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. , STAFF NOTE 

The portion ofothe project covering the replacement and conversion of the 
pipeline section in state waters or lands constitutes development in the 
coastal zone, and thus requires a coastal development permit. Therefore, the 
Commission mu st review this pipeline portion of the project for conformity 
with the policy provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 

The remaining portipn cif the project, which includes the platform 
modifications and pipeline conversion at Platform Gina, is not subject to 
Commission permit authority because Platform Gina is located in the OCS. 
However, these project activities are described in detail in the Development 
and Production Plan (OPP) Revision, affect the coastal zone, and require a 
federal licence or permit. Therefore, the Commission has the authority to 
review the proposed project for .consistency with the certified California 
Coastal Management Program (CCMP), pursuant to Section 1456(c) of the Coastal 
Zone Management Act (16 U.S.C. Section 1451 et seq.). Because the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act are also the enforceable standards of the CCMP, 
Chapter 3 Coastal Act policies are the standards for both the Commission's 
consistency arid permit review. 

To minimize duplication and speed the project•s review process the staff has 
combined the Coastal Development Permit and Consistency Certification Review 
into one staff report scheduled for one Commission hearing. However, 
Commission approval, modification, or disapproval of this project will require ( separate actions on the coastal development permit application and the 
consistency certification . 

.. 
j 
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SYNOPSIS 

UNOCAL has submitted a Platform Gina Development and Production Plan (OPP) 
Revision for: (1) the repair and conversion of a 6 5/8 inch water return 
pipeline to transport sweetened gas; and, (2) for the addition of gas 
processing facilities to Platform Gina. The original OPP for Platform Gina, 
including the water return pipeline and the oil pipeline, was certified by the 
Commission in 1979. The Commission later issued a Coastal Development Permit 
in 1981 for the installation of the pipeline in state waters. 

Co11111ission Review The onshore portion of the project (700 feet of pipeline 
replacement) is within the City of Oxnard's permit jurisdiction, and is not 
before the Commission for permit review. As discussed in the preceding 
section <Staff Note), the project before the Commission requires two actions: 
1) a Consistency Certification for the platform modifications and pipeline 
conversion activites at Platform Gina, and, 2) a Coastal Development Permit 
for the pipeline repair and conversion activities in state waters. (See Page 
l and Exhibit l(a)(b) for project location and jurisdictional boundaries). 

The consistency certification project description includes the mitigation 
measures required by the City of Oxnard approval. The project also has 
incorporated the mitigation measures recommended by the Ventura County APCD to 
meet the onshore air quality rules. Consequently, if UNOCAL fails to fully 
comply with these mitigation measures or alters the project in any way from 
the current project description, then the Commission has the right to review the 
project again under its consistency or permit review authority, as applicable. 

Staff Reco11111endation. Staff recommends the Commission take the following 
actions in accordance with Sections 30260 and 30262 of the Coastal Act, 
because the project is coastal dependent and meets the criteria of Section 
30260: 

(1) CONCUR with the Consistency Certification for the project. 

(2) APPROVE a Permit. with Special Conditions, 
project in state waters or lands. 

for that portion of the 

Coastal Act Issues A summary of the project's potential impacts and 
mitigations is provided here. Further analysis is contained within the report . 

1. Air Quality. The gas processing and flaring operations at Platfrom 
Gina will result in increased NOx, S02, and ROC emissions contributing to 
onshore air pollution in Ventura County. Ventura County Air Pollution Control 
District (VCAPCD) recommended mi ti gati.on measures and offsets to bring the 
project into compliance with VCAPCD's onshore air quality rules. UNOCAL 
incorporated the mitigation measures, and their agreement to each one, into 
the OPP Revision Project Description. The project, with the incorporation of 
these recommended measures and offsets, provides mitigation to the maximum 
extent feasible. 

2. Marine Resources. The seafloor habitat in both the area of pipeline 
repair and the platform is soft bottom substrate, with no hard bottom 
ou~crops. The project, with the following mitigation measures, reduces the 
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impacts to the marine resources of the coastal zone to a level consistent 
withthe Coastal Act: 1) an anchoring mitigation plan; 2) abandonment of 
original pipeline (being replaced) in place in lieu of removal; 3) natural 
self burial of new pipeline. Further, the project, with the terms of the 
NPDES Permit for discharge of muds and produced water, provides mitigation to 
the maximum extent feasible for the impacts to the coastal zone from mud and 
produced water discharges. 

3. Commercial Fishing. As mitigation to minimize the temporary 
disruption to fishermen and vessel traffic from workboat activity, UNOCAL will 
post notice at least two weeks in advance with the affected Commercial 
Fishermen Associations and with the Coast Guard. These measures reduce the 
potential impacts on commercial and sports fishing to a level consistent with 
Coastal Act policies. 

4. Oil Spill or Hazardous Substance Spill Risk. The proposed gas 
conversion project does not directly involve the use or transport of oil . 

. However, the construction activities associated with the project have the risk 
of damaging oil pipelines, and the gas sweetening process involves the use of 
materials which could be potentially toxic if released in seawater. 

The following mitigation measures, which UNOCAL incorporated into the project 
description, reduce the risk of an oil or hazardous substance spill and 
associated impacts to the coastal zone to the maximum extent feasible: 1) 
abandonment of existing water return pipeline, which is tied to oil pipeline, 
in place; 2) an anchoring mitigation plan and survey of oil pipeline location; 
3) securing the workboats for the platform installations to mooring buoys; , 
and, 4) a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan (SPCCP), which 
contains oil spill containment and clean-up measures. Also, UNOCAL will test 
the gas processing chemicals for toxicity with seawater and transport any 
chemicals or by-products that can be considered to be hazardous or toxic in 
sealed containers. 

5. System Safety . UNOCAL is proposing to install gas processing 
facilities on Platform Gina to remove hydrogen sulfide <H2S) from the gas 
before it is transported through the pipeline. The project provides 
mitigation to the maximum extent feasible by including the following measures : 
1) a triple redundant H2S monitoring system; and, 2) a detailed H2S 
contingency plan. 

6. Geologic Hazards. The seismic hazard and structural studies indicate 
no major geologic or structural hazards exist which would preclude the gas 
pipeline conversion or addition of gas processing facilities to the platform. 
The pipeline meets the pipeline safety and structural standards for 
transporting gas. 

7. Consolidation of Facilities and Cumulative Impacts. The project 
consolidates facilities to the maximum extent feasible by using existing 
pipelines and by adding the gas processing facilities to the existing 
platform. The project, under the terms of the approved NPDES Permit for 
discharge of muds and produced water, provides mitigation to the maximum 
extent feasible for the cumulative impacts to the coastal zone from mud and 
produced water discharges. The project, with the incorporation of the Ventura 
County APCD's recommended mitigation measures and offsets, provides mitigation 
to the maximum extent feasible for the cumulative air impacts in the 

· coastal zone. 
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1. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolutions, 
conditions, findings, and declarations: 

A. RESOLUTIONS 

1. Concurrence with Consistency Certification 

The Commission hereby concurs with the consistency certification made by 
UNOCAL Corporation (UNOCAL) for the proposed project described in its Platform 
Gina OPP Revision. This project includes the conversion of the water return 
pipeline to gas sales service, the modification of Platform Gina to include a 
maximum of seven additional wells and temporary and permanent gas sweetening 
facilities. Although the project will affect the coastal zone, it will meet 
the policies of the approved California Coastal Management Program (CCMP), and 
is therefore consistent with the CCMP. The Commission specifically finds that 
the proposed project includes adequate information to allow an assessment of 
the probable coastal zone effects of these portions of the project, including 
cumulative impacts, and that the project complies with the enforceable policy 
requirements of the California Coastal Management Plan (CCMP). The Commission 
furthermore finds that the project implements the national interest as 
required by Chapter 11 of the CCMP and sections 302 and 303 of the CZMA. 

2. Approval of the Coastal Permit with Conditions 

The Commission hereby grants a permit, subject to the conditions below, on 
the grounds that the development as conditioned, will be in conformity with 
the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976 and will be 
in conformity with the California Environmental Quality Act. This permit 
covers that portion of the proposed UNOCAL Platform Gina Project, which is 
located in state waters and lands, and includes: (1) repair and replacement of 
the water return pipeline; (2) pipeline conversion to gas sales service. 

B. CONDITIONS OF PERMIT 

1. Standard Conditions 

See Ap~endix B. 

2. Special Conditions 

a. Terms of Permit. 

The project, as described for purposes of this permit, has incorporated the 
conditions imposed by the approvals from the State Lands Commission 
(Appendix E). Therefore, these conditions are incorporated herein, by 
reference, as conditions for this project and are enforceable by the Coastal 
Commission. If the permittee fails to comply with these conditions, or alters 
the project in any way than what is currently described, then the permittee 
must obtain a new permit or an amendment to this permit, which will require 
Coastal Commission review. 
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b. Abandonment and Removal of New Replacement Pipeline . 

Prior to termination of the operation of the replaced section of pipeline, 
which has been converted to gas sales service, the permittee shall submit an 
application for a coastal permit for the abandonment of the pipeline section 
which is within the Coastal Commission's permit jurisdiction. This 
application shall include a plan for the abandonment and removal of the said 
pipeline. The permittee shall abandon the pipeline in accordance with the 
terms of any permit granted by the Coastal Commission. (See Appendix E.) 

c. Abandonment of Original Water Return Pipeline. 

The section of original pipeline on the beach, from MHTL to MLLW, shall be 
removed to 0 feet below MLLW. The original pipeline section, from MLLW to 
seaward, may be abandoned in place, but must be filled with concrete for its 
entire length and be capped with one quarter (1/4) inch steel cover plates 
welded onto each end. This abandonment in place is to be considered a 
temporary abandonment of the concrete filled portion of the 6 5/8 inch 
pipeline, with the understanding that complete removal of this pipeline 
portion may be required by the Coastal Commission in the future if removal of 
the adjacent 10 3/4 inch oil pipeline is also required upon its abandonment. 

After filling with concrete, the abandoned pipeline may be left to self-bury 
in natural conditions. The permittee shall submit a survey to the Coastal 
Commission within two years of abandonment completion to document whether the 
the pipeline has successfully buried itself to the a depth of two feet from 
zero MLLW to minus fifteen (-15) below MLLW. If the pipeline has not buried 
itself to the above standards by the end of two years, the permittee must 
submit a plan for hydraulic jetting burial or removal to the Executive 
Director of the Coastal Commission for review. The Executive Director, in 
consultation with State Lands Commission, will review the plan and determine 
if the pipeline will need to be removed or reburied, and if an amendment or a 
new coastal permit is required. The permittee will abandon the pipeline in 
accordance with terms of the amendment or new coastal permit, whichever is 
required. 

Furthermore, at any time in the future, if the concrete filled portion of the 
pipeline becomes unburied for a period exceeding one month, or is considered 
to be a health and safety hazard or disruption to fishing, then the applicant 
must notify the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission and submit a plan 
for the removal or reburial of the pipeline. The Executive Director, in 
consultation with State Lands Commission, will review the plan and determine 
if the pipeline will need to be removed or reburied, and if an amendment or a 
new coastal permit is required. The permittee will abandon the pipeline in 
accordance with terms of the amendment or new coastal permit, whichever is 
required . 

d. Burial of New Replacement Pipeline Section. 

The replacement pipeline shall be placed so that a lateral separation of at 
least three feet is maintained from any portion of the original (replaced) 
pipeline left in place. 

The replacement pipeline shall be buried under a minimum of four feet of sand 
cover across the beach area (from MHTL to MLLW) to at least zero feet MLLW. 
Seaward of MLLW, the new replacement pipeline shall be left to self bury. 
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If natural conditions fail to bury the new pipeline to a depth of two feet 
from zero MLLW to minus fifteen C-15) below MLLW within two years, then the 
permittee shall bury the line with hydraulic jetting to three feet below the 
sand bottom within these limits. Within two years the permittee shall submit, 
to the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission for review, a survey 
documenting the success of self burial 

Furthermore, in the event, the new replacement pipeline becomes unburied 
anytime in the future, for a period exceeding one month or if it poses a 
health and safety hazard or disruption to fishing, the permittee must notify 
the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission with a plan for reburial of 
the pipeline. The Executive Director will review the plan and evidence, in 
consultation with State Lands Commission, and determine if the pipeline can be 
left to selfbury or will need to be reburied using hydraulic jetting. the 
permittee shall rebury the pipeline in accordance with the terms of the 
amendment or new coastal permit as required by the Coastal Commission. 

e. Construction Schedule and Grunion Spawning Season 

Construction activities for the nearshore and onshore pipeline replacement 
activities shall only be conducted during the month of February in order to 
avoid the grunion spawning season, which extends from March to August. Any 
extension of construction activities beyond March l, 1992 require the approval 
of the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission. Approval will be based 
on a recommendation from the California Department of Fish and Game that the 
remaining activities will not adversely impact the grunions spawning on the 
beach within the construction area. 

f. Consolidation 

To assure that consolidation of oil and gas facilities within the Coastal Zone 
occurs to the maximum extent feasible and legally permissible, the permittee 
shall accept if asked by another party, to transport in permittee's pipelines 
to the onshore treati·ng facility without discrimination oil and gas produced 
from submerged lands provided that: 

a) All necessary government permits for such transportation and related 
activities are obtained; 

b) Such transportation and related activities are economically, 
environmentally, and technically feasible; 

c) There is excess capacity in permittee's pipeline above and beyond that for 
which contractural commitments have been made; and 

d) Consolidation will not result in adverse environmental consequences, will 
not significantly reduce the number of producing wells, support facilities 
or sites required to produce the reservoir economically and with minimal 
environmental impacts. 
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II. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

A. COMMISSION REVIEW OF DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION PLANS 

The Commission has authority to review Development and Production Plans <DPPs) 
and subsequent OPP Revisions for consistency with the California Coastal Act 
because the federal government has approved the California Coastal Management 
Program (CCMP) under the CZMA. The Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act are 
the enforceable standards of the CCMP. The Commission has up to six months to 
review and evaluate the DPP's Revisions proposed activities and their impacts 
on the State's coastal zone in order to determine if the proposed project is 
consistent with the CCMP. 

UNOCAL certifies that the proposed project activities described in the 
Platform Gina OPP Revision are consistent with the CCMP. UNOCAL has stated it 
has applied or will be applying for the federal licenses and permits listed 
below. By concurring in UNOCAL's certification, the Commission informs these 
respective federal agencies listed below that it considers the proposed 
project described in the above mentioned OPP Revision to be consistent with 
the CCMP. 

Federal Agency Li~ense or Permit Required 

Mineral Management Service Approval of the OPP Revision 

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency General NPDES Permit 

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers A Nationwide Permit was issued for 
this project in February 1990 and is 
valid until February 1991. UNOCAL 
is in the process of renewing this 
permit. 

l. NEPA/CEOA Requirements 

An Environmental Assessment was prepared jointly with the State's 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR-78-19) and certified for the original 
Platform Gina OPP in 1979. MMS determined that the pipeline repair and 
platform modifications proposed in this OPP Revision required an additional 
Environmental Assessment, to be completed in the near future, but did not 
require a supplemental Environmental Impact Statement <EIS). 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) an Initial 
Study was performed to determine if a new or supplemental EIR was necessary . 
The City of Oxnard acted as lead agency in the preparation of the Initial 
Study and certified the Final Initial Study in September 1990. For this 
Initial Study, UNOCAL prepared the following environmental documents: 1) 
Environmental Assessment and Beach Vegetation Study; 2) Pipeline Self Burial 
Study; 3) Risk Assessment Study. On the basis of the Initial Study, and in 
accordance with Section 15070 of the California Administrative Code, the City 
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of Oxnard, as lead agency, determined that the proposed project would not 
produce or be subject to significant environmental effects. A Negative 
Declaration was issued, and no new EIR or supplemental EIR was required. 

B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 

1. Background 

On September 23, 1991, the Minerals Management Service (MMS) accepted for 
submittal a Development and Production Plan (OPP) Revision proposed by UNOCAL 
Corporation (UNOCAL) for Platform Gina. The original OPP for Platform Gina 
(Lease OCS-P 0202) and two pipelines to shore was submitted by UNOCAL in 
1979. The Commission concurred with the DPP's Consistency Certification on 
November 7, 1979. The Platform Gina OPP, with the two pipelines, was approved 
by MMS in 1980. In May 1981, the Commission issued a Coastal Development 
Permit for the onshore and nearshore portions of the project in the 
Commission's permit jurisdiction, which included the installation of the two 
pipelines in state waters and lands .. 

Platform Gina was originally certified in 1979 for oil and gas production, 
with the expectation that oil would be the primary product. However, 
exploratory wells indicate there is the potential for more gas reserves than 
oil reserves. The proposed project will make no changes to the oil production 
operation. Rather, the proposed project focuses on modifying the platform and 
pipeline to allow for the exploration and production of the additional gas 
reserves. 

Platform Gina is located 4.5 miles offshore Ventura County (six miles 
southwest of Oxnard, California) within OCS P-0202 in Federal waters 
(see Exhibit 1). Platform Gina is in 95 feet of water and has been in 
production in the Hueneme and Sespe Zones since 1982. Currently, there are 15 
total well slots on Platform Gina: 6 oil producing wells, 5 injection wells, 
and 1 exploration well (H-14), and 3 unused slots. Two subsea pipelines, a 10 
5/8 oil pipeline and a 6 5/8 water return pipeline connect Platform Gina to 
the Mandalay facility, which is located in Oxnard, California. 

At present, Platform Gina produces oil and gas (naturally sweetened) which is 
transferred by electric submersible pump systems through the 10 5/8 inch oil 
pipeline to the Mandalay onshore processing facility. Oil and water 
separation and treatment are conducted at the Mandalay facility. Originally 
produced water was returned to Platform Gina through the 6 5/8 inch pipeline 
for disposal. However, the 6 5/8 inch pipeline has been out of service since 
October, 1988, when a leak was detected in the pipeline near the Mandalay 
facility. Produced water is currently, and will continue to be, piped to 
Platform Gilda, for discharge into the ocean in accordance with the General 
NPDES permit. 

