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Decision No. 89177 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFO~~IA 

'- 410·' ...... ,:f . -In the Matter or the Application 
or Western LNG Terminal Asso
ciates, a general partnershiP, 
and or a Joint Application of 
Western LNG Terminal Associates, 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
and Pacific Lighting Service 
Co~pany, California corporations, 
for a per:it authorizing the 
construction and operation of 
an I..~G terminal purSUa.!'lt to 
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) 
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------------------------------) ) 
Section 5550 ~ sCs.· of the 
Public Utilities ode. 

In the Matter of the Application 
of PACIFIC GAS and ELECTRIC 
COX?~\~, ~~D PACIFIC LIGHTING 
SERVICE CO!{? ~\~, California 
corporations, for a Certificate 
that Public Convenience and 
~ecessity re~uire the construc
tion, operation, and caintenance 
of a 34" Pipeline from the point 
Conception area, Santa Barbara 
County, Ca~:'for:".1a to Gosford, 
Kern County, California, and 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
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) 
) 
) 
) 
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------------------------------) ) 
related facilities. 

) Investigation on the COr.":.lission' s 
C'~ :otion into the r."4 tter of 
the adoption of regulations 
governing the safety and con
struction of a liquefied natural 
gas te~inal in the State of 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

------------------------------) ) 
California. 

Investigation on the CO~~5sion's 
own motion into the impact or the 
decline in natural gas available 
to California from traditional 
sources and tne need for and 
tioing of deliveries from supple-

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

~ental supply projects. 

-----------------------------) 
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At the lychsate we ~~y all pass ou~ own 
conduct and our own j,ud.gr.'lents u."",der a searching 
~ev1ew. It is not g1 ven to hl.::.'.an 'oeings" ha,,!.ly 
!or them" !or otherwise life would. 'oe intolerable" 
to foresee or to predict to any large extent the 
unfolding course ot events. In one phase men 
seem to have been right" in another they seem to 
have been ~ong. Then again, a few years later, 
when the perspective of time has lengthened" all 
stands in a different setting. There is a new 
proportion. T~ere is another scale of values. 
History ~~th its flickering lamp st~'oles along 
the trail of the past, trying to reconstruct its 
scenes, to revive its echoes, and kindle with 
pale 6lea~s the passion of former days. What is 
the worth of all this? The only guide to a ~n 
is his conscience; the only shield to his memory 
is the rectitude and sincer!.ty of his actions. 
It is very imprudent to walk through life without 
th!.s shield, because we are so often mocke~ 'oy 
the failure of our hopes and the upsetting of 
our calculations; but with this shield" however 
the Fates may play, we march always in the r~~ks 
of honot::. 

Winston Churchill 
to the House of CO:::''':l.ons 
Nove=be~ 12', 1940 on ,the 
occasion of the death or 
Neville C~~berla1n 
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(See Appendix A for appearance~.) 

OPINION IN APPLICA!IONS 
NOS. 57626 A..~ 57792, CASE NO. 10342- AND OIl 1 

I. I.~G TERMINAL ACT OF 1977 

On Septe~~er l6~ 1977 the Liquefied Natural Gas Terminal Act 
o~ 1977 (SB 1081) was s1gne~ ~y the Gove~nor. The Act grant~ to 
this Co~:~ss1on the exclusive powe~ to issue a pe~1t authorizing 
the construction an~ operation of a liquefied natural gas (LNG) 
te~1nal pursuant to a prescribed procedure. The Act r4kes appro
priate modifications to the Pu~lic Resources Code ~~d adds Chapter 
10 to the Pu~lic Utilities Code. The Act ~ecame ef:ective 1~~ed1ately 
upon enact:ent on Septem~er l6~ 1977 as an urgency statu~e within 
the meaning of Article IV of the Constitution. 

In Section 5551~ the Legislature find~ as follows: 
"(a) That an adequate supply of natu~al gas is essential 

to the economy of California ~~d to the health and 
welfare of its residents. 

