS to determine the impact that proposed OCS

exploration and development activities would have air quality in the

South Central Coast Air Basin.

G.6. Refer to response number F.I.

H. Geotechnlcal Concerns

H.I. The calculation referenced page E-22 of the geotechnlcal report (prepared

Consultants) not done "prediction".for Chevron by Woodward-Clyde

As noteri page E-18 of the same report, ". in order to see the conse-
becameof very unlikely event that the soils within slide

qiwnce
ccrnplrtely rpnolded, geometrical analysis was made using conservative

estimate of renolded strength corresponding to stable slope of approximately
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50. assumed th.t .11 .oil. within .lid. --. lnder’o^lM ^
si;=;rsHH^r^^^^^
^ .: ’in n^th a^a. of 275 feet .hown in

.lop. .lop. di.pl.c.,nt

ngur. E-ll i. con.id.red to be extremely conservative."

above,to Coml..lon .t.ff. comment H.I.

regarding1 PiMoê refer to the r.pon.e
Impactgreater th;"n 280 feet. n.e the various .l.-ents

movement
r.lBed In thin question t . follow.i

B-22, the impact the platform 1. negligible.
platform. X. noted on page

The 1-pact is al.o negligible becau.e the pipeline. r. al.o
the of the

;^e.p..t
to thou.and. ofhundred feet away from to.

.everal
poe.lbl.part the northern .lope. The behavior

of

of the .lop. .her. th. pipeline, are placed up-slope 1.

.taff comment H.4. below.
di.cus.ed In le.pon.e to Coi1.lon

Burled ancient landslide) The impact 1. negligible.

^:^; r^;^:.:-".";::.;.^^’^?.:."^"* ’"

S ::
."..s.^r^rr^".1^;",/;^^^

w. i".M ...i . < "’< r "’ """ "’"

^r.s: ::?::;.= ^’^::~r.ss^ :s;:s-,;.,...L0:.-
s.;"r.:^^r-:

natur. of the near-surface rock..
document the ror. brittle

"-.;--^"-r^:’?
Bei8nicany

The .llde terrain In the vicinity of the project .y be
^

lnduceJ

ground movement without tallure.
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H.4. A. noted In th. r.ipon.. to Coumt BO. 11.2, the lapect at lope ownt
throughout o.t of theIn northern lope on I.the the pipeline negligible

pipeline.’ length. A. the pipeline, are placed up-.lope (froa water depth.

approximately 750 f.et up-.lope toward Platfora Grace), the irpact the
of
pipeline, depend, the potential behavior of thf part of the .lope. CTOM-

the .lope Indicate that the .teepe.t ..gment.
ectlon. aero.. thi. part of

.lightly le. than 40, and the teepe.t "ovr-ir lop. I. approximately

20. .Ignlttcant lope movement In thl part of th, lop, tAccordingly,

judged to be highly unlikely.

contain.
H.5. platform r located on top of the geologic .tructur. that

The
away froi "potentially hatardou. area.,"

oil. Moving oft thl .tructure,

would not allow tor maximum hydrocarbon recovery. The main concern 1. not

but that the platform 1.
th.t the platform la located near the.. feature.,

designed to handle the potential rl.k.. A. far a. being located
adequately

location." any platform location will
In the ’lea.t environmentally damaging

create minor Impact.. However, o.t Impact, are temporary and occur during

during production reInstallation and conatructlon actlviti... Impact,

limited, transitory, and Insignificant.

H.6. The primary deaign criteria (or the pipelinf include panning calculation.

<un.upported pipe) and pipe .tt.ngth. Ih, pipelln.. abMrb a lot of .tretch.

but the .peclfic amount depend, upon the length lln. Involved. Sev"
failure.

movement of the pipeline, will more likely cau.. crimping than
lateral

may re.ult In pressure drop. causing the line. to be .hut off.
Crimping

.ubsea .hut-oft ! In the untable area.
No provl.lon. have been made for

be
of the floor. Mhlle such valve, are available and activated

complication to
either electrically or hydraullcally, they add considerable

have
the pipeline and operation. Additional lines would to be run

Integrity
procedures would

to op-rate these valve.. and Internal Inspection (pigging)

have to be red-.lgned. Maintenance would also be problem, given the water

depth, in the project are.

typicaladequate to handle the anticipated
The present pipeline design I.
..H displaceent. that have occurred In the pa.t In thi. low-slope area.

’"ld
shut-oft valves would add unnecessary operatlon-il

Suhs.a Ml"tel""":B,,
co,plexlty to the system. Pipeline .hut-off valve, will be located instead on

each platform.
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Mr. Peter Douglas
California Coastal Commission
631 Howard Street, Fourth Floor
San Francisco, California 941u!>

Platform Uall uff, Sdntd

Clara Unit, Lease OCS-P UZUb

Uear Mr. uouylas,

^^’rf? ^’^^’I’euer .e^o^^n-co^^n^.’^e^ra’^resses^e

W^^S^^^^^
contact Julia Van Auker -t (ZU)

Should you any further questions, ple-sehave
B94-Z845.

Si ncerely

^KW^Q (jJ- T>t^VKMA/O^-
rhuMS H. Uunaway

Keyiona) Supervisor
OttlCti uf Field operations

Enclosure

cc: Ms. Cyntnia Morris. Cnevron USA, Inc.
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Potential Air Quality Impacts Related to Platform Gall

A meeting was held on April 25. 1986 In Ventura to discuss the Platform

Gail air quality Issues. Meeting attendees Included Ventura and Santa
Barbara County APCOs, ARB, Office of Environmental Affairs. Commission,

MMS, and Chevron. Duriny this meeting the ARB Indicated that Chevron

has addressed all of the ARB’s major concerns regarding air quality
Issues. Chevron provided verbal responses to the Ventura County APCD

to MMS and the Office of Environmental Affairs,comments submitted
concerning offsets of emissions.