Platform Gina has undergone three previous modifications. The first project 
was the minor structural modification of the platform drilling deck to allow 
for higher hook loads during the drilling of H-13 and H-14. The second 
modification was construction of a 23 foot by 40 foot production deck 
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extension on the west side of the platform to provide for temporary test 
equipment. At that time, a temporary flare stack was also installed. The 
third modification was installation of a complete ambient hydrogen sulfide 
monitoring system on Platform Gina as a safety precaution. This system 
consists of eight monitors around the platform which monitor the air for 
hydrogen sulfide CH2S). In 1989, a permanent flaring system was completed in 
order to provide for future well testing and permanent processing of the 
production at GINA . This system is designed for a maximum throughput of 
18 million standard cubic feet of gas per day (MMSCFD). The flare boom system 
provides a flare scrubber, seal drum, smokeless burner, and a flame 
extinguisher system. 

2. Description of Proiect and Construction Schedule 

Exhibit la shows the platform location and pipeline route. Exhibit lb shows 
the area of pipeline repair· activities. The proposed project before the 
Commission for review consists of the following components (see DPP Timeline, 
Appendix C, for details on the timing of these components): 

o The repair and replacement of the 6 5/8 inch water return pipeline, 
extending from MHTL to 2300 feet offshore. (This requires a Coastal 
Development Permit (CDP) since it is located in state lands and 
waters.) 

o The conversion of the 6 5/8 inch water return pipeline to gas sales 
service. (This requires a CDP for that section of pipeline in state 
waters and lands, and a Consistency Certification for that portion in 
federal waters.) 

o The drilling of a maximum of seven additional wells from Platform 
Gina in order to test and develop a potential gas reservoir in the 
area (Consistency Certification required); 

o The installation of temporary gas sweetening facilities for the 
removal of hydrogen sulfide <HzS) from the product gas stream, as 
the wells are being tested (Consistency Certification required); 

o The installation of permanent redundant hydrogen sulfide monitoring 
system, with two monitors at Platform Gina and one monitor at the 
Mandalay facility (Consistency Certification required for the 
monitors at the platform, City of Oxnard issued CDP for the monitor 
at the Mandalay facility); 

o The installation of permanent gas sweetening facilities, and 
expansion of deck, at Platform Gina, when production proceeds to 
reaches full field development with the seven wells (Consistency 
Certification required). 
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3. Description of Environment in Onshore Portion of Proiect (City of Oxnard 
Permit Jurisdiction) 

The City-of Oxnard has issued a Coastal Development Permit (CDP), with special 
conditions (see page 12 and Appendix D), for that portion of the project from 
MHTL 700 feet landward to the Mandalay facility. The CDP was not appealed, 
therefore this onshore portion of the project is not before the Commission for 
permit review. However, as part of the conditions for the CDP, UNOCAL agreed 
to implement several mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the sensitive 
dune habitat and to reduce public access impacts. These are discussed below. 

Part of the onshore pipeline route runs through a conduit underneath sand 
dunes. The dune area contains the following plants: silver beechwood, 
heliotrope.sea rocket, sea fig, and beach grass. Only silver beechwood and 
heliotrope are native to California and neither is rare. <Environmental 
Assessment and Beach Vegetation Study, UNOCAL, August 1990.) The new pipeline 
will be threaded through the conduit, thus eliminating the need to excavate 
through .the dunes. Therefore, there should be minimal disturbance to the dune 
itself. The only vegetation expected to be affected by the excavation work 
will be that on the small area of the foredune at the conduit opening. The 
species expected to be affected by this limited disturbance are sea rocket and 
heliotrope. To minimize the area of plants disturbed, the project description 
states that UNOCAL will fence off the dune area except for t~e immediate 
vicinity of excavation and construct a wooden staircase over the work path 
between Mandalay facility and the excavation area. The project description 
specifies that UNOCAL will recontour the affected area and revegetate with 
seeds from the plants originally there as well as new plants. 

There will be temporary impacts on public access in the beach area within the 
city. The immediate vicinity of the beach surrounding the pipe fabrication 
staging area is not used extensively by the public because of limited access 
around the Mandalay facility. An entrance to McGrath State Park is about 
one-quarter mile northward up the beach (See Exhibit 1). To reduce the 
impacts on public access, UNOCAL incorporated project specific mitigation 
measures, which were required as conditions in the CDP, into the project 
description (see Appendix D). 

4. Maximum Production Capacity 

UNOCAL has stated that no additional facilities or pipelines, other than those 
specified for this project, would be required to accommodate the additional 
gas production from the development of the new wells. They further state that 
it is a maximum of seven wells that could be drilled, and that fewer may be 
drilled depending upon the success ratio. (Letter to Thomas Dunaway, MMS, 
September 6, 1991 .) 

On a daily basis the maximum gas production rate range expected for each well 
is l to 5 MMSCFD (million standard cubic feet per day) of gas or an average of 
2.25 MMSCFD of gas for the eight wells (seven new wells plus the existing 
producing well). This equals a total of 18 MMSCFD of gas. This 18 MMSCFD is 
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the daily rate upon which what UNOCAL based the proposed project ' s facility 
design and pipeline repair and conversion design . (Letter to Thomas Dunaway, 
MMS, September 6, 1991.) UNOCAL has stated that maximum daily gas production 
will not exceed this daily rate of 18. MMSCFD. 

5. Construction Schedule 

Expected start date for the proposed activities is February l, 1991. UNOCAL 
estimates the pipeline repair will take a total of 19 days. This includes 11 
days onshore and 6 days offshore, and two days for bad weather. 

C. OTHER AGENCY APPROVALS 

As previously stated, UNOCAL's proposed project requires the review and 
approval of the above mentioned federal agencies. In addition, as discussed 
below, the proposed project required the approval of the City of Oxnard and 
State Lands Commission for those portions of the project within their 
jurisdictions. Review by the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 
(APCD) was also required (see Section 1: Air Quality). 

The consistency certification project description includes the mitigation 
measures required by the City of Oxnard approval. The project description 
also has incorporated the mitigation measures recommended by the Ventura 
County APCD to meet the onshore air quality rules: Consequently, if UNOCAL 
fails to fully comply with these mitigation measures or alters the project in 
any way from the current project description, then the Commission has the 
right to review the project again under its consistency or permit review 
authority, as applicable. 

1. City of Oxnard. 

Instead of issuing new permits for this project, the City of Oxnard has issued 
an amendment to UNOCAL's existing Coastal Development Permit 85-5 and a 
modification to it's Special Use Permit 806, which were previously issued for 
the pipeline and Mandalay facility. The City also issued an encroachment 
permit authorizing use of city owned beach land for the pipe fabrication area. 

Resolution No. 7519 (which was approved by the City Planning Commission on 
February 7, 1991) modified UNOCAL 1 s existing Special Use Permit 806, and 
authorized that portion of the pipeline project within the City's permit 
jurisdiction, which includes: 1) the repair and replacement of 700 feet of the 
water return pipeline from mean high tide level (MHTL) landward to the 
Mandalay facility; 2) conversion of that section of pipeline to gas sales 
service; and, 3) modification to the piping and installation of an H2S 
redundant monitoring system at Mandalay. Resolution 7519 requires that the 
proposed project is subject to; 1) the original standard and special 
conditions of Special Use Permit (SUP) 806; and, 2) the conditions set forth 
in the amendment to Coastal Development Permit (CDP) No. 85-5, which was 
issued November 8, 1988. 

No appeals were filed for this CDP amendment and SUP modification, therefore 
this section of the pipeline project, as described above, is not before the 
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Commission for permit review. However, as noted above the consistency 
certification project description incorporates the conditions required by the 
City of Oxnard. (See Appendix D for City of Oxnard Conditions.) 

2. State Lands Commission Lease Provisions. 

On September 23, 1991. the State Lands Commission granted an amendment to 
UNOCAL 1 s lease for that section of pipeline located in state waters and on 
state land. This amendment authorized the conversion of the water return 
pipeline to gas sales service, subject to a set of special conditions. (See 
Appendix E.) The project as described for purposes of the permit 
application.includes these special conditions. 

D. COASTAL DEPENDENCY AND RELATION TO INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 

Section 30101 of the Coastal Act defines a coastal dependent development or 
use as that which 11 requires a site on or adjacent to the sea to be able to 
function at all. 11 Ports, commercial fishing facilities, offshore oil and gas 
development, and mariculture are specifically referenced in Section 30001.2 of 
the Coastal Act as coastal dependent developments and are thus given priority 
over other development on or near the shoreline. The Commission therefore 
finds that UNOCAL 1 s proposed submarine pipeline replacement and the proposed 
modifications to Platform Gina are coastal dependent industrial activities. 

Section 30260 of the Coastal Act provides for further consideration of coastal 
dependent industrial facilities if they fail to meet other policies contained 
in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. This section states, in part: 

... where new or expanded coastal-dependent industrial facilities cannot· 
feasibly be accomodated consistent with the other policies of this 
division, they may nonetheless be permitted in accordance with this 
section and sections 30261 and 30262 if: (1) there are no feasible less 
environmentally damaging locations for the project; (2) denial of or 
objection to the project would adversely affect the public welfare; and 
(3) adverse environmental effects are mitigated to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

If the Commission determines that a coastal dependent industrial facility, 
such as an offshore oil and gas development, is inconsistent with specific 
Chapter 3 Coastal Act policies, it has the discretion whether to invoke its 
authority to permit a project under the 11 override 11 provisions of Section 
30260. Where the Commission decides to do so, it must make affirmative 
findings with respect to the three criteria contained in Section 30260, and 
the criteria in Sections 30261 and 30262. 

Thus, Section 30260 provides special criteria for coastal dependent oil and 
gas facilities which have satisfied the requirements of Sections 30261 and 
30262 but have failed to satisfy the other Chapter 3 policies. Therefore, the 
proposed Platform Gina project must be found to be in conformity with the 
requirements of Sections 30261 and 30262 before the overriding consideration 
provided in Section 30260 can apply. 



CC-65-91 & E-91-03 Page 10 

The Commission found that this coastal dependent oil and gas development 
project does not meet all the Coastal Act policies. Therefore, for this 
project, the Commission chose to evaluate the project under the 11 overriding 
considerations 11 of Section 30260. The proposed project does not involve 
tanker facilities or liquified natural gas terminals, consequently Section 
30261 is not applicable. Therefore, for purposes of permit and consistency 
review, the Platform Gina project has been evaluated under the requirements of 
Section 30262 and under all the criteria provided in Section 30260 of the 
Coastal Act. (Section 11 of this report elaborates on the application of the 
requirements of sections 30260 and 30262.) 

A. COASTAL ACT ISSUES 

1. Air Quality 

Sections 30253(3) and 30414(c) of the Coastal Act require new development be 
consistent with state and local air pollution control standards. Further, 
Section 30250(a) requires that development will not have adverse impacts, 
either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. 

Additionally, Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act directs that 
federal. state, and local requirements adopted pursuant to the Clean Air Act 
shall be the air pollution control requirements applicable to the state and 
local coastal zone management programs. 

The 1990 Amendments to the Federal Clean Air Act mandate that the requirements 
for offshore sources be the same as requirements that would apply if the 
source were located onshore (16 U.S.C.1456(f)). The 1990 Clean Air Act also 
requires EPA to adopt regulations regulating OCS air emissions by November 15, 
1991. EPA did not meet the deadline and is now expected to issue the draft 
regulations for a 60 day comment period in December 1991. 

Platform Gina is located within the South Central Coast Air Basin, 
approximately 4.5 miles offshore Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties. The 
meteorological conditions of this coastal area are such that pollutants 
released at the offshore platform would impact the onshore areas of both Santa 
Barbara County and Ventura County. Santa Barbara County APCD agreed that 
since Platform Gina and the associated pipelines were geographically closer to 
Ventura County, therefore Ventura County APCD 1 s rules would apply to the 
proposed modifications. However, Ventura County APCD coordinated with Santa 
Barbara County APCD in the review of the project•s onshore air impacts. 

a. Impacts 

The potential onshore impacts resulting from the proposed project would occur 
primarily as a direct result of the flaring aboard Platform Gina. The 
equipment that exists or will be added to Platform Gina for the purposes of 
producing, processing, and shipping the gas will be all electric. All 
drilling will be (as is currently) performed by an all-electric drilling rig. 
The number of personnel and tansportation requirements will remain the same. 
Thus, there will be no new sources of air emissions directly related to these 
operations. 
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There will be residual waste or "tail gas" generated by the gas sweetening 
process, and this gas will be burned using a flare. In addition, the flare 
will also be used to dispose of gas generated by well testing operations and 
upset process conditions. The additional gas flaring will result in onshore 
air impacts from increases in the following emission pollutants: oxides of 
nitrogen (NOx); Reactive Organic Compounds (RQC); Carbon Dixoide (CO); 
Particulate Matter (PM); and Sulphur Dixoide (S02>. (More detail on these 
emission data can be found in Appendix 3 of the OPP Revision; Ventura County 
APCD Comment Letter, November 15, 1991; UNOCAL Response to Ventura County APCD 
Comment Letter, November 21, 1991; and Santa Barbara County APCD Comment 
Letter, December 2, 1991.) 

Both Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties are classified as non-attainment areas 
for ozone, exceeding both federal and state standards. The increase in NOx 
and ROC emissions, as a result of the project, will contribute to a further 
increase in ozone, which is a photochemical pollutant formed in the atmosphere 
through a reaction of NOx and ROC. Ventura County APCD Rule 26 implements 
the California Clean Air Act requirement of "no net increase in emissions" by 
requiring all increases of NOx and ROC from operations to be fully offset. 

The project description states that the proposed sulphur removal system is 
capable of removing 98.5% of the sulphur <S02) from the gas stream. 
Consequently, l .5% (or 17.6 tons) of the sulphur will escape into the 
atmosphere. Ventura County APCD Rule 26 requires S02 emissions to be offset 
if they exceed 15 tons per year. Ventura County Rule 54, Sulphur Compounds, 
also specifies limits for S02 and H2S concentrations from air pollution 
source and from the sulphur content of fuels. Ventura County APCD Rule 26 
also requires all new or modified sources of ROC, NOx, SOx and PMlO to be 
equipped with Best Available Control Technology (BACT). Therefore, a tail-gas 
clean-up unit may be required to further reduce the S02 emissions generated 
by the gas sweetening processed and comply with the BACT requirement of 
Rule 26. 

b. Mitigation Measures 

In order to mitigate the individual and cumulative onshore air impacts 
resulting from the project and meet the onshore air quality rules, Ventura 
County APCD has recommended that if the Commission is to concur with the 
consistency certification, then UNOCAL must include the following measures in 
its project description: 

1) Provide offsets in accordance with Ventura County APCD Rule 26, New 
Source Review, for all permanent NOx and ROC emissions caused by 
the project. 

2) Provide offsets in accordance with Ventura County APCD Rule 26, New 
Source Review, for all permanent S02 emissions increases caused by 
the project if such emissions are projected to exceed 15 tons 
per year. 
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3) Install BACT (Best Available Control Technology) in accordance with 
Ventura County APCD Rule 26, New Source Review, on all new and 
modified gas processing equipment on Platform Gina. The Santa 
Barbara County APCD has established BACT for onshore sulfur recovery 
units as a tail gas clean-up unit with 99.91 control or 100 ppm H2S 
incinerator feed gas, whichever is more stringent. The [Ventura 
County] District will make a formal determination of BACT on 
request. Since BACT determinations require a substantial amount of 
APCD staff time, UNOCAL shall reimburse the District for the time 
spent in making the BACT determination in accordance with the 
[Ventura County] District's fee schedule. 

4) Operate all components on Platform Gina in compliance with the 
provisions of Ventura County APCD Rule 74.10, Components at Crude Oil 
Production Facilities and Natural Gas Production and Processing 
Facilities. UNOCAL shall submit an Operator Management Plan as 
required by Rule 74.10 within 90 days of the commencement of gas 
production or processing. 

5) Adjust the S02 emission factor and resulting calculated emissions 
if the actual H2S concentration of the sour gas is found to be 
different than the assumed value of 2000 ppm. For the purpose of 
preliminary estimations, the emission factor of 357.2 lbs/MMCF shall 
be used. 

6) Continuously record the gas flaring rate (not including well testing 
operations) and calculate emissions using the following emission 
factors to demonstrate that annual emissions do not exceed the amount 
of offsets that have been provided for the project: 

ROC 144 lbs/MMCF 

NOX 51.5 lbs/MMCF 
• so2 357.2 lbs/MMCF (or as described in #5 above) 

co 40 lbs/MMCF 
PM 3 lbs/MMCF 
• If sweetened gas is flared, the emission factor shall be 

adjusted accordingly. 

UNOCAL shall make such records available to the Ventura County 
District on request. 

7) Treat the gas flared during well testing operations to less than 300 
ppm H2S· UNOCAL shall collect and analyze at least 
one gas sample per day of well testing to confirm that the H2S 
concentration does not exceed 300 ppm. 

Ventura County APCD requested the Commission certify consistency of the 
project with respect to Ventura County's air pollution control requirements 
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only if the above conditions are made enforceable. UNOCAL has incorporated 
these Ventura County APCD mitigation measures, and their agreement to each 
one, into the project description. These conditions also have been included 
as conditions in the MMS permit, and will be enforced by the MMS. 

c. Compliance With Coastal Act Air Quality Provisions 

In accordance with Section 30414 of the Coastal Act and Section 307 of the 
CZMA (as noted above), the Commission must independently determine whether a 
standard or control program has been met by a project on the OCS; however, 
under Section 30414, the Commission may not modify an existing standard or 
control program. From the review of the evidence available to the Commission 
and from consultation with the affected APCDs, the Commission concludes the 
above mitigation measures recommended by Ventura County APCD reduce the 
individual and cumulative air quality impacts to the coastal zone caused by 
th~ project. However, the project still causes adverse air impacts in the 
coastal zone. Therefore, the Commission finds the project is inconsistent 
with Sections 30253, 30414, and 30250 of the Coastal Act. 

However, as discussed previously, this project is considered to be coastal 
dependent, and therefore the project may nevertheless be approved if it meets 
the criteria in Section 30260. The required mitigation measures include Best 
Available Control Technology and full offsets for remaining emissions 
resulting from operations. Therefore, the Commission finds that the project 
provides maximum feasible mitigation and is consistent with section 30260 of 
the Coastal Act. (see section 11 for discussion of Section 30260.) 