"(~) 

"(c) 

That the importation or liquefied natural gas fro: 
S01.lth Alaska an~ Indonesia into California ::laY be 
a significant means of assuring that adequate ~~d 
~eliable supplies or natural ga~ are Obtained in 
sufficient quantities to meet the state's needs 
and to prevent natural ga~ sho~tages which would 
c1srupt the state's economy, increase a1~ pollu
tion. and impose personal and financial hardships 
on all of the state's residents .. 

That an initial l1~uef1e~ natural gas terminal may 
currently be nee~e~ in or~er tc permit the impor
tation of sufficient natu:al gas to prevent ,short
ages which have ~een pre~1cte~ to occur in the 
early 1980's. 
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"Cd) That, in order to expedite the siting, construc
tion, and operation or such l1~uer1ed natural gaz 
~erm1nal so that ser10uz shortages ot natural gas 
do not occur, it is necessary to vest exclusively 
"1n one state agency the authority to. issue a 
single permit authorizing the location, constr.uc
tion, and operation ot such terminal, and to 
esta~lish specific time limits tor ·30 decision on 
applica tions to·r such permit. n !I 

In order to implement the policy stated in Subd1Vlsion Cd) 
I 

above, the Act provides that the issuance of a permit by the COmmi,S
s10n shall be in lieu ot any .other permit, license, cert1!icate, O~ 
other entitlement for use required 'oy any agency or state ··or local 
gover~~ent tor the construction or operation of an t~G term1~l, to 
the extent permitted -oy federal statute or regulation 0:- any tederal
state ag:-ee::lent relati~g to water discharge jjerm1ts. The Act ru:--:her 
provides that, to the extent perm1tted 'oy federal statute or regula
t!.on, the pe:-:n1t shall also 'oe in lieu of a."lY other pe:-:n1t, license,;, 
certificate, or other ent1tle~ent fo:- use issued 'oy any agency, 
dep a:-tment, or ins t:-cen tali ty o·r t he federal gove:-r..:'lent. 

In Section 5552, the Legislature further finds and declares, 
in part, " ••• that current 'uncertaintiesa~out the safety or 
l!~ue!ied natural gas require that the single ter:1nal authorized 
by this chapter be located at a Site re~ote r~om hu=an population 
in order to provide the maxim~~ possible protection to the pu~lie 
against the possi'oility or aCCident." 

Section 5582 provides that the following population criteria 
a??ly to the terminal: 

!I The Act re~uires that " ••• on or before July 31, 1978~ the 
co~~!ss1on shall issue a decision on an application for a 
e~t to construct ane o~era~e an LNG term1nal il • {Section 

; emphasis acded. Al_ references are to the Californ1a 
PubliC Ut11it1e~ Code, unless otherwise noted. 
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"(1) population ~ensity shall be not greater than an 
average ot 10 persons per s~uare mile tor a 
~istance or one mile outside the perimeter or 
~he site on which the orrloading~ regasir1eat1on~ 
~~d storage facilities tor L~G will be, located. 

"(2) Population ~ensity shall be not grea..t'er than an 
average of 60 persons per square mile for a 
distance of four miles outsi~e the perimeter of 
the si~e on which the orrloa~ing, regasirication~ 
and storage facilit1es tor LNG Will be located. 

"(3) The ter~inal shall be locate~ so that no marine 
vessel transporting LNG woul~ ~e required or 
~ermitted in the normal course of marine opera
t1ons~ according to the plan of operations filed 
by the applicant pursuant to subdivision (b) of 
Se~t1on 5601~ to pass closer to areas of popula
t10n dens!ty than the distances specified in 
paragraphs (1) a:ld (2)." 

Section 5584 reou1res that the storage and regas!f!cat!on 
~ac111t1es be located onshore. Section 5585 requires that the gas 
~el!vered to the ter:inal must be gas produced in !neonesia ~~d 
south Alaska. It also requires that the "terminal's average da1ly 
input capacity shall not exceed the gaseous equivalent or 1.3 
billion cu'Cic teet." Further, Section 5600 requires that any party 
seeking a per~!t to operate and cor.struct a terrnina1 had to tile ~~ 
a;pl!cation wit~~n 30 eays after the e!!ect!ve ~ate or the legis
lat!on. Western LNG Ter:!nal Associates (Western Term1nal)~ the 
only applicant uncier the Act~ tiled Application No. 57626 on 
Octo~er 14, 1977> for a pe~t to construct and operate an LNG 
te~inal !n Santa Sar~ara County near Point Conception. Under the 
Act the Co~:.!ss10n is re~u1red to sub~1t a copy of the application 
to the Califo:-nia Coastal Co:n.-u1ss1on (CCC) (Sect!on 5610). This 
was done on October 14~ 1977. 