The ARB stated that they were favorably Impressed with Chevron’s solution,

and were confident that the details could be worked out.

Fishing ImpactsEconomic Analysis of Cumulative Commercial

The MUS has examined the Commission staff’s proposal that Chevron conduct

a cumulative economic analysis of commercial fishing Impacts. Results
request, due to severalof our examination show that this 1s not feasible

factors.

theIn order to ascertain the parameters Involved 1n feasibility of such

an analysis, specifics of the Commission’s proposed cumulative economic
atanalysis commercial fishing impacts were discussed several meetingsof

with the Commission staff and with commercial fishermen of the Santa

Channel. On April 4, 1986, Chevron met with MMS, the CommissionBarbara
tostaff, and a concerned commercial fisherman (Ralph Hazzard) discuss

April 7, 1986, MMS
the potential for commercial fishing Impacts. On

discussed the concept of this study with the Commission staff. On April

is 19B6 a joint meeting was convened In Santa Barbara, with Chevron,

MMS. the Commission staff, the Fisheries Liaison Office, and eight local

commercial fishermen in attendance.

purpose of the April 15 meeting was to Identify the actual
The express
extent of the area precluded from particular commercial fisheries and to

examine pertinent confldentVaVcatch statistics from the Platform Gail
Impacts the

project area. to better determine what potential economic
Santa

project itself may have on the commercial fishing industry In the
Unfortunately, this meeting did not clarify the catch

Barbara Channel.
tostatistics for this area, as the fishermen were hesitant rely on the

accuracy of different reporting procedures which have been In effect

over eleven years. (These different reporting procedures may
the last

not necessarily result in statistics which are comparable from year to

year.)
ourselves

Based on the discussions from these meetings. HMS feels that both

and Chevron have made a good faith effort to examine the teasibi Ity
recognizes the addit onal

of the Commission staff’s proposal. HMS also
time and effort that fishermen themselves have made to cooperate with

the
Chevron and the ayencies involved study this Issue. Because ofto
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Gallvery Unified physical scope of the Platform project as proposed and

reluctance of the fishermen to reveal
becausesens^veof the very understandable

catch statistics in this area, MMS feels tht such a c"w’’at’’’e
Is feasible nor appropriate at this time.

economic analysis neither

PCS
Aspects Regarding Burial of Subsea Pipelines In the Pacific Region

p?pel?ne lending proposal to require Chevron to bury the three
The Commission’s Informal

from Platforms G.11 to Grace Involves severa environ-

significantniental safety aspects which are of concern to MHb:
and

techniques would create additional environmental
1. Pipeline burial

impacts to the sea floor, of a greater magnitude than the simp e

sea floor. Trenching will
procedure of laying the lines on the

potentially cause additional turbidity In the water " "’"" ’".Disturbing the sea floor in thisfloor.will ureatly scar the sea
sortingmanner also eradicate the existing natural and cohesion

Tine wil
near-surface clay. Silt. and sand particles, thereby making

sea this area much more susceptible to local scour
the floor in
and erosion.

water
Trenching, and backfllling techniques at these

2. pipelaying
(731 feet and shoaler) are beyond current state-of-the-artdepths

techniques. To our knowledge, no such procedures have been

conducted before In this environment.

will substantially
3. BurialImpair of subsea pipelines In these water depths

the pipelines- capability to withstand earthquake activity,

as opposed to pipelines exposed on the sea floor, shouldlying
An exposed

such events occur during the lifetime of the project.

pipeline Is engineered to adjust to seismic jarring very easily,
the line.once burled, such forces could potentially rupture

External Inspection requirements of Pacific OCS pipelines would be
4. sign^cantly compromised. Pipeline welds, sacrificial "odes.

coverage
and various connections would be hidden fro.-, view (video

theutiluing remote-controlled vehicle), along with "tema1a
Itself. The potential for any needed

condition of the pipeline
repairs would be more difficult to ascertain.

Chevron
Additionally, estimated and operations costs toengineering <o.

exceed 2.3 minion dollars (personal cownmicatlon,
pipeline trenching alone
Brown and Root Engineers, April 6, ig6).

In summary, these aspects of subsea pipeline burial
ci.hct-.ntia? asenvironmental% and safety compromises to Chevron

^"^^ppTs^ls DPP it

s now Pr-oposed. feels that the ^’^"Y^TfL’LS y
damaging.

proposed represent that are the least environmentallythose
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Revisions to HHS Response (Dated April IS. 1986)

Ho. E.I. page 15: Please amend the complete response so1. W1S Response
that It reads:

"E.I. Chevron Is proposing the following mitigation measures to reduce

air quality Impacts:

a) water injection for the gas turbines;
b) Inspection and maintenance (I 1 M) program In accordance with

prudent operating practices;
of fuel andc) vapor recovery system which recovers several sources

off-gases such as hydrocarbon blanket vapors from tanks and off-gas

from the glycol regenerator;
d) 0.3 weight percent sulfur fuel for dtesel-powered equipment; and

e) low NO,, emitting caterpillar engines for the cranes.

the complete response2. MHS Response No. E.11. page 17: Please amend

so that It reads:

"E.11. Tie-ins on Platform Grace will be minimal. These connections

would not cause a significant Increase In fugitive hydrocarbon emissions,

calculated based on the number of valves, flanges, etc., in a
which are
facility. The addition of these connections would not cause a slanin-
cant change in emissions."
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