UNOCAL has incorporated the above mititigation measures recommended by Ventura 
County APCD (VCAPCD), and their agreement to comply with each one, as an 
integral part of the project description. Therefore, if UNOCAL fails to fully 
comply with any of the above VCAPCD Mitigation measures as part of their MMS 
permit or seeks to alter the project in any way that would cause it to not 
comply fully with the above mitigation measures, then the Commission has the 
right to review the project again, at that time, in accordance with its 
consistency review authority. 

2. Marine Resources 

The Coastal Act provides for the protection of marine biological systems. 
Special protections are provided for areas and species of special biological 
significance (Section 30230), for rare, threatened and endangered species and 
their habitats (Section 30240), and for biological productivity of coastal 
waters (Section 30230 and 30231). 

The proposed pipeline repair and platform modifications raise several marine 
resource issues under the Coastal Act because the proposed development will 
result in the following: 1) disturbance of marine benthic organisms and 
bottom habitat from the pipeline repair construction activities; and 2) 
possible disturbance of whale migration from platform construction activities. 
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a . Impacts to Seafloor and Marine Organisms from Pipeline Repair 

UNOCAL proposes to replace the pipeline from Mean High Tide Level <MHTL) out 
to a tie-in point at 2300 feet offshore. The seafloor in the pipeline area is 
soft bottom substrate, with no hard substrate outcrops. 

Unocal proposes to fabricate the pipeline onshore and then pull the pipe 
through the water above the sea floor to its tie-in point offshore. The 
pipe's only point of contact with the seafloor during the pulling operation 
will be at the tie-in point. After the tie-in is completed the pipe will be 
laid on the bottom. Thus, disturbance to the benthic and marine organisms 
from the pipelaying will be minimal. 

In order to avoid disturbance to benthic and marine organisms that would occur 
if hydraulic jetting was used to bury the pipeline, UNOCAL proposes to let the 
new pipeline bury itself. As a consultant to UNOCAL, the Hydraulic and 
Coastal Engineering Division, U.C. Berkeley, investigated the potential for 
pipeline self-burial in "Evaluation of the Potential for Self-Burial of the 
proposed Unocal Gina Pipeline" (Farrier, Foda and Bea, 1989). The main focus 
of this report was in the pipeline route from MLLW to a distance 3,000 feet 
offshore (-40 feet water depth). The pipeline will be covered with a one inch 
thick coating of concrete for additional weight. The self-burial evaluation 
studied the wave-current environment and the local geology and sedimentology 
of the Mandalay Beach area. It concluded that the pipeline should bury 
approximately 8.5 to 15 inches within a week of the first annual storm. 
Extreme storms may cause soil liquefaction which would increase settlement and 
burial of the pipeline. The theoretical final depth of the pipeline was 
estimated to be 10 to 15 feet, but the probable burial depth within l to 10 
years was estimated to be 2 to 4 feet. "Eventual breakout of the pipeline is 
unlikely since there ii an annual increase in bed level elevation•• <Farrier, 
Foda, and Bea, 1989). 

A burial of 2 to 4 feet will prevent the pipeline from being a potential 
snagging hazard for fishermen . State Land's conditions require: 
l) replacement pipeline shall be buried under a minimum of four (4) feet of 
sand cover across the beach area; 2) seaward of MLLW, the pipe may be left to 
bury in natural conditions; 2) the replacement pipe shall be placed so that a 
lateral separation of at least three (3) feet is maintained from any portion 
of the original (replaced) pipeline left in place. 

If within two years, the pipeline does not bury itself to a depth of 2 feet 
from 0 feet mean lower low water (MLLW) to at least minus fifteen (15) feet 
below MLLW, UNOCAL has agreed, as a condition of its lease with State Lands, 
to bury it to a depth of 3 feet using hydraulic jetting. As a condition of 
this permit, UNOCAL has further agreed that if this new pipeline becomes 
unburied at any time in the future, it will bury the pipeline. 

The Department of Fish and Game has recommended that the existing water return 
pipeline (which is buried) be abandoned in place to minimize additional 
impacts to benthic organisms. Abandonment of the exis t ing pipel i ne in pl ace 
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will also reduce risk of oil spill from the adjacent oil pipeline to which it 
is tied. The project as proposed specifies abandonment of the pipeline in 
place as recommended. However, as a condition of this permit, that if the 
abandoned pipeline becomes unburied and hazardous in the future, UNOCAL will 
be required to remove the pipeline at that time. In such an event, UNOCAL 
would need to obtain an amendment or a new permit from the Commission for the 
removal of the pipeline. 

In addition to concern about impacts to the benthic and marine organisms from 
the pipeline itself, there is concern for impacts to the seafloor from anchor 
scarring from the work boats. As mitigation, UNOCAL has prepared an anchoring 
plan to avoid or minimize potential impacts, and has incorporated this plan as 
part of the project description. 

There is also a potential impact to grunions from the pipeline repair 
activities. Grunions spawn along the beach in the vicinity of the 
construction area from March to August. To avoid imvacts to the grunions 
UNOCAL has scheduled the pipeline repair for the month of February. In the 
event the pipeline repair activities are delayed and could therefore interfere 
with the grunion spawning season, UNOCAL has agreed to notify the Commission 
of any alteration in the pipeline repair schedule and, if the Commission 
determines it is necessary, to postpone the repair activities until after the 
Grunion spawning season ends. 

Based on the evidence reviewed, the Commission concludes that the mitigations 
UNOCAL will use to replace the pipeline reduces the potential adverse impacts 
to the soft bottom substrate, benthic organisms, and marine resources to al 
evel consistent with Coastal Act policies. Therefore, for purposes of the 
permit review, the Commission finds the pipeline replacment activities, with 
the mitigation measures provided, to be consistent with Sections 30230, 30231, 
30240 of the Coastal Act, with respect to pipeline construction impacts. 

b. Impacts to Whale Migration 

Southward migration for the California gray whale in the Santa Barbara Channel 
is December and January; northward migration usually occurs between early 
February and June in this area. Whales migrate through both state and federal 
waters. However, it should be noted the pipeline repair area in state waters 
(to 2300 feet offshore) is outside the normal whale migration route in this 
area. The platform is existing and has not appeared to hinder whales on their 
migration. No new platform is proposed, therefore there will not be any new 
obstruction placed in the water to interfere with whale migration. 

The facility installation at the platform (expected duration is one month) 
will be performed from workboats secured to a mooring buoy or the platform. 
According to an informal consultation with the National Marine Fisheries 
Service the proposed project activities will not adversely impact whale 
migration. 

Based on the evidence reviewed the Commission concludes that the project 
activities in both state and federal waters will not adversely impact the gray 
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whale migration. Therefore, for purposes of both permit and consistency 
review, the Commission finds the proposed project consistent with Sections 
30230, and 30231 of the Coastal Act, with respect to whale migration. 

3. Ocean Disposal of Drilling Muds and Produced Water 

Sections 30230 and 30231 of the CCMP provide for the protection of the 
biological productivity of coastal waters. In addition, Section 30250 
provides that new development will not have individual or cumulative adverse 
impacts on coastal resources. 

a. Drilling Muds Discharges 

UNOCAL proposes to drill a maximum of seven new wells at Platform Gina . The 
drilling of the wells beneath Platform Gina could potentially impact the fish 
population in the State's coastal zone, through degrdation and deterioration 
of water quality as a result of the dis~harge of additional muds. 

Adverse impacts to water uses outside of the coastal zone may affect water 
quality and marine resources within the zone. In this case, the discharge of 
drilling muds into waters of the federal OCS, may cause materials to be 
carried by water currents and marine organisms crossing into the coastal zone 
and affecting the water column and marine organisms, including those dependent 
on benthic habitats for their survival. Important secondary impacts could 
include reduction in the productivity of the commercial fisheries. The degree 
or extent of these impacts is not fully understood. 

The seafloor at Platform Gina is soft substrate. According to surveys there 
is no hard substrate in the immediate vicinity. UNOCAL proposes to avoid or 
minimize impacts to the seafloor and the water column by installing the 
additional well slots within the boundaries of Platform Gina in the existing 
wellroom. This eliminates the need for additional legs to be set on the 
bottom of the seafloor or the construction of a deck extension for drilling 
operations . (Letter to MMS, September 6, 1991 .) 

Platform Gina currently has 15 well slots, which were certified in the 
original 1979 OPP. Only twelve (12) of those well slots are in use at 
present. For the seven additional wells, UNOCAL proposes to use the three 
unused slots and add four new slots, within the existing well room. UNOCAL 
further states (letter to MMS, September 6, 1991): 

11 1Jrilling will have a minor one or two day increase in water turbidity for 
each well. This impact was quantified in EIR-8-19. The impact for the 
seven new wells would be less than stated in EIR-8-19 for the original 15 
wells. EIR-8-19 concluded the impacts [from the 15 wells] to be 
negligible. Impacts are of a short duration. 11 

The project description states that the maximum daily discharge from muds and 
cuttings will be : l) muds - 270 barrels per day; 2) cuttings - 60 barrels per 
day. UNOCAL disposes of drilling muds and cuttings in the ocean in accordance 
with the standards and terms of their approved General NPDES Permit 
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No. 0110516, which has specific effluent limitations, monitoring requirements, 
and enforcement regulations. In their review of the proposed project, the 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency concluded that the measures UNOCAL will 
use in the drilling of the additional wells and discharge of additional muds 
(in accordance with the terms of the NPDES permit) minimized individual or 
cumulative adverse impacts on the deterioration of water quality or 
degradation of seafloor habitat in the Platform Gina area for the following 
reasons: 1) the ocean bottom in the Platform Gina area is soft substrate, 
with no hard substrate nearby; 2) the addition of the seven new wells will 
bring the total number of wells for Platform Gina to nineteen wells, which is 
a small number of wells in comparison to some other nearby platforms; 3) this 
area of the Santa Barbara channel does not have an existing or planned large 
number of wells in operation, therefore the increased number of wells and mud 
discharge would not create a significant cumulative adverse impact. 

In their review, the California Department of Fish and Game concluded that the 
discharge limits and method required by the EPA discharge permit would reduce 
impacts to existing water quality as well as marine resources and habitats in 
the coastal zone. 

The Commission has independent responsibility to determine if the proposed 
project is consistent with the Coastal Act marine resource protection policies 
in Sections 30230, 30231, and 30250. Based on the evidence reviewed, the 
Commission concludes that the mud discharges have potential adverse impacts to 
the fisheries, water quality and habitat of the coastal zone, although the 
terms of the NPDES permit for mud discharge may reduce the level of these 
individual or cumulative adverse impacts. Therefore, for purposes of 
consistency review, the Commission finds that the project is not consistent 
with Sections 30230, 30231, and 30250 of the Coastal Act. 

However, as discussed previously, this project is considered to be coastal 
dependent, and therefore the project may nevertheless be approved if it meets 
the criteria in Section 30260. The Commission concludes that considering the 
volumes of muds involved, the technology, and the NPDES Permit discharge 
methods that UNOCAL uses and will continue to use in the discharge of drilling 
muds, the project 1 s impacts to marine resources in the coastal zone are 
mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. Therefore, the Commission finds 
that the project provides maximum feasible mitigation and is consistent with 
section 30260 of the Coastal Act. (See Section 11 for discussion of Section 
30260.) 

b. Ocean Disposal of Produced Water 

The platform modifications and additional wells will not alter the current 
status or volume of produced water from Platform Gina. The produced water 
from Platform Gina's oil development is currently discharged at Platform Gilda 
in accordance with the terms of the approved NPDES permit. The produced water 
used in the hydrostatic test of the repaired pipeline will be discharged at 
Platform Gilda in the same manner. 

Based on the review of the evidence, the Commission concludes that considering 
the one time discharge of hydrostatic test water, and the methods used for 
discharge of produced water and hydrotest water under the terms of the NPDES 
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permit, the project's impacts to the marine resources of the coastal zone are 
mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. Therefore, the Commission finds 
that the project provides maximum feasible mitigation and is consistent with 
section 30260 of the Coastal Act. (See Section 11 for discussion of Section 
30260.) 

4. Commercial Fishing 

Policies for the protection of commercial fisheries and associated commercial 
fishing industries are contained in Sections 30230 and 30231 of the Coastal 
Act. In sections 30001 (d) and 30001.5, the Coastal Act also reflects the 
Legislature's intent that consideration be given to social and economic 
impacts of proposed development. In addition, Section 30260 requires the 
Commission to consider the public welfare when making decisions on coastal 
dependent industrial development. 

There will be a temporary disruption in commercial fishing activities in 
California's coastal zone from the project's construction activities and 
increased workboat vessel traffic activities. However, UNOCAL has 
incorporated mitigation measures into the project design to minimize these 
impacts, or avoid impacts wherever possible. These impacts and mitigation 
measures are discussed below. 

The pipeline repair is within the state's coastal waters, extending from MHTL 
to 2300 feet out from shore. According to the Department of Fish and Game, 
the commercial fishing activities which occur occasionally in the pipe repair 
area are gillnet and trap fisheries. Although the pipeline repair project is 
scheduled to last nineteen days, actual workboat activity in the water for 
these repairs will be three to four days. Thus, potential disruption to 
fishermen will be minimized to three to four days. 

Halibut trawlers, salmon trollers, trappers, gillnetters, and purse seiners 
fish commercially in the general vicinity around Platform Gina. Construction 
activities for the platform modifications are scheduled to last one month, but 
construction days may be fewer depending on the length of workday (12 hr. vs 
24 hr.). 

The construction activities for lifting and placing the additional facilities 
in place involve the use of workboats immediately adjacent to the Platform, 
within the 500 meter safety zone. Pursuant to the requirements of CFR 33 
(147. 1103), vessels larger than 100 feet in length are not permitted in this 
zone. As a result, this area is off limits for the larger commercial fishing 
vessels. According to the Department of Fish and Game there is not much 
commercial activity within the 500 meter zone of Platform Gina. However, 
there are some sports fishermen known to fish within the 500 meter zone. 

In order to minimize any potential conflicts with commercial or sports fishing 
activities resulting from the workboat activities or pipeline repair 
operations UNOCAL has incorporated the following mitigation measures into the 
pipeline repair plan: 1) provide advance notice of the construction schedule 
prior to the commencement of the pipeline repair and platform modification 
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operations, at a minimum of two weeks in advance, (the notice will be posted 
with the Joint/Oil Fisheries Liaison Office and placed in the Sea Grant Oil 
and Gas Newsletter for Fishermen and Offshore Operators.); 2) send notice to 
the U.S. Coast Guard for posting in the Local Notice to Mariners, at least two 
weeks in advance, (the notice will include vessels involved, radio calls, and 
frequencies.); and 3) demarcate the work area with buoys. 

The Commission has evaluated the evidence and finds that the proposed project, 
with the above mitigation measures, minimizes to a level consistent with the 
policies of the Coastal Act, any potential impacts on the commercial and 
sports fishing activities associated with the State's coastal zone. 
Therefore , for purposes of the permit and consistency review, the Commission 
finds the proposed project activities consistent with Sections 30230 and 30231 
of the Coastal Act, with respect to commercial and sports fishing impacts . 

5. Oil Spill Containment and Clean-Up 

Sections 30230, 30231, and 30232 provide for the protection of coastal and 
marine resources. Section 30232 requires the protection of the marine 
environment against the spillage of crude oil, gas, petroleum products, or 
other hazardous substances. For any development or transportation of these 
materials, section 30232 further requires "effective containment and cleanup 
facilities and procedures" for any spills that do occur. 

The proposed gas conversion project does ·not directly involve the use or 
transport of oil . However, the construction activities associated with the 
project have the risk of damaging oil pipelines. 

a. Oil Spill Risk From Pipeline Repair and Platform Modifications 

The water return pipeline repair activities will occur from MHTL to 2300 feet 
offshore in state waters. The 6 5/8 inch water return pipeline to be replaced 
is tied to the 10 5/8 inch oil pipeline connecting Platform Gina to the 
onshore Mandalay facility. The construction activities associated with the 
installation of the new water return pipeline present an increased risk of oil 
spill, and therefore the potential for significant adverse impacts to marine 
organisms and sensitive habitats. Because of the proximity to shore, the 
likelihood for shoreline contact from an oil spill is even greater . 

b. Mitigation Measures to Reduce the Risk of Oil Spill and for Oil Spill 
Containment and Cleanup 

In order to avoid the risk of an accidental oil spill associated with removing 
the water return pipeline, UNOCAL has specified that the existing water return 
pipeline will be abandoned in place. In the event UNOCAL would need to remove 
the abandoned pipeline in the future, UNOCAL would need to obtain a coastal 
development permit for such removal. As part of that permit UNOCAL would need 
to ensure that adequate oil spill prevention and containment measures are 

·implemented during removal operations. 

To minimize the risk of oil spill and associated impacts during pipeline 
repair activities, UNOCAL has incorporated the following mitigation 
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measures into the project description: 1) an anchoring mitigation plan; and, 
2) oil spill containment and clean-up measures . 

As part of the anchoring mitigation plan the pipeline route area has been 
surveyed to identify the preferred iocations for positioning the anchor. 
Anchors will be set on position, by an anchor handling boat, to precise 
predetermined preferred locations in the plan. 

UNOCAL also has a designated Spill Response Organization and Plan to respond 
in the event of an oil spill. Complete information regarding the UNOCAL spill 
response plan is provided in the Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure 
Plan (SPCCP) which is part of the project description. The project plan also 
states UNOCAL will employ the following project specific oil spill containment 
equipment and measures during construction activities: 

o The Platform Gina 101 crewboat will be on standby with 750 feet of 
Expandi-Boom 4300, ready for deployment. 

o An additional 750 feet of Expandi-boom 4300 is stored on Platform 
Gilda. 

o The 21 foot Boston Whaler will be utilized as a boom tender . In 
addition, 15 cartons of Conwed Sorbent Boom (360 linear feet) is also 
maintained aboard Gina and Gilda. 

In addition, the project.description states UNOCAL is a member of Clean Seas, 
and in the event that a spill cannot be contained with the standby and 
platform equipment, the resources of Clean Seas will be used as the primary 
source mechanism of additional resources. 