The CeC.is required by the Act to undertake a study to identify 
a~d'evaluate ~otent1al onshore sites tor an LNG terminal. Not 
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later tha.~ May 31, 1978, the. cec was require~ to· complete an<! trans
mit t~ thi6 Commission its final report evalua~ing and ranking such 
sites. together With recommended terms an~ conditions of construc
tion and operation of a terminal at each site. (Sections 5611. 5612.) 

The Act provides that this Cocmission shall not issue a perm1t 
for construct10n and operation of a terminal at any site not evalu
atec and ranked by the CCC. In 1ssuing a permit, this Co~ssion 
1s required to issue it for t.he site ranked highest by the CCC. 
"Ho ..... ever, the CO::l..":liss1on :lay select a lower ranke~ site if it has 
c.ete!"::l1ned with respect to each higher ranked site t.hat it is not 
feasible to co::plete construction anc com."llence operations of the 
te~1nal at such higher ranked s1te in sufficient time to prevent 
s1g~1ficant curtail~ent or high priority requ1rements for natural 
gas and that approval of the lower ranked Site w1ll Significantly 
reduce such curtailment." (Section 5631.' Section 5559 defines 
"teas1ble" as " ••• capable of being accomplished in a successful 
manner within a reasonable per10d of time, taking into acco~~t: 
(a) econo~ic, enviro:l.":lental, SOCial, technological, safety, and 
relia'oi1ity factors, Co) gas supply contracts, (c) ga.s su?~ly and. 
demand forecasts, (d) federal regula.tory re~uirements, ~~d (e) 
alternative sources 0: natural gas." 

Under the Act this CO~":l1ssion cannot issue a permit for con
st:r~ction and operation at any site unless it finds to do so would 
be cons~stent w~th ?ublic health, safety, an~ welfa~e, and it may 
1~pose such conditions on the issuance or a perm1t as may be 
necessary or appropriate to ensure the pu~lic health, sarety, ~~4 
welfare. (Section 5632.) 

If this CommiSSion issues a permit for construetion and opera
tion, the Act requires it to impose, as a con~ition of such ~erm1t, 
each term ~~4 condition reeo~~ended by the CCC for the selecte~ 
site, unless t~sCo~~1ssion finds with respect to each term or 
condition any of the folloWing: 
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(a) Imposition or the te~. or con~it1on will cause 

delays in co~~encement of terminal o~erat1ons 
that will result in significant curtailment of 
h1gh p~iority natu~al gas requirements ~~~ that 
~elet1on or mo~1~1cation or the term or con~ition 
will avoid o~ significantly reduce such curta11-
:':'lent. 

(b) The report of th~ CCC recommending the term or 
condition was not based on substantial evidence, 
considering the record as a whole. 

5a 
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(c) Imposition or the term or condition ~ll a~ver~ely 
affect public health or safety. (Section 5633.) 

The Comm1s~on may also impose its own terms and conditions. These 
te~ an~~onditions may also include those recommended ~y the local 
city or county within whose jurisdiction the terminal is proposed 

to ~e located. (Section 5636(d).) 
Section 5601 require:5 the perm1t app11cat1on to contain tbe 

tollow1ng intormation: 
(a) Information, including maps and pictorial and 

written descriptions or present and proposed 
~evelop~ent !or the s1te and relevant geological, 
archaeological, aesthetiC, ecologieal, seismic, 
~~rine transport, and popula~ion data. The maps 
shall designate the location or the perimeter or 
the L~G ofrloading, regasificat1on, and storage 
site from which the population density criteria 
spee1fied in Section 5582 shall oe measured. 