During the installation of the additional temporary and permanent gas 
processing equipment on Platform Gina, there is the risk of pipeline damage, 
and resultant oil spill, from work boat anchors. To avoid this risk, the 
description provides that UNOCAL will use mooring buoys to secure the work 
boats. In addition, UNOCAL has specified in the project description that the 
oil spill containment measures described in the previous section, will be in 
force during the installation of the new equipment on the platform. 

c. Compliance with Coastal Act Oil Spill Protection Policies. 

In section 30232, the Commission interprets the word ''effective'' to mean that 
spill containment and recovery equipment must have the ability to keep oil off 
the coastline and/or away from environmentally sensitive marine resources. 
Unfortunately, the current state of the art equipment available has has not 
proven effective to recover all of the oil from large oil spills and often 
even small spills in the open ocean. Clean up of open ocean oil spills is 
extremely difficult; especially those spills which occur during rough seas or 
large spills. 

Based on current oil spill research, the Commission concludes that the 
project's mitigation measures and oil spill containment and clean up methods 
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do not have the ability, in all possible oil spill scenarios, to keep the oil 
off the coastline or away from environemntally sensitive habitats. Therefore, 
the Commission finds the project, with respect to oil spill protection, not 
consistent with Sections 30230, 30231, 30232, and 30240 of the Coastal Act. 

However, as discussed previously, this project is considered to be coastal 
dependent, and therefore the project may nevertheless be approved if it meets 
the criteria in Section 30260. The Commission concludes that the spill 
prevention and containment measures proposed by UNOCAL, in combination with 
the industry's Clean Sea's oil spill cooperative, represent the maximum 
available clean-up capabilities feasibly available at this time. Therefeore, 
for purposes of the permit review and consistency review, the Commission finds 
that the project provides maximum feasible mitigation and is consistent with 
Section 30260. (See Section 11 for discussion of Section 30260.) 

5. Hazardous Substance Spill Containment and Clean Up 

As discussed in the previous section, Coastal Act Sections 30230, 30231, and 
30240 provide for the protection of marine resources. In addition, Section 
30232 provides for the protection of marine and coastal resources against the 
spillage of hazardous substances. 

The proposed project will add temporary gas swe~tening, and eventually 
permanent gas sweetening facilities to Platform Gina for the removal of 
Hydrogen Sulfide <H2S) before the gas is transported by pipeline to shore. 
The chemicals and by-products for the temporary and permanent gas sweetening 
processes will be transported between Platform Gina and shore by boat. 
Therefore, there is a risk of a spill of these chemicals and by-products in to 
the State's coastal zone waters, which could be toxic when mixed with sea 
water. 

During the initial exploration phase UNOCAL will use temporary gas sweetening 
facilities. The temporary facilities will use a batch process for the 
treatment of the gas. The temporary facilities will be used for a maximum of 
19 months until the permanent facilities are installed. Currently, UNOCAL is 
reviewing several possible choices of chemical treatment for the temporary 
facilities. 

UNOCAL states in the project description: 

UNOCAL intends to select a process which will be safe, and as 
non-hazardous as possible. The final selection will be somewhat dependent 
on the project start date (in order to incorporate the latest industry 
product development) and may also have to be adjusted after start date of 
the treatment to best match the specific characteristics of the gas to be 
treated. 

UNOCAL's preference and intention is to utilize chemicals which are DOT 
regulated as non-hazardous, thus eliminating any hazardous materials 
problems associated with the storage and transportation of the chemicals 
to the platform. In addition, in all the processes currently under 
review, the spent chemicals are considered non-hazardous by the EPA. 
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a. Mitigation Measures To Reduce Risk of Hazardous Substance Spill and 
for Containment and Clean Up 

For the permanent gas processing facility, UNOCAL will use the Best Available 
Control Technology (BACT) available at the time (a maximum of 19 months from 
start date, as discussed above). The BACT to be used will be determined 
according to Ventura County Air Pollution Control District's standards. (This 
is discussed in more detail in the Section l: Air Quality.) The processes to 
be used will allow regeneration and reuse of the chemicals used in the 
process, thereby minimizing wastes. 

Elemental sulfur will be the most common by-product and it is considered a 
non-hazardous material. The sulfur will be transported in DOT approved 
containers. The transport of Sulfur is subject to DOT and Coast Guard 
Regulations. 

In order to avoid or minimize the risk of a spill of hazardous or toxic 
chemicals, UNOCAL has committed to the following mitigation measures, which 
have been incorporated into the project description: 1) testing the chemicals 
for toxicity with seawater using the methods recommended in the 1990 
California Ocean Plan test protocols, before the chemicals are used in either 
temporary or permanent the gas sweetening process; 2) transporting any 
chemicals or by-products, that are have not been proven to be non-hazardous or 
toxic, in sealed containers. 

In addition, UNOCAL has a Coast Guard approved Transfer Operations Manual as a 
preventive measure for spills of transported materials. This plan has proven 
effective to date for preventing accidents of the gas processing materials 
used on neighboring Platform Gilda. The same procedures would be used for the 
transport of Platform Gina materials. UNOCAL also has on file a Ventura 
County approved Hazardous Material Business Plan for the Port Hueneme Storage 
area, which is the shore-side transfer point for any materials which are 
transported to and from Platform Gina and Platform Gilda. This plan also 
incorporates mitigation, prevention, and abatement procedures to be utilized 
in the case of an emergency. 

Additionally, UNOCAL has a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan 
(SPCCP), as described in the previous oil spill discussion. In the event of a 
spill, cleanup of material would be instituted using procedures outlined in 
the above manuals and plans. 

b. Compliance With Coastal Act Policies for Protection from Harzardous 
Substance Spills 

UNOCAL has incorporated mitigation measures into the proposed project to 
minimize the risk of adverse impacts from hazardous liquid spill. Based on 
review of the evidence, the Commission concludes that although the mitigation 
measures incorporated into the project reduce the risk of a hazardous 
substance spill, there still exists the potential for adverse impacts to the 
marine and coastal reosurces in the event of a spill. Therefore, for purposes 
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of consistency review, the Commission finds the project. with respect to 
hazardous substance spill protection. is not consistent with Sections 30230, 
30231. 30232, and 30240 of the Coastal Act. 

However. as discussed previously, this project is considered to be coastal 
dependent. and therefore the project may nevertheless be approved if it meets 
the criteria in Section 30260 . The Commission concludes that the spill 
prevention and containment measures proposed by UNOCAL, in combination with 
the industry•s Clean Sea•s spill cooperative. represent the maximum available 
clean-up capabilities feasibly available at this time. Therefore, for 
purposes of consistency review. the Commission finds that the project provides 
maximum feasible mitigation and is consistent with Section 30260. (See 
Section 11 for discussion of S~ction 30260.) 

7. System Safety 

Section 30232 of the CCMP provides for protection against the spillage of 
crude oil. gas. petroleum products, or hazardous substances in relation to any 
development or transportation of such materials. 

As discussed previously, UNOCAL is proposing to install gas processing 
facilities on Platform Gina to remove hydrogen sulfide <H2S> from the gas 
before it is transported through the pipeline. H2S gas. in high 
concentrations in excess of 500 ppm. has the potential to kill humans and 
animals. The risk exists for an accidental release of gas at both the 
platform and at Mandalay, thereby risking public welfare in the State•s 
coastal zone. UNOCAL has designed the project to reduce the possibility of 
such a HzS gas release. 

The gas sweetening facilities on Platform Gina will be capable of treating a 
gas volume of 3.0 MMSCFD and sweetening from a hydrogen sulfide level of 2,000 
ppm to less than 4 ppm. All gas will be sweetened to pipeline specification 
for hydrogen sulfide before it enters the 6 5/8 inch pipeline for 
transportation. 

UNOCAL has designed a triple redundant H2S monitoring system to prevent the 
possibility of an accidental H2S gas release at either the platform or the 
Mandalay facility. According to the Risk Assessment Study (Appendix 3 of the 
OPP Revision) for the project: 

... The monitors are designed to continuously monitor the flowing gas 
stream. and will alarm immediately if the HzS concentration reaches a 
level of 2 ppm This early warning alarm gives the platform operators an 
opportunity to check and adjust the gas sweetening equipment to reduce the 
HzS concentration. If, for any reason, the HzS level is not 
controlled properly and the concentration reaches 4 ppm, the HzS 
monitors then trigger a shutdown of the gas processing system and gas 
delivery to Mandalay will cease (page 26) .... A similar monitor is also 
installed at the Southern California Gas Company pipeline tie-in at 
Mandalay to provide independent and triple redundant back-up to the 
platform safety systems .... In addition to the gas pipeline monitoring, 
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UNOCAL also has installed a number of atmospheric gas monitors aboard the 
platform to protect employees and visitors against any leaks which could 
release H2s gas into the working environment. 

UNOCAL has also prepared a detailed H2S contingency plan. "Mandalay 
Contingency Plan for Hydrogen Sulfide and Sulfur Dioxide", which is part of 
the project description. The risk assessment study identifies the Mandalay 
facility end of the pipeline as the area that has the highest chance of a gas 
release. After the risk assessment study was completed the Mandalay hydrogen 
sulfide contingency plan was modified to incorporate evacuation of the public 
in the 1,230 foot radius hazard footprint area that could be affected in the 
event of an accidental H2S release. The plan is updated periodically with 
the most recent update April 30, 1990, which was approved by the MMS District 
Supervisor June 25, 1990. 

Although the risk of an H2S gas release is small. the impacts to human and 
animal safety would be significant if such an event were to occur. Therefore, 
the Commission finds the project inconsistent with section 30232 of the 
Coastal Act. 

However, as discussed previously, this project is considered to be coastal 
dependent, and therefore the project may nevertheless be approved if it meets 
the criteria in Section 30260. The Commission concludes that the mitigation 
measures UNOCAL has designed into the gas processing system represent 
state-of-the-art technology to reduce the risk of an H2S gas release to the 
maximum extent feasible. Therefore, for purposes of consistency review, the 
Commission, finds that the project provides maximum feasible mitigation and is 
consistent with Section 30260 (see Section 11 for discussion of Section 
30260). 

8. Geologic Hazards 

Section 30253 (1) and (2) state that: 

New development shall: 

a) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, 
flood, and fire hazard. 

b) Assure stability and structural integrity. and neither create 
nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, 
or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way 
require th~ construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 

Section 30262(a) of the Coastal Act state that: 

Oil and gas development shall be permitted in accordance with Section 
30260, if the following conditions are met: 

a) The development is performed safely and consistent with the 
geologic conditions of the well site. 
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Platform Gina is located on OCS-202, approximately 4.5 miles offshore, in 
Federal waters . A major structural failure, due to a seismic event or an 
extreme storm event, could have broad-reaching environmental effects, such as 
an oil spill or a release of toxic material, which could extend to coastal 
waters . Due to this concern, the Commission has examined structural safety as 
part of its consistency review. 

Unocal has submitted a Seismic Hazard Analysis for Platform Gina (Staal, 
Gardner & Dunne, Inc, 1990), a Structural Analysis of the Production Deck West 
Extension for the Temporary Batch Sweetening System (Thomas & Beers, Report 
#103, 1990) and an analysis of Platform Gina for Gravity, Storm, and Seismic 
Performance under Anticipated West Hueneme Development Loads (Thomas & Beers 
Report #102, 1990) to the Commission staff coastal engineer for review. These 
reports were prepared to consider both the extended life of the platform for 
gas recovery and the effects of adding new equipment to the existing platform. 

Platform Gina was installed in 1980 and was desig~ed then to carry the full 
gravity load, to withstand an extreme storm event, and to resist a Zone 4 
seismic design criteria earthquake loading. The proposed project will add an 
extension to the platform, increase the equipment on the platform and extend 
the life of the platform from 18 years (original certification) to 25 
years.Due to the changes in platform design, load and life expectancy, the 
seismic hazard of the area was reevaluated and the revised platform was 
analyzed again for structural stability under gravity, storm and seismic 
loadings. According to UNOCAL, "the loading and performance criteria used in 
the structural feasibility work ... were developed for a total platform 
seismic life of 40 years. The structural modifications proposed in the OPP 
were developed to reflect a 40 year life." (September 6, 1991 letter form 
William Weldon of Unocal to Mr. Thomas Dunaway of Minerals Management Service) 

a. Seismicity 

Structural analysis by Thomas & Beers (Reports# 102 and 103) analyzed both 
the temporary facilities and the permanent platform redesign. The major 
temporary components were the batch sweetener tanks. The structural analysis 
found that the tops of the 60" diameter tanks should be secured to the 
drilling deck and the tops of the 36" diameter tanks should be guyed, both to 
prevent lateral movement. Otherwise, the analysis found that "assuming a 
1 .75g total vertical acceleration, the platform extension members will be 
adequate for operating plus seismic loads." 

The revised platform was evaluated for response to both a strength level and a 
ductility level event. The preliminary structural evaluation looked at pile 
strengths and found that the platform "has adequate structural reserve 
capacity to support the proposed drilling and production equipment associated 

• with additional reservoir development. As a preliminary analysis, this 
( evaluation did not consider local buckling, punching, etc., and these issues 

should be considered as part of the final design and equipment placement. 
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The ductility level event is a rare, intense earthquake, for which the 
platform is required to have adequate reserve capacity to prevent collapse. 
The structural analysis found several areas in the platform which would have 
stress levels above yield for the ductility level event . It found, however, 
hat, "yielding in parts of the structure can be tolerated in an intense 
eismic event if the platform has adequate structural redundancy. 11 Such nxamination of the platform for redundancy was not undertaken during the 
reliminary analysis, but will be critical to analysis of the final design. 

The MMS is reviewing the preliminary structural analysis for Platform Gina and 
will review the final plans once the project can be specified in detail. This 
final review stage will pinpoint the need for additional bracing, tie downs, 
structural redundancy or localized strengthening. The preliminary review has 
not identified any major concerns which cannot be addressed by structural 
modifications or additions to the existing platform. 

b. Gravity Loadings and Storm Events 

The review of the stress levels, for the extreme storm load case, "indicated 
no stresses above the basic allowable for the primary structural members in 
Platform Gina". The analysis by Thomas & Beers found that "the piles have a 
comfortable margin Cof safety), since the minimum safety factor is 2.08 in 
compression, and 2.27 for pullout. 11 For gravity loads alone, the largest 
axial loading will have an ultimate safety factor of 3.35, where a factor of 
safety of 1 indicated that the structure has just enough design strength to 
meet the predicted loadings (Thomas & Beers, 1990). 

c. Pipeline 

The pipeline route will follow the route of the old return water line, from 
Mandalay Beach to Gina Platform. There are a number of faults in the vicinity 
of the pipeline; however, the pipeline route will not cross any major faults. 
The closest known fault is the Oak Ridge fault which is north of and somewhat 
perpendicular to the pipeline route. As stated in the discussion of the 
platform, 11 it is likely that there are buried faults in the Transverse Ranges 
province that presently have not been recognized" (Staal, Gardner & Dunne, 
1990). 

With regards to the structural safety of the water return pipeline to be able 
to transport gas, UNOCAL asserts the pipeline has been designed for gas 
transport: 

Original pipeline documentation, such as EIR-8-19, and the original 
pipeline design refers to the 6 5/8 inch pipeline as a "water pipeline." 
[However], the pipeline was built to the same standards as the adjacent 10 
5/8 inch oil pipeline, and the three Gilda pipelines, one of which is a 
gas pipeline. The proposed change is consistent with the original design . 
COPP Revision, pg. 26). 



CC-65-91 & E-91-03 Page 27 

... The original pipeline installation was designed in accordance 
with the standards found in Title 49 CFR Part 192 from the Code of 
the U.S. Department of Transportation Regulations and the Minerals 
Management Service O.C.S. Order #9. These are the standards which 
apply to the transmission of gas through pipelines. The 1985 repair 
was conducted to these standards, and the proposed repair and 
conversion plan is designed to meet these same standards . 

d. Compliance with Coastal Act Policies on Geologic Hazards 

The Commission's review of the Seismic hazard and structural studies have 
revealed no major geologic or structural hazards that would preclude the gas 
pipeline or modification of the platform for gas facilities. Therefore the 
Commission finds that the proposed platform and pipeline are consistent with 
Section 20253 and 30262(a) of the CCMP as they relate to geologic hazards. 

9. Consolidation of Facilities 

Sections 30250(a) and 30262(b) of the Coastal Act provide for the 
consolidation of facilities to the maximum extent feasible. 

UNOCAL proposes to add new gas sweetening facilities on existing Platform Gina 
in order to allow for the exploration and development of additional gas 
reserves. A minor deck expansion will be built at the time of the permanent 
gas facility installation. However, UNOCAL does not propose to build any new 
pipelines for the transport of gas. Instead, they propose to convert the 
existing water return pipeline to gas sales service. 

As a condition of the previous Coastal Development Permit issued in 1981, 
UNOCAL had agrred to allow commingling of a third party's oil or gas into the 
pipleine, if asked by a nether party. That condition has been incoroporated 
into this permit. 

The Commission concludes the project allows for consolidation to the maximum 
extent feasible and legally permissable. Therefore, for purposes of permit 
and consistency review, the Commission finds the project consistent with the 
requirements of Sections 30250(a) and 30262(b) of the Coastal Act, with 
respect to consolidation of facilities. 

10. Cumulative Impacts 

The Coastal Commission is required by the Coastal Act to evaluate the 
cumulative impacts of proposed development, including offshore oil and gas 
development. The Commission has expressed its concerns about cumulative 
impacts of energy development during oil and gas lease sales and during the 
review of exploration and production plans on the OCS and in state waters. 

Section 30250(a)(b) of the CCMP provides, in part, that: 

(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as 
otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous 
with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to 
accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in 
other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have 
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on 
coasta 1 resources .... 
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(b) Where feasible, new hazardous industrial development shall be located 
away from existing developed areas. 

Section 30105.5 defines the terms 11 cumulatively 11 or cumulative effect": 

Cumulatively or cumulative effect means the incremental effects of an 
individual project shall be reviewed in connection with the effects of 
other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects . 