(0) A de~ailed deseription or the propose~ engineer
ing design features, proposed ~ethods ot con
struction, and proposed o,era~ing proeedures for 
the ter--1nal and a proposed plan tor ~rine 
operations, including shipping routes and control 
procedures. 

(e) k~ analysis of accident possibilities, eonse
quences, and risks for the te~inal. 

(d) Intormation regarding safety and public protee
~ion rea~ures, ineluding tire protection measures, 
~arine navigational systems, e=ergency syste:z 
!or shutting down the terminal, and other con
tingency plans for accidents. 

(e) In~or~ation regar~ing the cost of· the terminal, 
fuel eonsu~~tion in operating terminal equip:ent, 
service life of the ter:l1nal, and ca~ac1ty of the 
te:-m1nal. 

(r) In~or=ation regar~ing the source or 11quef1eQ 
natural gas, including the contractual term~ for 
the delivery of such gas supp11es. 
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(g) A description or any propo~ed or existing 
natural gas transmission lines related to the 
~oposed term1nal, including a map, in suitable 
,cale, of the routing that shows deta,1ls of the 
right-of-way in the vicinity of popu,lated or 
developed areas, parks, and recreational areas; 
the justification tor the route'; and a pre
liminary statement ot the efrect or any propozed 
natural gas transmission line on the enviro~~ent. 

(h) A description or contingency plans tor e~uivalent 
vol~T.es of natural gas in the event of both short
and long-term interruptions of the LNG supp·ly 
system for the proposed terminal. 

(1) A description or the proposed method of' financing 
the terminal and analysis of the rate i=pact 
thereor on natural gas consumers in this state. 

(j) The applicant's legal opinion regarding the 
rights this state has, or can azsert, under 
federal law (1) that will assure the allocation 
of ade~uate supplies of natural gas to eonsumers 
in this state from sources other than the terminal 
to ~e permitted pursuant to this chapter and (2) 
that will assure consumers in this state full ~~d 
fair co~pensation for any losses of supplies ot 
natural gas eosting less than ga.s converted. fro::l 
LXG that may result from federal allocation 
,olicies. 

(;:) Any other infor:lat1on which the applicant ~eems 
necessary or desirable to support its applieation 
and better inf'or:n the co:r.mission and the pu-oliC. !I 

:his Co~~ission is designated by the Aet to be the leac agency 
~or pur?oses of the California Environ=ental Quality Act (CZQA). 
(Section 5635.) The Act re~u1res this Co~~iss10n to a~opt regulations 

1/ As d.iscussed. infra. the proceed.1ng in Cipp11cat1on No. 57626 
basically addresses issues relating to Subsections (a), (e). 
(5). (1), and. (k) ot Section 5601. The issues relating to· 
the other subsections are addressed., as appropriate, in OIl 1 
and. Case No. 10342 .. 
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. 
governing the safety and construction or the terminal. (Section -,037.) It fUrther requires this COmmission to·esta.~l1sh mon1to:--ing 

systems: 

(1) To ensure that any terminal authorized is con
structed and operate<! in compliance with all 
a~~l1ca~le regulations adopted an<! the ter::lS and 
conditions established pursuant to the Act, and 

(2) To monitor the costs incurred in the construction, 
or in the preparation tor construction, of such 
term~nal in order to determine if the costs are 
in the best 1ntere:sts ot the :-atepayers,. (Sec-
tions 5631, 5638.) , 

8 
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II. PROCEDURAL SUMMARy· 

A. Entities 
Western Terminal 15 a general partnership pursuant to the 

Uni~o~ Partnership Act of the State of California. A copy of its 
gene:oal partnershiP agree:ent.was tiled as a part or Application 
No. 57626. Although not applicants in this proceeding, the parties 
to the Western Terminal partnership are: Western LNG Terminal 
Company, a California co:oporation, which is an affiliate of Pacific 
Lighting Corporation (PtC); and Pacific Cas LNG Terminal COl:pany, 
a Cal1~orn1a corporation, which is ar. a~riliate of Pacific Ga$ & 
Elect:01c co:pany (PG&E). 