The proposed project seeks to locate the gas processing facilities offshore, 
away from existing developed areas, in order to minimize the risks to public 
health and safety. The proposed project consolidates facilities by using 
existing pipelines and by adding the gas processing facilities to the existing 
platform. Expected maximum production from the drilling of the new gas wells 
will not require any additional facilities to be installed at the platform, 
beyond the facilities proposed in the current project description. 

The drilling of the maximum of seven new wells will generate additional 
drilling muds and drilling fluids. The discharge methods, effluent 
limitations, and monitoring required by the approved NPDES Permit reduce the 
project's level of individual and cumulative impact on the resources in the 
coastal zone . Nonetheless, based on the evidence (discussed in Section 3), 
the Commission concludes th~re exists the risk for cumulative adverse impacts 
on the water quality, habitat, and fisheries of the coastal zone. 

The gas processing facilities and flaring operations will generate additional 
NOx,.ROC, and S02 emissions which will have a cumulative adverse effect on 
the air quality in the Ventura County air basin. However, as discussed 
previously in Section l, UNOCAL has agreed to the mitigation measures 
recommended by Ventura County APCD, which will mitigate the cumulative long 
term adverse air quality impacts to the maximum extent feasible. Nonetheless, 
based on the evidence (discussed in Section 1) the Commission concludes the 
project has the risk for cumulative adverse impacts to the air quality within 
the State's coastal zone. 

Because of the risk of cumulative adverse impacts to marine resources, air 
quality, and water quality within the state's coastal zone, the Commission 
finds this project is not consistent with the provisions of Section 30250 (a) 
of the Coastal Act. 

However, as discussed previously, this project is considered to be coastal 
dependent, and therefore the project may nevertheless be approved if it meets 
the criteria in Section 30260. As discussed in Sections l and 3, the 
Commission has concluded that this project provides mitigation to the maximum 
extent feasible for impacts to the coastal zone from excess air emissions and 
from mud and produced water dischsrges. Therefore, for purposes of permit and 
consistency review, the Commission finds this project provides maximum 
feasible mitigation and is consistent with Section 30260 . (See section 11 for 
discussion of Section 30260 . ) 
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11. Compliance with Coastal Act Section 30260 

The Coastal Act provides: 

Coastal-dependent industrial facilities shall be encouraged to locate or 
expand within existing sites and shall be permitted reasonable long-term 
growth where consistent with this division. However, where new or 
expanded coastal-dependent industrial facilities cannot feasibly be 
accommodated consistent with other policies of this division, they may 
nonetheless be permitted in accordance with this section and Sections 
30261 and 30262 if (1) alternative locations are infeasible or more 
environmentally damaging; (2) to do otherwise would adversely affect the 
public welfare; and (3) adverse environmental effects are mitigated to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

If the Commission determines that a coastal dependent industrial facility, 
such as an offshore oil and gas development, is inconsistent with specific 
Chapter 3 Coastal Act policies, it has the discretion whether to invoke its 
authority to permit a project under the "override'' provisions of section 
30260. Where the Commission decides to do so, it must make affirmative 
findings with respect to the three criteria contained in that section, and the 
criteria in sections 30261 and 30262. 

Consequently, section 30260 provides special criteria for coastal dependent 
oil and gas facilities which have satisfied the requirements of Sections 30261 
and 30262 but have failed to satisfy the other Chapter 3 policies. Therefore, 
the proposed Platform Gina project must be found to be in conformity with the 
requirements of Sections 30261 and 30262 before the overriding consideration 
provided in Section 30260 can apply. 

In this case, the proposed project before the Commission does not involve the 
use of tanker facilities or liquefied natural gas terminals so the Commission 
finds that Coastal Act Section 30261 is not applicable to the proposed 
project. With respect to Section 30262 of the Coastal Act, the Commission 
finds the project consistent with the applicable provisions of that section, 
as discussed previously in this report in sections 2,4, and 9. 

As indicated above, the proposed project does not meet the requirements of 
Sections 30230, 30231, 30232, 30240, and 30250. Because the project has 
satisfied the applicable requirements of Section 30262 of the Coastal Act, the 
Commission has chosen to evaluate the project under the "override provisions'' 
of Coastal Act Section 30260. The evaluation of the project under the three 
criteria of Section 30260 is provided below: 

a. Alternative Locations 

The Commission is required under section 30260(1) to determine if alternative 
locations are infeasible or could result in worse environmental damages. The 
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Commission has evaluated the location of the proposal to determine if impacts 
from the project could be reduced. The Commission has had the benefit of 
information provided by UNOCAL to use for this investigation. 

UNOCAL examined several other alte rnatives fo r this project: 

1) Lay a new pipeline and transport sour gas to Platform Gilda for 
processing at the existing amine plant. 

2) Transport the sour gas to Mandalay in the converted pipeline and 
sweeten the gas for sales at Mandalay. 

3) Build a separate satellite platform next to Platform Gina for 
processing facilities. 

The information examined by the Commission indicates that neither building new 
facilities nor sweetening the gas onshore would result in a reduction of 
impacts. Threfore, the Commission concludes that the proposal to replace 
3,000 feet of existing pipeline and to add facilities to the existing platform 
is less environmentally damaging than the above alternatives. 

b. Public Welfare 

Section 30260(2) specifies that in order to approve a project the Commission 
must find that 11 to do otherwise would adversely affect the public welfare. 11 

This condition requires more than a finding that, on balance, a project as 
proposed is in the interests of the public. It requires that the Commission 
find that there would be a detriment to the public welfare were the Commission 
to disapprove or object to a proposal. In addition, the Commission has to 
find that the effect on the public, which would result from its disapproval, 
is outweighed by its effects on the coastal environment. Finally, this 
section raises the question of whether environmental effects may feasibly be 
mitigated while preserving any national interest benefits of a project. 

In evaluating these public welfare provisions the Commission observes that 
UNOCAL's proposed project would occur in an area that has previously 
experienced offshore oil production. Consequently, the Commission finds that 
there is less risk to public health and safety from the processing of the sour 
gas (hydrogen sulfide) by locating the gas sweetening facilities on the 
existing platform, located 4.5 miles offshore, than by transporting the sour 
gas to shore for processing at the Mandalay facility or at a different 
facility. The Commission also finds that a denial of the project would have a 
greater adverse impact on the public welfare due to the loss of additional 
natural gas which is a cleaner source of fuel for electricity generation than 
oil, as well as the loss of revenues from the gas production. Moreover, 
because environmental impacts have been mitigated to the maximum extent 
feasible as documented in the previous sections of this report, the Commission 
finds that the proposed project is better for public welfare than the onshore 
alternatives or than denying it. Therefore, the Commission finds the proposed 
project meets the specific public welfare findings required by 
Section 30260(2). 
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c. Mitigation to the Maximum Extent Feasible 

The project's gas processing operation will generate unavoidable adverse 
cumulative impacts to the onshore air quality . There will be unavoidable 
impacts to the State's marine and coastal resources from construction 
activities . There is the risk of significant impacts to marine resources and 
sensitive habitats from the accidental spill of oil or the chemicals or 
by-products of the gas sweetening process. And, the risk exists for 
significant impacts to public health and safety from the processing of the 
sour gas. 

However, as discussed in the previous sections, UNOCAL has incorporated 
preventive measures and mitigation measures into the project to avoid or 
minimize these adverse impacts to the maximum extent feasible. The preventive 
and mitigation measures for reducing the risk of an oil or a hazardous waste 
spill, and for reducing the risk of an H2S gas release represent the 
state-of-the-art technology and spill containment methods available today. 
The BACT equipment for the permanent gas processing facilities will represent 
the state-of-the-art technology according to Ventura County APCD standards at 
the time the equipment is to be installed, approximately two years from now. 
Therefore, the Commi~sion concludes UNOCAL has provided mitigation to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

12. California Environmental Quality Act 

Provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and its 
implementing regulations (CEQA Gudelines) to which the Commission is subject, 
mandate consideration of the cumulative impacts of a proposed development. 
Section 13096(a) of the Commission's regulations requires that the 
Commission's action on a permit application be supported "by written 
conclusions about the consistency of the application with Public Resources 
Code, section 21000 and following ... 11 i.e., with the provisions of CEQA. The 
Secretary of the Resources Agency has certified the Commission's program of 
reviewing permit applications under section 21080.5 of CEQA. Although this 
certification exempts the Commission from the obligation to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Report in connection with its permit actions, the 
Commission remains subject to CEQA's substantive standards of environmental 
review. 

Section 13096(a) of the Commission's administrative regulations requires 
Commission approval of a Coastal Development Permit application to be 
supported by a finding showing the application, as conditioned by any 
conditions of approval, to be consistent with any applicable requirements of 
CEQA. Section 21080 .5(d)(2)(i) of CEQA's prohibits a proposed development 
from being approved: 

if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse 
impact which the activity may have on the environment. 
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Previous sections of these findings contain extensive documentation of the 
significant adverse cumulative impacts the development as proposed would have 
on the environment. The mitigation measures embodied in the conditions to 
which the Commission has made its approval subject are available. For the 
reasons set forth previously in these findings, such mitigation measures are 
necessary in order to substantially lessen the documented impacts. No showing 
has been made that any of the conditions is not feasible. Therefore, only as 
conditioned in the manner set forth previously in these findings may this 
development proposal be found consistent with applicable requirements of CEQA . 

13. Conclusion 

In conclusion, for purposes of the permit and consistency review, the 
Commission finds the proposed Platform Gina project activities are 
inconsistent, in part, with the applicable Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal 
Act. However, the Commission also finds that the proposed project activities 
are coastal dependent oil and gas development activities. Further, the 
Commission finds that the proposed project has satisfied the applicable 
criteria of Coastal Act Sections 30261 and 30262, and has satisfied all the 
criteria of Coastal Act Section 30260. 

For this project, the Commission has chosen to use the special "override 
considerations" provided for coastal dependent oil and gas projects under the 
provisions of Section 30260 of the Coastal Act, in accordance with Sections 
30261 and 30262. Therefore, under the provisions of Coastal Act 
Section 30260, the Commission concurs with the Consistency Certification made 
by UNOCAL for the proposed project described its Platform Gina OPP Revision. 
In addition, under the provisions of the Coastal Act Section 30260, the 
Commission grants a permit, subject to special conditions, for that portion of 
the project located in state waters and lands. 
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SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

0 Letter to William Weldon, UNOCAL Corporation, from Robin Blanchfield; -;? 
regarding Platform Gina Pipeline Conversion Project Issues, July 24, 1991 . Y 

~ 

0 Letter to Thomas Dunaway, Minerals Management Service from Susan Hansch; 
regarding Preliminary List of Issues on Platform Gina DPP Revision, 
Pipeline Converston Project, August 8, 1991 . 

0 Letter to Thomas Dunaway, Minerals Management Service, from Robin 
Blanchfield; regarding UNOCAL Platform Gina Pipeline Conversion Project, 
September 30, 1991. 

0 Letter to William Weldon, UNOCAL Corporation from Robin Blanchfield; 
regarding formal filing of Permit Application, November 25, 1991. 

o Previous Permit Approval: Coastal Development Permit 216-06, granted by ~ 
South Central Coast Regional Commission, May 8, 1991. 

o Previous Consistency Certification: Consistency Certification CC-6-79, 
California Coastal Commission concurred, November 6, 1979. 

UNOCAL 

o Platform Gi~a. Point Hueneme Unit (West Hueneme Field) -- Development and 
Production Plan (DPP) Revision, including: 

Appendix 1 
Item A Gas Analysis 
Item B Pipeline Drawings 
Item c Environmental Assessment 
Item D Pipeline Design 
Item E Pipeline Repair Procedures 

Appendix 2 
Item A Pipeline Inspections 

Appendix 3 -- Final Initial Study 
Initial Study Component 1 -- Return Water Line Replacement 
Initial Study Component 2 -- Conversion to Produced Gas 
Comments Received on May 1990 Draft Initial Study 
Response to Comments 
Exhibit A -- UNOCAL Project Description (December 1989) ..... Pages 1-32 

June 26, 1989, memo re: Abandonment of 6-5/8" pipeline .. . 33-36 
July 18, 1989, memo re: Procedures/equipment ............ . 37-38 
Platform Gina Contingency Plan 

for Hydrogen Sulfide and Sulfur Dioxide .............. . 39-58 



Exhibit B -- City of Oxnard letter of November 18, 1988, granting 
approval of pipeline replacement and staging area pursuant to 
Coastal Development Permit No. 85-5 and Resolution 6218 approving 
Special Use Permit No. 806. 

Exhibit C -- Original Project Description evaluated in EIR/EA 78-19 

Exhibit D -- Emission Data for Platform Gina Pipeline Repair and 
Conversion Project, Febr~ary 1990 

Letter of April 9, 1990, from the Ventura County Air Pollution 
Control District concerning the proposed project. 

Exhibit E -- Risk Assessment Study, Platform Gina Gas Production and 
Pipeline, Mandalay Onshore Receiving, November 1989 

Appendix A 
Subsequent State Lands Commission October 18, 1990, letter of 
comment. 

Subsequent UNOCAL October 24, 1990, letter of response. 

Appendix 4 
Self-Burial 

Appendix 5 
Structural 

Appendix 6 --
Drawings 

Appendix 7 --

Study 

Information 

Proprietary 

Proprietary 
Geological Drawings 

7 o Risk Assessment Study, Platform Gina Gas Production and Pipeline, Mandalay 
Onshore Receiving Facility; by EnerSource Engineering, November 21, 1989. 

·7 . 0 Mandalay Contingency Plan for Hydrogen Sulfide and Sulfur Dioxide, 
April 30, 1990. 

~ 0 Draft Initial Study for Platform Gina Proposed Return Water Line 
Replacement and Conversion to Produced Gas; by City of Oxnard Community 
Development Department with the assistance of Carol Waldrop & Associates. 
May 1990. 

Permit Application E-91-3 for Platform Gi~~Offshore California Pipeline 
Repair and Conversion (002092), November .Y'~ 1991. 

13 
0 Environmental Impact Report (EIR 78-19) and Environmental Assessment: 

Platform Gina and Gilda Projects, Volume I, II, and III, May 8, 1980. 



o Letter to Melinda Mayes, Minerals Management Service from William Weldon; L--" 

responses to Ventura County APCD and Santa Barbara County APCD comments 
concerning air emissions, November 21, 1991. 

o Letter to Thomas Dunaway, Minerals Management Service, from William ~ 
Weldon; response to Coastal Commission issues contained in August 8, 1991 
letter, September 6, 1991. 

0 Letter to Thomas Dunaway, Minerals Management Service, from William 
Weldon; regarding incorporation of additional mitigation measures to 
satisfy Coastal Commission and Ventura County APCD concerns into Platform 
Gina OPP Revision Proje~t Description, December 17, 1991. 

0 Letter to Robin Blanchfield, CCC, from William Weldon; response to issues 
and agreement to mitigation, November 14, 1991. 

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE 

0 Letter to Susan Hansch, California Coastal Commission, from Thomas W. ~ 
Dunaway; regarding California Coastal Commission and UNOCAL Meeting which 
discussed OPP Revisions for Platform Gina, July 30, 1991. 

0 Letter to Susan Hansch, California Coastal Commission, from Thomas W. 
Dunaway; regarding Platform Gina OPP Plan, September 27, 1991. 

0 Draft Information Meeting Summary for UNOCAL Revised OPP for Platform 
Ginai October 31, 1991. 

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT (APCD) 

l . Ventura County APCD 

o Letter to Susan Hansch, California Coastal Commission, from Richard 
Baldwin; comments on Platform Gina Project Air Emissions, November 15, 
1991 . 

o Letter to Susan Hansch, California Coastal Commission, from Richard 
Baldwin; Recommendations for Mitigation Measures to Bring Platform Gina 
Project into compliance with onshore air rules, November 19, 1991. 

o Letter to Ralph Steele, City of Oxnard from Bill Mount; comment on Initial 
Study and Air Emission, April 9, 1990. 

2. Santa Barbara Count APCD 

o Letter to Susan Hansch, California Coastal Commission, from James Ryerson; 
comments on Platform Gina Project Air Emissions, November 21, 1991. 

o Letter to Thomas Dunaway, Minerals Management Service, from James Ryerson; 
comments on Platform Gina Project air Emissions and Recommendations for 
Mitigation, December 2, 1991. 



OTHER AGENCIES 

o Letter to Chris R. Culver, UNOCAL Corporation from N.S. Porter, U.S. Coast 
Guard; regarding UNOCAL's Platform Gina Return Water Line Replacement and 
Conversion Project. 

o Negative Declaration 90-29 by Richard J. Maggio, UNOCAL Corporation; 
Modification to Special Use Permit No. 806 project . 

o Letter to William W. Weldon, UNOCAL Corporation, from Debbie Townsend, 
State Lands Commission; regarding Amendment of General Lease -- Industrial 
Use PRC 5967.l, October 10, 1991. 

o Letter to Ralph Steele, City of Oxnard, from Bill Mount, County of Ventura 
APCD; regarding EIR 78-10 (Platform Gina and Platform Gilda Project), 
April 9, 1990 . 

o Draft California State Lands Commission Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan for the Platform Gina Proposed Return Water Line 
Replacement and Conversion to Produced Gas Project. 

o Letter to Thomas Dunaway, Minerals Management Service, from Thomas Berg, 
Ventura County Resource Management Agency; comments on Project, November 
27. 1991 . 

o Letter to Thomas Dunaway, Minerals Management Service, from Peter 
Bontadelli, California Department of Fish and Game comments (draft); 
comments on Project; November 26, 1991. 

o Memo to Doug Anthony, Santa Barbara County, from Collin Fallat, Santa 
Barbara County; comments on Project, October 30, 1991. 

o Letter to Thomas Dunaway, MMS, from James Strock, California Environmental 
Protection Agency; state agency comments on Project, December 2, 1991 . 

o Memo to Michael Kahae, California Environmental Protection Agency, from 
Don Maughn, State Water Resources Control Board; comments on Project, 
November 20, 1991. 
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STANDARD CONDITIONS FOR 

APPROVED PERMITS 

Below are standard conditions of approved permits that have been routinely applied by 
the Coastal Co11T11ission pursuant to its regu1ations. These conditions are required on 
all administrative. consent calendar, and regu1ar hearing approved permits. 