?LC was a utility hol~1ng company until 1969 when it was 
~iversified by the addition to its hol~ings of co:panies engaged 
in agriculture and real estate. The public utilities controlled 
by PLC are Pacific Lighting Service Company (FLS) and Southern 
California Gas Co~pany (SoCal). 'both of which are California gas 
corporat1ons. soCal is the largest distributor or natural gas in 
southern California. FLS serves the sole purpose of 'buying natural 
gas ~ro: variOUS suppliers and selling it to SoCal. PLS· has no 
el:ployees of its own. Y~npower for all PLS funetions is provided 
'by SoCal, which charges PLS tor the service of its employees • 

• U • • ., •• •• •• 
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Western LNG Terminal Company~ whieh partieipates as a partner in 
Western Terminal, is a wholly owne~ subsidiary or PLC. 

PG&E is a publie utility whlch is the largest supplier of gas 

a~d electric serviee in northern Californ1a. It controls a n~~er 
or ar~111ates having the primary funetions or developing an~ pur~ 
chasing natural gas supplies an4 transporting the gas to PG&E's 
pipeline racilities. PG&E tormed Pacific Gas LNG Terr.inal Cotlpany 
as a wholly owned subsi~1ary for the purpose of participating as 

a pa:-tner in Weste:-n 'I'ermi::.al'. 
On Xa:-ch 11, 1975. Western LNG Terminal Company entere~'into 

*/' 
an ag:-ee:ent with Pacific Indones1a LNG Company (?aclndonesia)-
ag~eeing to receive. regasity. and deliver. at the instruction 0: 
Pac!nc1onesia, specified volumes of the LNG under specified condi
tions. On February 26. 1975. Western LNG 'I'e:-~nal COI:lpany entered 
into a s1=11ar agreement with Paeifie Alaska LNG Company (?aeAlaSka).~1 
!n aceordanc~ with the general partnership agre~ment e:rect1ve 
Jan1.!ary 27. 1976, the agreements are now 'o1nd.ing;upon Western 

'I'e:-=1nal. 

Paclndonesia is a California corporation which is, a wholly 
owne~ sU'os1d1ary of PtC, but which is now jointly controlled 
by ?LC and PG&E. Pac Indonesia has contracted: (1) to, pur
chase t,he specified volume:s !'rom Perusahan Perta.m'baugan 
Minyak Dan Ga~ B~~ (Pert~~na);(2) to transport the LNG to 
California; a.nd. (3) to sell the regasified. LNG to SoCal and 
PG&E. 

!V PacAlaska, is a wholly owne~ su~~1d.iary or Ptc. 

lO 
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Proceedings Before Commission 
l. AEpl1cation No. 27026 
Pursuant to Sections 5550 et seq. of the Act, Western ~erminal 

seeks a p~t authorizing it to construct an~ operate an LNG 
terminal as defined in Sect10n 5562 or the Act. The site or the 
propose~ terminal is in Santa Ear~ara County near POint Conception. 
A: this site Western Terminal intends to construct and operate LNG 
unloading, storage, vaporization, and ancillary facilities tor the 
pu~ose of receiving LNG imported into California from Indonesia 
and south Alaska. 

Western Ter:ninal alleges that the proposed project set forth 
in the application tully cO::lplies with the provisions of the Act 
and that the project is designed to receive critically needed L~G 
s~pplies in a feasible and timely manner. 

PG&E and PLS 10in with Western Terminal in see~1ng the. pe~it 
1:'lsotar as it authorizes the construction and operation of the 
pipeline and appurtenances necessary for the trans::'l1ssion of the 
regasified LNG from the :etering station at the outlet of the vapor
ization facilities of the terminal to the points or interconnection 
with existing natural gas pipelines. 

2. Aop11cation No. 57792 
Pursuant to Section 1001 of the Public Utilities Code, PG&E 

e:'ld ?LS jOintly seek an order of the Co~~~ission granting to them a 
certiricate or public convenience and necessity for the construc
tion, maintenance, and operation or a pipeline which will be owne~ 
e~ually by the two Californ1a utilities. The pipeline will be 
approxi:4tely 112 miles long and will be 34 inches in outsi~e 
diameter. It Will begin at the metering station ot the proposed 
LNG terminal site and terminate at a point of inter~onnect1on with 
PG&E's existing pipeline near Gosford in Kern County. There will 
be two interconnections along the l12-m11e route, the first with 
SoCal's eX1sting pipeline west or Buellton in Santa Barbara County, • 
and the second ·~th PLS's existing pipeline near the North Coles 
Levee Field in Kern County. 
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Application~ No~. 57626 and 57792 were consolidated. for 

hearing'. .. 3. Case No. 10342 
On 3une 1, 1977 the Commission instituted an investigation, 

Case No. 10342, into the 10pact of the decline ·in natural gasava11-
able to Cal1forn~a from traditional sources and the need for and 
t1~ng of ~eliver1es trom supplemental ~upply project~- Specif-
ically the investigation included tbe following: 

(1) A forecast of gas requirements by end-use priority. 

(2) A forecast o~ gas supplies from traditional sources, 
and tbe p:-ojected cost or these supplies. 

(3) An evaluation of the potential supplies available 
from new sources, and the projected cost of these 
soU!'"ce~. 

(4) '!'he estimated date or curtailment of each end-use 
pr1or~tY with tra~itional source~ and the economiC, 
social (with e~phas1s on loss 0: jOb~). ~~d 
enviro~mental costs of eonverting these custo~ers 
to alter~4te fuels. 

(5) The potential pr:ce an~ supply i~pacts of re~eral 
allocation and pricing policies on California'S 
new gas supplies-

(6) Th~ faei1ities needed for and the econo=!c, SOCial, 
and enviro~~ental costs of diverting gas from 
northern to southern California. 

soCal, PG&E, and S3.-"l :Diego· Gas & ElectriC Company CSDG&E) were 

=a~e respondent~ in this ease. 
4. C:-der !r:.st1tutir:.S Investiga.tion No.1 
On October 18, 1977 the Co~~1ssion instituted OIl 1 to ~iS

cha:-ge its statutory man~ate under Section 5637 or the Act, which 
requires the Co~n1ssion to adopt regulations governing the sa~ety 
and construction or the ~NG terminal. OIl 1 eonstitutes the vehicle 
~y which the Co~~~ssion intends to develop co=prehen~ive safety 

-standard~. -
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The 8tan~ar~$ adop~ed b~ the Co~ission in OIl 1 Will prescribe -t~4t level of safety which operators of a proposed LNG terminal , . 
must legally meet in connection with the design, construct1on~ 
testing, operation, and maintenance of fac1lit1es required in the 
tr~~srer, storage, an~ vaporization of LNG. 

For purposes of developing ap?ropriate safety st~~dards, OIl 1 
enco~passes all current state-o~-the-art safety information relative 
to the handling of LNG. Present national, state, local, industrial, 
and profess1onal codes, standards, practices and regulations eover
ing deSign, construction, operation, 1ns~ect1on, maintenance, ~~d 
safety of LNG terminal facilities are to be analyze~ to deterr.1ne 
their adequacy with respect to the Co~~ission's responsibility tor 
developing co~prehensive safety standards. Respondents and the 
appl!c~~t for a proposed LNG terminal within the State are re~uired 
to furnish to the Co~~ssion proposals for standards necessary to 
provide for the safe construction, opera.tion, and maintenance or 
a proposed LNG facil1ty. 

~he ulti=ate LNG safety standards promulgated by the Co~~ss1on 
in OIl 1 are to 'be incorporated as Part III of the Co~~ssion's 
Ge~eral O~~er No. l12-C~ which presently contains rules governing 
des!g.~, construction, te'st1ng, tlaintena.~ee, and operation of utility 
gas gathering, trans~ss1on an~ distribution pip~ng syste~s. 

SoCa1, PG&E, SDG&E, and Western Terr.~nal were named respondents 
in OIl 1. 