STANDARD CONDITIONS 

1. Notice of Receiot and Acknowledgement. The permit is not valid and construction 
shall not co11T11ence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or 
authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms 
and conditions, is returned to the Conmission office. 

2. Exoiration. If construction has not conmenced, the permit will expire two years 
from the date on which the Conmission voted on the application, or in the case of 
administrative permits, the date on which the permit is reported to the 
Commission. Construction shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a 
reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit must be made 
prior to the expiration date. 

3. Comoliance. All construction must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as 
set forth in the application for permit, subject to any special conditions set 
forth below. Any deviation from the approved plans must be reviewed and approved 
by the staff and may require Conrnission approval. 

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be 
resolved by the Executive Director of the Co111nission. 

5. Insoections. The Co11T11ission staff shall -be allowed to inspect the site and the 
development during construction, subject to 24-hour advance notice. 

6. Assicrnment. The permit may be assi,gned to any qualified person, provided assignee 
files with the Conrnission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the 
permit. 

7. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be 
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Co111nission and the permittee 'to bind all 
future owners and possessors of the subj~ct property to the terms and conditions. 
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TABLE 1 
Development and Production Plan Timeline 

West Hueneme Field 

Month Action 

0 Obtain the permit to repair the pipeline. 

1 Mobilize construction equipment to repair line. 

2 Repair pipeline. 
Mobilize rig on Platform Gina. 

3 Test and complete Well No. H-14 in Monterey. 
Install temporary facilities to sweeten gas on Platform Gina. 

4 Place Well No. H-14 on production at an estimated 3 MMCFD rate. 

5 Evaluate Well No. H-14 performance. 

6 Initiate permanent facility design. 

8 Formalize cantilever size for additional processing equipment. 

9 Begin third-party verification for cantilever design and slot addition. 

10 Submit structural modifications to MMS. 

11 Finalize permanent sweetening facility design. 

12 Complete specifications for permanent sweetening facility. 

13 Issue bid packages for facility. 

14 Order equipment for permanent facility. 

20-22 Install permanent sweetening facility. 

22 Mobilize drilling rig. 

23-25 Drill Well 1. 

26-28 Drill Well 4. 
' 

29-31 Drill Well 7. 

32-44 Monitor Monterey performance from Wells H-14, 1, 4, and 7. 

45-47 Drill Well 2. 

48-50 Drill Well 6. 

51-53 Drill Well 5. 

54-56 Drill Well 3. 

57 Recomplete Well H-9 in Monterey. 

58 Recomplete Well H-10 in Monterey. 
? Recomplete Wells H-14, 1, 4, and 6 in Sespe when Monterey is depleted in 

each individual well. 

NOTE: It is also possible that Well 1 may be drilled and tested after Month 5 to .... 
confirm permanent facility design prior to permanent facility installation. 
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/ APPENDIX D 

RESOLUTION NO. 6218 

A RESOLUTION CF THE ?LANNING CCMMISS!ON CF THE CITY 
OF OXNARD APPROVING SPSCIAL USE PERMIT ~O. 806, 
APPLIED FOR SY UNION OIL CCM?ANY OF CALIFORNIA, TO 
PERMIT AN ONSHORE TREATING FACILITY, ASSCCIAT!D 
PIPELINES, AND A PIPE FABRICATICN AREA, SUBJECT TO 
CERTAIN CONDITIONS . 

WHEREAS, the Planning Ccrrmission of the City of Oxnard has cons ider~d 
an application for an onshore treating facility, associated 
pipelines, and a pipe fabricating area, fi l ed by Union Oil 
Company, in accordance '"'i th Sect.ion 34-146 through 34- i 57 . 1 of 
the Oxnard City Code; and 

wnEREAS, the Planning Commission, having previously considered the 
Environmental Impact Report CE-73-19) ;;repared .:or the 
project, has found it adequate; and 

~'HEREAS, the Commission finds that, after due study, deli:eratior. 2nd 
public hearing, the following circt..mstances exist: 

1. T.~e cro~sed use is in confor~ance with the Gener3l ?lan, 
Local Coastal Plan (including ?olicy 40, which ~rovides 
that the facility may be located in :he least 
environmentaly damaging site of the three alternative 
sites evaluated in the E!a), and other adopted standards 
of the City of Oxnard. 

2. Applicable mitigation measures that are recommenced in · 
Section 5 of the S!R have been attached to this per~it to 
reduce the potential for adverse impacts curing 
construction and operation. Therefore, no significant 
unavoidable adverse impacts are expected to occur within 
the jurisdiction of the City of Oxnard. 

3. The proposed use will not adversely affect or j~ 
mate~ially detrimental to the adjacent uses, buildings or 
st~uctures or to the public health, safety or gener3l 
welfare. 

4. The site for the ~roposed use is adequate i~ size and 
shape to accorrmodat.e the yards, ·..;alls, fences, par'.<i::; and 
loading fa~ilities, landscaping and other items as 
required. 

5. The site for the pro~.sed use •..;ill be served 'Jy streets 
and highways adequate in width and structure to carry the 
kind and quantity of traffic such use wi l l generate. 



?age 2 
Resolution ~lo. 6213 

6. The si:e for ':.he ;;reposed :JSe ·..1ill oe ~roviC:ed · ... i:'.1 
adequate sewerage, ~acer, fire protection and sto:-~ 
drainage facilities. 

NCW, THERE: ORE, 2E IT RESCL'/ED that the ?lanning Ccmmissicr. of :::e Ci':. y 
of Oxnard hereby approves said special use pe~it, subject :o 
the following conditions. The decision of the ?l.anni~~ 
Commission is final unless appea:'..ed in accor:ar.ce ·..1'!. :.:: ':.l':e 
provisions of Section 3U-i55 of the Oxnard Ci':/ Code. 

GC:NERAL CCNDI'!:GNS 

1. The special use oer:nit is ;ranted :'or the :and as 
desc:-'!.'oed in t.l':e acplicat.icn, sr..own as :::~~:i:'o i: "A'' 
(:'entative Parcel Mac), and includi:'l; Sxhi'oi':.3 "3 11 

(?!'"oposed Lease Parcel), "C" (?:'..ct ?:an ) , "'"'" 
(~:..evat.:cn·s), "::" (Si~!"!i::~), 3r.d ":---" (~3t.a~~als·=ca!"'"-: ) . 
and shall :'lCt. be :.ransferaole f:-om one ~ro~er:.1 to 
another. 

2. The special use per:nit shall oeco::'le null. and •1c:.d ·..1i :.;i:1 
t;.;elve :r:onths :~:"'cm the '.:at.e of i:.s :.ssuance, unless ':.i":e 
pro~.sed develo~ent or use ::as ::een dil..!.~ent.ly ;::1..::-sue1J. 
'lne issuance of a ~rading, foundation, or ouE:i.:1g ;::er::i::.: 
for s:ructural const:"'uction shall je :~e ~ini~~~ 
requirement for evidence of diligent p~Tsuit. 

3. The special use ;::e:-~:.t is ,g:-ant.ed subjec:. ':c :~e a;::;:::-ova.:. 
of a =one change application. 

4. Tr.e special use per~it shall be granted subject :o 
approval of a tentative and fina: ~arcel ~ap 
recordaticn of said map. 3ui:di:1g ;::er~its shall. 
issued only after ~ap :-eccrdat.icn. All ccnai':.icns of 
required parcel map s~all je complied wi:h pr:.or 
occupancy of :~e use appli.ed :er in this ~er~i:. 

S • Any· co v en an t s , c on d .i. : i. c n s a:; d :- e s tr i c ':. i c n s s h a l :. ·:: e 
sub~ect to the re'lie·..1 and approval of the Ci.':.y At':.cr:-:ey 
and the ?lanning Di:-re'=:.=r. 

16. All condi:~ons 1~f' :~~is special .JSe ~e:~i: 3ha::. ·:e 
ccmplied ·,.;i :.h ~rior :o :he appr~val of cccupanc y, ~~:.: s s 
occupancy is appr~ved by :he ?lanni~g Jirec':.0r or 
?lar.n:~; C~mmissicn. 

http:Jirec':.0r
http:appli.ed
http:g:-ant.ed
http:accor:ar.ce
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Resolution No. 6218 

7. A.s a condition of approval of this permit, the developer 
agrees to defend, at his sole expense, any action brought 
against the City based upon approval or use of this 
permit or, in the alternative, to relinquish this per:nit. 
Tile developer shall reimburse the City for any court 
costs and attorney's fees which the City may be required 
to pay as a result of any such action. T.~e City may, at 
its sole discretion, participate in the defense of 2ny 
such action, but such participation shall not rel~eve the 
permittee of the obligations under this condition. 

Cormiencement of construction of operations under this 
permit shall ~e deemed to be acceptance by the developer 
of all the conditions of this permit. 

8. As a condition ~r~cedent to any buildin~ per~i~ being 
issued by the City, the developer shall file fer, or 
cause to be filed, an annexation of the subject 1.8 acre 
parcel to the Calle~ua.s Municipal Water Dist:"ict and the 
Metropolitan Water District. 

9. The location of buildings and structures shall conform 
substantially r.o the plot plan .submitted, labeled Exhibit 
"C", except as ;:mended at the time of approval. 

10. The elevations of 311 buildings shall be substantially :..n 
conformance with the elevation plan submitted as part of 
Exhibit "D", except as amended at the time of approval. 

11. The final design of buildings and masonry w:a.:.ls, 
including materials and colors, shown in Exhibits 11 Di1 , 

"E" and "F", is subject .to the approval of the Planning 
Director. 

12. Any minor changes er minor increase in the ext2n:. o:· use 
or size of struc:ures may be approved by the ?lannin~ 
Director, but any substantial change or increase ••i:.l 
require the filing and approval of a major ~cdi:ication 
or an amended special use permit by the ?l3nnin5 
Commission. Any request for minor mcdifi.ca.ticil s:-.a::..l ~e 
made to the ?lanning Director in writing and ~h3ll ~e 
accompanied by three copies of any plans ref:ectin; :he 
requested modi[ication. Any subsequent modification of 
the development plans initially approved by :he ?lanning 
Contllission 3hall ~e designed to minimi:e i~~ac:s on the 
visual resources of the area. (LCP, qi5) 

http:w:a.:.ls
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~esolution No. 6218 

UT!Lr::::s 
13. No exterior refuse storage or pick-up f3ci::. :ies are 

permitted. 

14. Cn-site and adjacent offsite utility service shal: ·:;e 
installed underground i:i accordance ·,.;i th acopted c::. ':;r 
Council Crdinance and ?olicies. 

?ARKING AND Ac::::ss 

15. ~:fstreet parkin~, includin~ number of spaces, sca:l 
3::e, paving, stri?ing, location and access. shal: ~~~ply 
..Ji:h Sections 34-5 and 34-6 cf the Oxnard Ci7-Y C.::ce. 

SIGNS AND A??UR!E:NANT s::::uc:URES 

16. 8ui!.din~ signs corresponding; to ::xhi':it. ·1 =-" ":':3'.' ':e 
app~oved by ~he Planning C~par~men~. ~l~~ area. s::~ =~c 
location shall ~e in accordance ~ith Sl~n re~ula~:.c!is o( 
the M-2 zone, as established by the Oxnard Ci~y C~ce, 
7he applicanc snall submit colcr scneme i!ifor.iar.i~n •,.;i. ':n 
any request for cnange of copy. 

17. Cn-sita E~hti:-:g, if provided, 3hal: :ie shie~·j~d :·:---::-:i 
abutting proper~:es so 3S to produce no ::u~Ja~:e :r 
annoyance. :10 li;!'lti:-:g shall oe of '::-.e ':.ype c:- :.:: a 
location such that it consti':utes a ha:ard to veni:ular 
traffic, e!ther on private property or on abutting 
st•eets. The spacing and hei;ht of ':he stanca!"'ds and 
luminars shall ~e such that a maxi~um of seven ~cot 
candles and a mi:-:imt:n of one foot candle of il:u~i::acion 
are obtained on all vehicle access ~ays an~ ;ar~i::; 
areas. 7ne height of light standarcs shall ::cc exceec 
t~enty feet above the finished interior ~ase ;aa 
elevaticn. 7o prevent carnage :"r:rn aut.:::-:ooi::.es, 3tur:ca:-::.s 
shall ':le mounted on reinforced concrete pedestals or 
other·,..ise ;:rotect~d. Li;htin~ elemen~s shall 'Je ;::aced 
in such a manne~ as net t~ di~ec~ lig~~ c~~o ~he :d~acsn~ 
park area. 

13. Al.l open stcr!ge ~f ~aterials shall ':le located as 3ho~n 
in Exhibit "C". Cpen storage areas shall ':le sc:"'ee!"!ed :-:--::71 
adjacent properties and stl"'eets ~Y constl"'uc:ion of a 
wall, fencing er screening. All fence or ~all mater:.;:s 
shall match major desi;n and materials elements of ~~e 
main s:.ruc':ure. 

http:aut.:::-:ooi::.es
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?"IRE SAF:.rr CCNDI:Imls 

19. Onsite and/or boundary water mains, fire hydl"'ants, and 
services shall be designed and installed to Fil"'e 
Department and ',.{ater Ser·1ice Di •1ision specificat:i.cns. 

20. Adequate fire protection, as deter~ined by the fire 
Chief, shall be available prior to the issuance of any 
building per.nit. Tne developer, prior to the start of 
construction, shall present a plan to the Fire Chief 
designed to insure the integrity of providing both fire 
equipment access ar.d water for fire ccmbat opel"'atior.s to 
all areas of captioned property. Such plan shall meet 
the approval of the Fire Chief. All vehicle access 
driveways '"'ill 'Je 25 feet. in width, and will be sc.:--iped 
and 3igned to Fire Lane Standards. 

21. A comprehensive plan per~aining to the t:--eai:.ment facili~y 
and associated pipelines wit.hin the City for f~re 

suppression, prevent.ion of explosion, and preventi::m· of" 
the escape of hazarcous gases li.e., hycrogen sulfide, 
etc.) shall be submitted to and approved by the :i:--e 
Chief prior to starting construction of either the 
treatment facility or pipeline. A cornore!1ensive pLrn of 
the or.site fire suppression system shall je desi~nea by a 
qualifie1 fire prevention engineering firm er engineer. 

22. No burning of comousi:.ible refuse on the subject proper:y 
is permitted. 

23. A permit shall ':le obtained from the Oxnard ?'i:-e 
Department for the handling, storage and use of all 
flammable, combustible and hazardous materials. 

24. All flammable liquid installations Jhal:. ·.Je i:-: 
conformance :,.;ith Standard ~lo. 30, a?'lammable and 
Combustible Liquids Code", 1979 edition, of the National 
Fire Protection Association. 

25. Tnree copies of p:--ints shewing the proposed.equipment and 
material delivery routes shall be approved, and a moving 
per~it issued by :he Ci':.y Traffic E:ngineer, prior to any 
equipment or material deliveries to the site. The 
developer shall be responsible for the design and 
construction of any improvements necessary for :he safe 
and orderly movement of traffic. 
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26. Oil transmission pi~el~nes will not be allowed t.c be 
suspended or in an~' other '-lay connected t.o t:-:e exi3ti:ig 
brackets now supporting the City water main on :he ~est 
side of the r.art:or ::Oulevard ~r:.dge at the ::c:.son Canal 
bridge. Tne develop~r shall use alternate means, sue~ ~s 
the east side or underside of the bridge. Alternate 
plans shall je subject to and have prior approval of ~he 
?ublic Wor~s Jirector. 

Z7. Conditions 27a t.hr.augh 27g are based upon :li <:. i;a::.:i~ 
measures recommended in E-73-19. The ~umbers i~ 
parentheses refer :o sections in 1olume : :f E-~9-19. 
The conditions are ~s fallows: 

a. ~itigation ~f ?atential ::rrects of 
Hydrolcg:c ?~encmena (5. 1. 1) 

A qualified ~n;ineer, licensed in the S:ace of 
California, snall review all project ele~encs 
(treatment facility and ;Jipeline) pr09csed fa:"' 
installation, construc:ion, ana operation ~1thin :~e 

City fer aaequacy of their design re:a:e~ 
tc: ~axi~um credicable earthquake grcuna ~ociJn, 
liquefaction ;xi:ential, di::eren:ial se~tle~enc. an~ 
erosion. ~1e ~erti:icacion must ~e ~~cmit:ed ~~ :~e 
Depart:nent of Suildir.g ar.d Safety f.:ir ~ev:ew ~r:.:;r- · ~o 
the i~suance of a g~aai~g or ~ui:dir.g ;:e!""~i:.. 

b. ~iti.;ation of ?oce~tial ::ffect.s on Soil ;:r.d 'riace!'" 
(5.1.2) 

1 . '.-ih er e •1 e r d i s t u r b an c e o f a g r i c u l ': :J r ~ !.. c : 
productive soils is necessary, they shou:~ je 
stockpiled and replaced i~ a manr.er such :hat 
resulting profiles are as si:nilar as :s 
~ractic3.ble to ':hose · ... nich existed pr:. ·Jr- ~:: :::~ 
disturbance. 

2. ~nsuin~c:.,1e !J~e of fresh '1"11ater 1uri:1g ~yc:-=~:ati.: 
testi~; cf er.shore pi~elines should be :ni~i~i:ea 
~y testt~q ':~e pipelines in sections. 'r 

prac':i.cable. 

c. Miti;aticn of ?ctenti3l en Ai:"' Cual~':.:r 

1. ·.~at-=r spr3y~ shoul= 1:Je ·~sec :.!t.&r:~ ·; ;:c~s::-'...:c:~:~ 
:~ ~in1~ize :u~:~ive :ust. 
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2. The aoplicant shall cert:fy that :~e jur~ers 
specified far installation on t~e heater treaters 
are designed to reduce NO e~issions to t:ie 
lowest level practical, and are acceptable to t~e 
Ventura County Air Pollution Control Jis:rict 
(APCD). 

3. Total :iydrocarbon CT:-!C) emi3si.or.s :~;:::i al:. 
vessels shall je controlled by usi~~ a vaoor 
recovery and compression syste~ that is not 
vented to the ambient air. 

4. The applicant shall develop, maintain. and 
implement a orosram of re~ular maintenance and 
inscecticn of all valves, flan~es, ana Ju~o and 
ccm~ressor seals to recuce T~C emi~s~~~s ~~ 3 

level t~3t is acceptaole tc the Ven:~ra County 
A?CJ. 

5. ~e appl:,~::.n-c shall c~mol~1 · . .;1~~ a:..: -~~:-:c:::.c~~ 
ar.d ~r::i1:s :..ssuea by tne Ventu.-a C.:i~7:c·; .:..r-:J. 

Offshore 01:eline-pulling activi~ies 3houLd be 
initiaced at 7:00 a.~. ea~ly in the ~eeK, :o that t~g 
and bar;e o~erations will be further from snore 
during tne :irst and subseGuent nignts and the 
weekend. 

e. Mitigation of ?otantial ~ffects on 7errestrial 
8iolcgy (5.5) 

Revegetaticn associated ~ith ;estoration er 3~r~ace 
conditions after construction activities at ~~e 

offshore pipeli~e rnarshalli~g 2nd fabri:~cicn are~s 
,and along the onshore pi~eline systems, as ~ell as 
the onshore treating facility after prcjec~ 
termination, 3Mall je dictated by t~e cy;e and nature 
of the ::djacent vegetation as :0110·,;s: 

1. ~ore-dunes and dune 3crub haoitat 3houl~ ~~ 
revegetated ""ith native species or introauced 
dune sta:Ji l i.::ers preseritly dominating many are::is, 
or left ~it~cut vegetation on ::at Jtrand ~sed 
intensivel; :er recreation. 
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2. ,;~;icu:.:ural and 
reveget.ated '..i'ith 
landscape species. 

3. Ruder al habitat should be :-e•1egei:ated ·..;i :h ar:m:al 
or ~erennial grass er other appropri3te cove;. 

4. ~i~arian habitat in the ~icir:ity of ':he San:a 
Clara Ri~er should je allowed :o ;eve;e:a:e 
naturally. 

5. For projects where a :-eveget.ati.on plan and/-Jr 
habitat ;estcracicn plan has ceen ;ecui;~c. :he 
area c:-ossed jy the pi:eline shall je res~:-~eyed 
one year after :he co~clei:icn of cc~s~~~c~ic~ ':c 

~ -. .-· - ; - ~ . - .: : .3 

sur?ey ~~all continue. on an a~nua~ ~as:s. 
~o~::~r ~r~~~ess ~~ r~~~r~:~~ :~e ~~:: 

. .,, 

5. ~er:i.cices shall not be usec ::ur::-::;;; ::.:e __ .. -:: 

:c.:sr.r: ·::.ar.:. ~'her~ :~e C~:y ~e~:.?s ~e-:-:s3.3;~.'!. -:? 
:-:moval c:~ ~xcess soil :o an aopr'.J"le~ J1~~::::~ 

site af:er the excavaci:n has ~een :ac~~:.::~c an: 
ccmpac:ec. The Ci.:y ~ay :-equire :ha: :~e 

in sequence. 

f. Mitigaticn of ?otential 
Uses (5.5) 

1. 
of ::-7'3-i·] a:-e s~oje':: ~~ :t.e ;:'.r:.-:1i-i ~.:c ~;:;::~~'J3-. 
of :~e ~~jli.= ~arks Ji~e=:=~ ~a~:;9 
i;npleme!'"?-C3c:.-:n .. 

2 .. 7:ie :.!..=:~.: ... ,-al: ::::..;:-~c:..;::=~:-:g :::e ::-::a:~::~ .. ::~:_:.:~. " 
s~all :e ~el;e, Jr 3 c~l:r ':~~: :3 ~=~:3::::~ 

regular~y ~aintai.ne~ 
reoair :~e effects of 

cf :::e ·...;al..:, :s ~: ·, .. ;vul:= ~i;:-::.~.;~':. : :~e :~c~:.~::/ 
agair:~: :~e ~a:ural :olor -~ :~e =~r;ou~=ing 
d~nes. 

http:aintai.ne
http:c.:sr.r:�::.ar
http:eveget.ati.on
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g. Mitigation of ?otential ~ffects on Cultu:-31 ~escurces 
(5.3) 

1. Avoidance is the preferred nitigation in all 
cases where a proposed project element ~ould 
intrude on the known location of a cultural 
resource. 

2. A qualified archaeologist shall je ~rese~t tc 
monitor all subsurface work during treatment 
facility and onshore pipeline construction. 

3. Should any object of potential cultu:-a::. 
sign:~icance be encountered durin~ constr~ccicn 
cf of:c~ore and onsr.cre facilities, a 8ualifi2d 
cultur3i ;·esources consultant :i":ould e1r::::.·...:at2 :::e 
find anc recommena any further miti~aticn 
measures r.eeaec to the Plann:.n;; Director. Upon 
:-eceict oi this recommencation, the ?lanr.1nq 
Di:-ect.~:-- may :~cuire 0~ac. st..:~:sur-:""::ce ·.;or :< be 
stoo;ea 1n t~e aifectea area until a ~iti~at1cn 
plan is ;repared that is acceptaole to t::e City. 

Lt Any bur:ed .3ites discovered duri:"lg o:-:sncr:: 
ccnstruction should be excavated by a quali:iea 
archaeologist, using prafessionall; acceo~ed 
methods and techniques, in accordance with an 
acceotable research design. During such si:e 
excavation, a qualified representative of ~he 
local descendants of the Cnu~ash Indians should 
be employed to assist in the study, ensure ~roper 
handling of cultural materials, and ensure :Jrcper 
curaticn or reburial of finds of reli;ious 
impcrtar.ce or sacred :-::eanin;;. 

J. Access to ;er~anent f3ciliti0s con3tr~c:i:n areas 
and the o(fshcre pi~eline fabricaticn/~arsh2l:ing 
area near the SCE ~andalay Generating Station 
should :e st~ic~ly ~~n~rcllcd ~~~:ng cons:~uc~:on 
and cpe:--a::.:.'.:ln :c avoid encrcac:-_-::ent c:-1 :.;~e ':JaJkei: 
mater"ial. :;i t:.2 :ccated to t=-:e sc1rcheas::. 

28. Conditions 23a through 23d ar: 'c~s.:d upon ::-clicy 
recommendations included ~it:.hin the 3docted ~i:y 

Oxnard Local Caast3l ?lan (!...CP). The nu~bers :..:-: 

http:impcrtar.ce
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a. Any pe!"scn develcpi::g property ·..;it~i:-: ::::e '.:C- ·.n~3r 

flood li::e 3hal: agree to i:1demni:y, and ~old :~e 
City har~less, f;cm any liability or :a~a~es 
resulting frcm the construction of his deve:~~~e~:. 
( 18) 

b. 2ecause it is not ;:ossible to route :Ji::::el.:.:ies a;'.;1...:nd 
coastal resource areas (extending :r~m :~e ~ea:-: ~i~~ 
t.:.de i.:.ne to Har~or Boulevard and ~esi~na:ed as 
habitat, :ecreational and possi~ly suose~uent 
archaeological areas), they shall ~e ~er~i:ted :c 
cros.s the area.:3 ·~it:, the fa llowi~g cond:: :.ens: ( 3 3) 

i. :n case of 3 ~te3k, pi~eline se~ent.s, ~xcs~~ :.~r 
natural ~as :Ji::::eli:-:es, shall je i3c:a:ed jy 
auccrnac:c snut-of~ valves or wi::1 ot~e~ Ja~~tv 
:ec~ni~~es acproved jy the Ci:y, Jeoar:~en: ~~ 

... Transpor~ation (007), or :::::~ ~o~r-::~;:~:e 
ager.c :r. An auccmatic shu:cff valve ~1:: :e. 
required at the point ~her~ :he ::T :i:e:~;;e 
:i.:it.srsec:..s c::e :-iar~or 3oulevarc ri;;nc-or -;.;a:1. 
th~ Ci~v decer~ines it is necessar~, :ne ~3:~~s 
rnay oe l=cat.ed ac inte!"·1al.s ies~ :n:Jn :::e :7:ax::7it....""71 
r~quii~ jy ~~e ::CT. 

2. .!.n'f !"'Ot.:r.in~ of pi~eli~es, cthe~ ~~an ~ac~~3~ ~~s 
pi::::eli::es, ~hrou~h resources areas s~a:: je 
desi;ned ~o ~inimi:e the i~pacts of as~:::, 
should it occur, by considering spi:l ~c:u~es, 
durations, and trajectories. ?lans ::r 
appropriate ~easures fer claan-uc sha:: je 
submit:ed ~ith the franchise applic3ticns ~:r 21: 
~ipeli:'!e ;:r~~e':t pro~sal.s. ::~:.s s~all :.~c: :~r:e 3 

r:sk ~ana~e~ent ~l~n, i~cl~c:~; ~:: ~~~:: 
preventi~n ~easures an= ~=nt~~;ency ~lan3, ~n::n 
shal: :e C:~velcc:ed and pl:JC:?d 'Jn : .. i:.·3 · . .;:. :~ :::2 
Public \~rks, ?ire ant ?oli:e :ap~r~=en:=. 

. ~,.. 3. ,~, 

pressur~ dr:ps. ~reaks, ~cc., :~~ll j~ :u:e:~i~.ea 

t~ency-f:ur ho~~s a day. 

4. Ce!"~i!~icat.i.cn shall je ;Jre.ser.:ec! :: t:.i:e ::c·~:r-: 
Fi:e Cepar:~ent yearly ~Y an ~ucsi~e. ~ijel; 
rec=~:?ized :est:.i:1g 3genc:r. ~ ..... :..s ·:er1::.:~:.:3~a ·...-~:: 
at:est ~c :he :ondi:i:n cf :l: l:~es. •"""': I ·~..:J · -- · --, 
stor~ge :c~tainers and press~r~ jy~t2~s. 

http:Ce!"~i!~icat.i.cn
http:u:e:~i~.ea
http:Ot.:r.in
http:l=cat.ed
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Page :2 
Resolution ~o. 5218 

33. Per:nanent sur:'2ce access ':o ':~e t:-::=.trr:~r;:; :~2c:.:. ~: :· :. : :c 
be provided jy an easement that :.s con: i ~ucus ~i:~ a~c 

parallels the southerly boundary of the ;e:-:e:-a::.ng 
facility and shal: cross the area l.:-:di.cated on ::x:-:!.'::l:.: 
"A" (tentati·1e parcel ~ap) as Drill Sl.:e ~lo. 1, ·.;:-lless 
this is proven infeasible to the sacisfaction of ':he 
?lanning and ?ublic Wor\<s Directors and an 1cce'1~a::1~ 
alternati,1e :.s :)resented for ':he:.:- ::.>Jcro·132.. •:0 
departure from :he concept of ccnti;uity :.s cer::"::.::2c 
loiithout review and repor~ ":.y the Rec!"eation :1:-ec-=.or ,;nc 
approval by the Planning Commission. 

31+. 1:'"!e applicanc :hal:_ ::ll 1~w the r-ec~~r:;encac:.·:~ ~= ... ::-:e 
California C~oar:::-:enc o•~ ?!.sh anc Gar.:e ~::::-73-~::. ·:o:.. 
r~:, ?. 22-i :~. ·;h:c:i. 3tates: '''J::shcr: a:-1: -:t :::-:~r-'? 

only] be ccncuc:!a f:-om Secte~oer :~rcu=:-: iecr~3ry. · 
T:~is const.:-~ci::c!"l ~!.mi~~ lir:?l:.at:i::i :::ail :e :~f~:;i::.e~ ~:--: 
any !':-ancni:e a~re~ment reauestec 
City and ~a~er2~ :: unless :~e ··~~,..--an,-, - r' '"""""' ..... : ·2 . --...,······- ·· -a~---·· 

Depar:~ent oi ?isn 2na Game is 

. ~ ~ 3hall be ces1~nec to ~rcv1je c1cca ;rec:~~; :r:~ a . ''"" v-

year lavel cf ~ave r~nup. 

36. ~e interreiat.icnshi~s of ~he sane du~e s:,rsc.~~, ·::.::ac:: 
aggradaticn and ·1egradai;.ion, an:: :;1e fac:.::.i:y, snal.2.. ·:::e 
evaluated '"J:r a GUali:~!.ed c~nsultant. 7:'1e :""inc:.:1gs~ 
conclusions, and recc~mendaticns shall :e :~~=~ :.~::: 
account ~uri..ng the development Jf :he ~~:-:a~ ~=s~~~ 
specificat::.ans for :he treat~en: f~cili:y jef::::-e :~2 
final speciZ:=ati:r.s are sy:~i~~ad :~ :~e =~::::~; a~~ 

res~~~:::.:.;r-:::5 ~::= :-~··''=ge::at.i.::; 4::::: _;3r:~ ~:.::~::s ::: :.·.: · :€~:. 
of ~he facili:y 2f~er ccmp l eti.cn of ::nst:-~::::n :ha:: ~~ 
submit:ed ~o the ?3rks Direc:or ~:r review ~~a :::r=v~: 
prior :o the 3ui:~i~~ Jnd Sa~e~! :apar~~e~c :~3~:~~ 
buil~i~; ;er~~= f:r ~he 1.3 acre :~:2c=~nc faci:~:~. 

37. 
developea and ~uomi~:ed :o :~e ?cli:e Jaqar:=e~: fer 
review and appr~v3l prier : J =jtaini~; ~n ~:.~c:ri:~: 

~er;ni-: :;,-::n ~::e =:.:::::.~s ~r.c Saf~c:1 :~':= ·=r~:=":e~:.. 

http:GUali:~!.ed
http:1:-ec-=.or
http:e:-:e:-a::.ng


?age i] 
Resolution ~Io. 6218 

?A.SSED AND AOOPTC:J by t:-:e ?lar.ni.:-:g Corr.mission of ':.he Ci':.:/ ~: '.:x:i;:ir: :J:-1 

this 18th of Dece'.:1ber, i 980, by the fcl:cwi::g ·1ote: 

AYES: Ccrrm i s s ion er s : D r e s s l e ; , ;) u f f , ? l c r e s , S t :J l :. , 
O'Connell 

~iOES: Ccrr:missioners: ~one 

ABSE~: Corr.missioners: ~osez 

·. 
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APPENDIX D 

RESOLUTION NO. 7519 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMM I SS ION OF THE CITY OF OXNARD AP PROV UIG 
MODIFICATION TO SPECIAL USE PERMIT NO. 806 APPLIED FOR BY UNOCA.L OIL ~no 
GAS DIVISION, POST OFFICE BOX 6176, VENTURA, CALIFORNIA 93003 TO REPAIR A 
PORTION OF THE 6-5/8" PIPELINE 1r/HICH EXTENDS FROM PLATFORM GINA TO THE 
MANDALAY SEPARATION FACILITY AND THEN CONVERT THE USE OF THE PIPELINE FROM 
RETURN \·/ATER SERVICE TO PRODUCED GAS TRANSPORT SERVICE. THE PIPE STAGHIG 
ANO 1-IELDING AREA IS NORTH OF THE ORIGINAL PIPELINE , TOI-JARD THE EDIS O~ I 
OUTFALL CANAL ON THE WEST SIDE OF THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMP~NY 
MANDALAY FACILITY SITE, IN THE EC (COASTAL ENERGY FACILITY) ZONE, SUBJECT 
TO CERTAIN CONDITIONS. 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City cf Oxnard has 
application for a modification to Special Use Permit No. 806, filed by 
Unocal Oil and Gas Division in accordance with Section 34-146 th rough 
34-157.1 of the Oxnard City Code; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Cammi ss ion finds that, after due study, de 1 i berat ion and 
public hearing, the following circumstances exist: 

1. That the proposed use is in conformance with the Genera 1 Pl an and other 
adopted policies of the City of Oxnard. 

2. That the proposed use will not adversely affect or be materially 
detrimental to the adjacent uses; buildings or structures or to the public 
health, safety or general welfare. 

3. That the site for the proposed use is adequate in size and shape to 
accommodate the setbacks, parking, landscaping, and other City standards 
except as may be specifically excepted by the special findings and 
conditions of this resolution. 

4. That the site for the proposed use will be served by streets and highways 
adequate in width and structure to carry the kind and quantity of traffic 
such use will generate. 

5. That the site for the proposed use will be provided with adequate 
sewerage, water, fire protection and storm drainage facilities. 

WHEREAS, in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Ac t the 
Community Development Director has provided public notice of the intent of 
the City to adopt a negative declaration for this project and the Planning 
Commission has reviewed the initial study and staff report and hereby 
finds that this project will not have a significant effect on the 
environment and adopts said negative declaration; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds that the applicant agrees with the 
necessity of and accepts all elements, requirements, and conditions of 
this resolution as being e reasonable manner of preserving, protecting, 
providing for, and fostering the health, safety, and welfare of th e 
citizenry in general and the persons who work, visit or live in this 
development in particular . 
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NO~I. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED that the Plannina Commission of t he Cit '; o f 
Oxnard he~eby approves modification to Special Use Permit No. 806, suDJect 
to the following conditions: 

1. The applicant shall comply with the intent and requirements af the Ci t ; ~ ' 
Oxnard's letter of authoriBtion extending the apo l icabi1ity of 1:o a s~ "~ 
Development Permit No. 85-5 dated November 18, 1988, the conditisris 
included in Coastal Development Permit No. 85-5, and Resolution Mo. 52:3 
approving Special Use Permit No. 806, p 1 us references and a 11 documents 
rederred to in each such dacument. 

2. Gas production from Platform Gina, pipeline re!Jair, replacement, r:nd 
conversion to produced gas transport service and the onshore recei '1;r.g 
shall be in compliance with the procedures outlined in the Unocal ? r c_;e'::: 
0 es c r i pt i on ( P 1 at fa rm G i n a to t h e Man d a 1 a y Fa c i 1 i t y 6 - 5 I 8 P i p e 1 i n e P e P a 1 r 
and Conversion, Revision 1, prepared by Unocal Oil and Gas Di vi sion. 
December 1989) included as Exhibit A to the Initial Study and as desc r ibed 
in the Risk Assessment Study, Platform Gina Gas Production and Pip e lin e 
Mandalay Onshore Receiving, prepared by EnerSource Engineering, rlo ':e:nber 
21, 1989. 

3. The hydrogen su 1 fide redundant man i tori ng, detection, shutdo1Nn and A 1 a rm 
system shall be implemented as described in the Unocal Project Descr i oc:;0n 
(Platform Gina to the Mandalay Facility 6-5/8 Pipeline Repa ir ~na 
Conversion, Revision 1, prepared by Unocai Oil and Gas Division , Oecerrire..-
1989) included as Exhibit A to the Initial Studv and as assessed i n ;:.., '? 
Risk Assessment Study, Pl at form Gina Gas Product 1 on and Pipe 1 i ne Manda 1 Ci~/ 
Onshore Receiving, prepared by EnerSource Engineering, November 2 1 . 1?29. 

4. The City reserves the right to review it's policies concern i na th e 
assessment of franchise fees as they may apply to the conveying o { f ue 1 

from the Mandalay Separation Facility to a public util i ty. 

5. Applicant shall bur~ the new line to a depth of three feet after t wo years 
from the completion of construction should the line fail to do so, during 
the period under natural conditions. 

6. Applicant shall provide the City with a report concerning the annu a l 
pipeline tests on an annual basis. 

7. In the event that the existing pipeline is abandoned, it shal 1 be fi 1 le·j 
with concrete. 

8. Condition No. 4 of pipeline replacement approval dated november 13, 1}3.3 , 
is amended to reauire a auard 24 hours a da v dur ino co ns;:nicti'"' n . 
Condition No. 9 of the letter is amended to provi de t hat -durina t~·n c: s nf 
non-pipeline pull i ng openticns constructi on acti '1ity la ndwa r d o-f rh"? : n<.? ~· ~ 
high tide line is limited from 7:00 a.:n. t ·J 7 :00 p .m. or 'I si rni!"'r" ;: 
hours within a 24-hcur ~eriod. 
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p,;ssED AND ADOPTED by the Planning Commission of the City of Oxnard on this 
7th day of February, 1991, by the fo 11 owing vote: 

AYES: Commi ss i one rs: Schumacher, Duff, Fl ores, Grey, Spray, Dr ess 1 er , 
Perez 

NOES: Commissioners: None 

ABSENT: Commissioners: None 
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CITY OF 

ncrro 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT• 305 W. THIRD ST. •OXNARD, CA 93030 • (805) 984-465i 

~ICH.00 J. MAGGIO. 011£CT0.C 

October 3, 1985 

Mr. Michael T. Bridges 
Uninn Oil Company 
2323 Knoll Drive 
P.O. Sox 6li6 
Ventura, CA 93005 

Dear Mr. Br-idges: 

Re: Development Review Permit No. 85-5 

The City of Oxnard Planning Division staff has reviewed your ap~1ication for 
Development Review Permit No. 85-5. 

The purpose of the project is to replace ap~roxi~a:ely 600 ft. (linear distance) 
of two 6.625 inch return water lines between ycur company's separation facili~y 
at Mandalay Beach and the mean high tide line--the lines return praduced water 
to Platforms Gina and Gilda. 

Prior ta .approving your company's request, findings were made as follows: 

1. The proposed use is one permitted within the subject sub~zone 
··.and complies with ail or° the applicable prov.isions of this Chapter; 

2. The proposed use would not impair the integrity and charac:er of 
the sub-zone in which it would be loc2ted; 

3. The subject site would be physically suitable for the land use being 
proposed and the ~rooosed use will protec and maintain coastal 
resources inc Judi ng env i ronmenta 11 y sens i i ve areas', adjacent co the 
project site; and 

4. The oropased use would ~e consistent with all policies of ~he Oxnard 
Coastal Land Use Plan. 

Based upon the above findings, Development ~eview Permit No. 85-S is hereby 
aoprcved subject to the following condicions: 

1. The intent of ~11 condir.ions set For:h in qesolution :'lo. 62:3, aoprovir.g 
Special Use ?(;r:nit ~lo. 806 to perrnit :Jn onshore treatin!J facility, 
associatec pipelines, and rl pipe 7lbr;cacion area snail be met. For 
reference, emphasis should ~e placed on the requirements set for:h in 



( 

Deve1ocment ,qev~e·t1 ?er:nit ~lo. 35-3 
October 3, 1985 
Page 2 

conditions numbers 27 "e" (int;aductory ~aragraph) :, 3, and 5; "g" 
l, 2 (deleted), 3, 4, and 5; and 34; and 36 (the re~or: Jrevicusly 
prepared by Intersea ~esearch may be utilizea fer the intendea pur~ose, 
if upgraded and aoprcved by both the Parks and Ccmmunicy Jevelacment 
Di rec:ors). 

2. Alterna:ive number 6 (3ore Casing through Dune, conventional~y r!p1ace 
remaining sections of pipelines) as desc:--ibe1 in t~e ::ngir:eerir.g St:...:c:.1 
and Report--Mandalay Facility~- 6 in. Water ~et~r~ ?i~el ines (~uly 1385 }-. 
is approved. 

3. A copy of this Develooment Review Permit and Resolu~ion No. 5213 ~us~ 
be posted at the construction site or on an interior wall of :~e cJ~:;J1 
room at the Mandalay Separation Fac1l ity. 

Building ~ermits and authorizations for any imoravements requiring aocrova1 by 
the Building Division must be pursued separa:e1y. Should you have any que~:~o~s 
regarding this pen:iit, please ca11 Ra1;::h J. Steele-P1anner cf ~nis office a: 
(805) 984-4657. 

\f ery cr~7y ya; rs 
' , / ,,(1 11 /J;/; /. , 
v~~ I y/. /~G !,{i 
~· ~~~~ y ~-1 n~~or-~ ~ 1 C, I - I '-' J • , ,.:!, "'Lo. • 0 ' IJ I ' - - ~;., ( ; • ..- I 

Ccmmuni ty Ct,7~ opmer:: Depar::nen: 
<".£;~ 

RJS :med'· · 

cc: Coastal Commission 

Enclosure 
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APPENDIX E 

CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN 

FOR THE 
PLATFORM GINA PROPOSED RETURN WATER LINE REPLACEMENT n -

AND CONVERSION TO PRODUCED GAS PROJECT lo)~ t ~ li ~ @i tr 
. Lru $!='."'· 1 3 1991 ~ 

CALIFORNIA 
INTRODUCTION COASTAL COMMISSlC;-l 

This document contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
(the Plan) for Union Oil Company of California's (Unocal) 
replacement of a portion of a 6.625-inch diameter water line from 
Platform Gina to the onshore treating facility immediately 
downcoast of the Mandalay Generating Station in Oxnard, Ventura 
County, and conversion of the entire line to a produced natural gas 
pipeline. 

Recently adopted California legislation (AB 3180, CORTESE) requires 
public agencies to adopt monitoring programs to ensure that 
mitigation measures contained in the environmental document adopted 
for a project are effectively implemented. This document is 
designed to ensure that mitigation measures contained in the 
Negative Declaration for "Platform Gina Proposed Return Water Line 
Replacement and Conversion to Produced Gas" (State Clearinghouse 
Number 90010478) are properly implemented. 

This plan consists of a narrative text and attachments and will 
serve as a part of the California State Lands Commission's 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for this project. 

IMPLEMENTATION 

Responsibilities 

Unocal (LESSEE), its representatives, or successors-in-interest 
remain responsible for full implementation of all mitigation 
measures adopted in the Negative Declaration. 

The California State Lands Commission (SLC), as the State's trustee 
for the use of the sovereign tide and submerged lands, and as a 
Responsible Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), is responsible for assuring full compliance with the 
provisions of this Plan. The SLC may contract with outside 
consultants or contractors for monitoring activities. The SLC will 
also ensure that monitoring reports are received complete, in a 
timely manner, and that violations are promptly corrected. 
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The implementation requirements designed to achieve the 
environmental objectives of this construction project are as 
follows: 

l. LESSEE shall allow LESSOR'S staff and/or LESSOR'S 
consultant open and non-discriminatory access to the 
pipeline repair and conversion prqject for the purposes 
of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (the 
Plan} including inspection of the construction and 
related operations. 

2. LESSEE shall prqvide temporary field office space on or 
in close proximity to the project construction site for 
LESSOR' s staff use during the period of the project. The 
office shall be furnished for staff use and shall be 
supplied with electric power, light and telephone 
service. All costs associated with the provision of such 
field off ice shall be borne by LESSEE. 

3 • LESSEE shall provide LESSOR with copies of certified 
reports of all tests conducted by LESSEE or his appointed 
agent that verify the structural integrity and safety of 
all elements of the construction. 

Such reports shall be provided to LESSOR promptly as they 
become available to LESSEE during the course of the 
project and they shall include but not be limited to: 

a. pipe manufacturer's mill tests to certify that 
the pipe supplied meets the project's 
structural and dimensional specifications. 

b. tests qualifying the application of the XTRU 
polypropylene corrosion coating, the concrete 
weight coating and the cathodic protection 
anodes, including their attachment to the 
pipe. 

c. test results qualifying the pipe welding 
procedure. 

d. test results qualifying project pipeline 
welders. 

e. non-destructive examination results of all 
welds, weld repairs and cut-out rewelds made 
on the pipeline including appurtenances 
(flanges, fittings, connectors, etc.}. 
LESSOR' s staff shall be provided timely and 
unrestricted access to review all pipeline 
weld radiographic examinations. 
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f. manufacturer's report certifying the PLIDCO 
subsea fitting to be used on the project. 

g. results of all hydrotesting or other pressure 
testing procedures conducted on the pipeline 
together with a certified analysis of each 
test's results. 

h. any other reports or information related to 
the project when requested by LESSOR. 

4. LESSEE shall inform LESSOR of what construction vessel is 
selected and submit a complete pipeline pulling 
operations plan for staff approval, a minimum of 60 days 
prior to the start of construction. 

5. LESSEE shall submit a complete set of construction 
contract documents, including construction drawings and 
specifications, together with the contractor's project 
execution plan and critical operations and curtailment 
plan, to the Commission staff for approval a minimum of 
60 days prior to the start of construction. 

6. LESSEE shall provide LESSOR with written notice at least 
five (5) days in advance of any pressure test to be 
conducted on the pipeline. 

7. The replacement pipeline shall be buried under a minimum 
four (4) feet of sand cover across the beach area and 
seaward to at least zero (0) feet mean lower low water 
(MLLW). 

In the event that natural conditions should fail to bury 
the new pipeline to a depth of two feet from zero (0) 
MLLW to minus fifteen (-15) below MLLW, within two (2) 
years from completion of construction, LESSEE shall bury 
the line with hydraulic jetting to three (3) feet below 
the sand bottom within these limits. 

The replacement pipeline shall be placed so that a 
lateral separation of at least three (3) feet is 
maintained from any portion of the original (replaced) 
pipeline left in place. · 

8. In the event that LESSOR'S staff determines that the work 
being performed is not in conformance with the project 
plans and specifications, with LESSOR'S rules and 
regulations and generally accepted industry codes and 
standards governing the integrity and safety of the 
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construction, or with any of the conditions set forth in 
this lease amendment, LESSOR' s staff may immediately 
order LESSEE, either orally or in writing, to redirect or 
suspend a specific activity until LESSOR is· assured that 
the non-conformance issue is resolved. If such 
redirection or suspension can be shown by LESSEE to be 
potentially threatening to life, health or safety, the 
required corrective action may be temporarily deferred 
but shall be implemented as soon as the potential threat 
is past. 

9. LESSEE shall submit for LESSOR'S review and approval all 
contract changes affecting the design and/or construction 
of the project before such changes are implemented. 

10. LESSEE shall make internal and external inspections of l 
that portion of the pipeline on STATE tide and submerged 
lands at least once a year following the completion of 
the pipeline repair project. The internal inspection 
shall include running an electronic survey tool through 
the pipeline. If LESSEE can demonstrate that running an 
internal inspection tool is not feasible, LESSEE may 
submit an alternate testing procedure for review and 
approval by LESSOR'S staff. External inspections shall 
be visual for the purpose of determining evidence of 
unburial, free-spanning, corrosion or any other condition 
that may be hazardous to the pipeline. Upon the request 
of LESSEE the frequency and method of inspections may be 
reduced by LESSOR depending on the degree of corrosion or 
other observed problems. 

LESSEE shall make additional internal or external 
inspections if so directed by LESSOR whenever LESSOR 
determines that such inspections are warranted by any 
unsafe or emergency conditions. 

Copies of the results of all internal and external 
inspections including reports, analyses and 
recommendations prepared by or for LESSEE shall be 
submitted promptly to LESSOR. 

11. LESSEE shall test the corrosion control cathodic 
protection system of the pipeline at least once a year to 
determine that the system meets its designed protection 
criteria and the cathodic protection requirements of 
Title 49 CFR (October 1990 Edition), Part 192, Subpart I 
- Requirements for Corrosion Control. LESSOR shall be 
promptly notified of any deficiencies indicated by the 
testing and any needed remedial action shall be taken as 
expeditiously as possible. 
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12. LESSEE shall conduct semi-annual maintenance inspections 
to test the satisfactory operating condition of each 
emergency block valve and emergency shut-down valve 
protecting the pipeline. Any deficiencies discovered 
during such semi-annual inspections shall be corrected as 
expeditiously as possible. LESSEE shall provide LESSOR 
with a written report of each semi-annual inspection. 
The report shall describe any deficiencies discovered and 
the remedial action taken. 

13. LESSEE shall provide LESSOR an "as-built" report within 
one hundred and twenty (120) days after completion of 
construction. This report shall include the results of 
a survey of the route of the pipeline arid pertinent maps 
and text indicating any debris, potential hazards or 
changes to the seaf loor that may have occurred during 
installation. Hazardous debris shall be removed and 
other concerns shall be mitigated as specified by 
LESSOR'S staff. Such "as-built" report shall consist of 
map{s) with grid references (Lambert and Latitude­
Longitude coordinates) for all turning points in the 
line, beginning and end points, and other pertinent data 
as may be required by LESSOR'S staff. LESSEE shall 
submit a certified declaration by a licensed engineer or 
licensed surveyor indicating that the improvements are 
accurately located and depicted on the map(s). 

14. The three thousand (3,000) foot portion of the original 
6 5 / 8 inch pipeline that is to be replaced shall be 
removed from its onshore end to zero (0) feet below mean 
lower low water depth (MLLW). The remaining portion of 
the original pipeline left in place shall be filled with 
concrete for its entire length and it shall be capped 
with one quarter (1/4) inch steel cover plates welded 
onto each end. This option is to be considered a 
temporary abandonment of the concrete filled portion of 
the 6 5/8 inch pipeline left in place, with the 
understanding that complete removal of this portion may 
be required by LESSOR in the future if removal of the 
adjacent 10 3/4 inch line is also required upon its 
abandonment. 

15. LESSEE shall furnish LESSOR a yearly report detailing the 
volume of gas or other fluid transported through the 
pipeline and an analysis of the gas or fluid content, 
especially the presence and concentration of any 
corrosive elements such as hydrogen sulfide (H2S) . 
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16 . LESSEE shall assume full responsibility for keeping 
inforined of and being in compliance with all federal, 
State, and local laws, ordinances and regulations which 
in any way govern the execution of the project. LESSEE 
shall ensure that LESSEE'S employees and LESSEE'S agents 
and their employees shall observe and comply with all 
such regulations. 

LESSEE shall protect, indemnify and in all respects hold 
harinless LESSOR and all LESSOR' s staff and/ or consultants 
against any clailll or liability from any source or cause 
whatsoever arising from the execution of the project. 

Reporting 

Compliance with mitigation measures shall be verified by SLC' s 
project monitor(s) using the enclosed reporting forin. 

COMPLIANCE 

The SLC, or its designated site monitor(s), may be present at the 
project site throughout the construction phase of the project to 
ensure compliance. Within five (5) working days of completion of 
construction activities the SLC will notify LESSEE, in writing, of 
its deterinination that the required project construction 
mitigations have been complied with. 

VIOLATIONS 

If the monitoring reports identify violations of the mitigation 
program, the SLC shall: 

notify LESSEE or its designated • 
representative(s) by telephone and order 
immediate compliance; 

• prepare a written notification to LESSEE or 
its designated representative(s) of the 
violation ordering compliance; and 

• identify the need for a follow-up field 
inspection. 
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If LESSEE fails to comply with the required mitigation plan, the 
SLC monitor(s) may order work to be stopped until compliance is 
achieved and notification is given by the SLC that work may 
commence. 

If a dispute arises concerning the implementation or success of a 
mitigation, the dispute may be referred to the Chief of Enforcement 
and Compliance for a decision and for possible legal action. In 
such a case, work on the project will be stopped until the dispute 
is resolved. 

COST REIMBURSEMENTS 

All costs for the administration and implementation of the Plan 
shall be paid by LESSEE. Prior to commencement of construction, 
LESSEE shall execute a Reimbursement Agreement with the SLC to 
provide for the recovery of the total cost to implement the Plan. 
LESSEE shall deposit with the SLC an applicable expense deposit, 
including, but not limited to the amount required under the 
Reimbursement Agreement. The Plan fees are calculated based on 
actual or estimated costs plus proportional overhead. If the 
deposit amount is less than actual cost, LESSEE shall be required 
to submit additional costs within an allowable time period. 

ENFORCEMENT AND PENALTIES 

A determination of non-implementation or non-compliance will result 
in immediate notification by the SLC to LESSEE as described above. 
If possible, the SLC or its designated monitor(s) will order and 
achieve immediate compliance. If the project is not brought into 
immediate compliance, a stop-work-order may be prepared. The 
period of time the stop-work-order will be enforced will be the 
time required to assure compliance has been achieved. Work on the 
project may not be resumed until compliance is achieved. 
Violations of an approved mitigation measure which are not 
discovered until after construction has been completed will result 
in one or more of the following actions: 

• written notification and demand by the SLC for 
correction, 

• issuance of an infraction citation, 

• forfeiture of any bond trust account, or other 
financial assurance, and/or 

• action to recover funds assured under a letter 
of credit. 
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I PROJECT Tl1'LE ISSUE AREA 

MITIGATION MEASURE REQUIREMENT TO COMPLY LESSEE/PERMITTEE: 

MONITOR: 

COMMENTS DATE 

. 

Compliance: Date __ 

Yes ( ) No ( ) 
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