5. Trifureated Publie Hearings 
At the prehearing conference held on Oetober 28, 1977 on 

Application No. 57626, staff recommended that for the purpose Qf 

exped1t1r.-g the hearing process, so· as to allow a deCision to l)e 

issued by July 31, 1978 on the permit, three separate and concurrent 
sets of hearings should l)e held and the three records consolidated. 
One set or hear1ng~ was recommended to be held in Application No. 
57626, another set in Case No. 10342, and the third in OIl 1. The 
three assigned Ad:1nistrat1ve Law Judges (ALJ) approved th1~ recoc
mendation, requiring that, in general, eV1~enee relating to natural 
gas su~p11es and requirements be presented in Case No. 10342·, 
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safety related evidence be presented in OII l~ an~ eVidence on the 
remain1ng issues be pre~ented in the ~pp11cation. Subsequently. 
on January=9. 1978, Applieation No. 57792 tor 8, 'certificate of 
public conven1ence and necessity for the gas ~ransmission pipeline 
was riled, and it was consolidated for hearing With Application 
No. 51626. 

An appearance in anyone of the proceedings was ~eemed to 
constitute an appearance in all of them. The hearings were con-' 
ducted to aVOid, insofar as practicable, the duplication or evidence, 
w~~le ~~~ertak!ng to compile a composite record that would be ade
q~ate in every aspect necessary for the CO~~1ssion to make all 
required deter~1nat1ons within t·he time limit specified in the Act. 
Re~erences t~ the transcript, exhi~its, and items in each hearing 
were precede4 ~y a letter 4es1gnating the applica~le recor~: Case 
No. 10342 by a "C", Applications Nos. 57626 and 57792 by an "A" a."i.d 
OII 1 by an "0". 

6. Hear!ngs in Applications Nos. 51626 and 51192 
The hearings in the applications were held in two series. 

The first series of hearings began with Western Ter~1nalts 'basic 
showing and were concluded on February 17, 1978. Following 
Western Terminal, the Commission stafr presented evidenee relating 
to the cost or the proposed LNG ter:n1nal, financial issues relating 
to the construction and operation of the pro~osed terminal, and' a 
plan to ~o~!tor the construction eosts of the proposed LNG receiv1ng 
ter:i~al. Although provided the opportur~ty, no other parties 
presented evidence relating to this phase of the Application No. 
57626 proceedings. At the eoncluSion of the first series of hear-
1~gs in the applications, the pres1~1ng AtJ 1nv1te~ all parties to' 
file eoncurrent interim briefs ~y MArch 7, 1978 on those issues in 
which presentation of evidence had ~een completed. 

At the second se:-ies of hearings, ~eginning on March 14" 1978, 
the stafr presented expert witnesses and exhibits relating to the 
various environmental impacts aSSOCiated with constructing an LNG 
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receiv1ng.terminal at Point conception.!! These eXhibits are 
technical reports which support and set forth the deta1le~ facts 
~~d concl~s1ons which are presented in the Dra~t Environmental 
I~pact Report (DEIR) on the proposed proJect. Test1mony and tech
n1cal reports were orfered on soc10-economic and land use 1mpacts~ 
meteorology and air quality imp'acts" geology and seismicity 1mpacts" 
and terrestrial biology impacts. The starr also, presented wit
nesses who supported technical reports dea11ng w1th energy use, the 
p:ooposed seawater system .. ut1;1t1es and effluents .. a.~d an assess
:ent of cryo-uti11zat10n of the "eold power" ~enerated ~y a.~ LNG 
receiving terminal. In addition .. tec~~1cal reports a~dress1ng the 
:oelative env1ro~~ental 1:pacts of constructing and operat1ng an L~G 
~ac1l1ty at alternative sites were introduced and received in 

**1 e-/!d.ence. -
The stafr also p:oesented a tec~~1cal report (Exh1b1t A-SO) 

that sets forth the 1::lpacts of the proposed access road a.nd elec
t:oical power transmiss10n line required to serve the pl~~t. Exh1~1t 

A-90 also assesses the impacts or alternat1ve routes for a gas 
tr~~s=!ss10n p!pe11ne .. power line .. and road. F!nally .. the stafr 
presented testimony and Exhibits A-115 ~~d A-115 .. whlch analyze on 
a co=~arat1ve bas1s, the feas1bil1ty .. costs and t1ming or eonstructing 
an LNG receiving ter~inal at each or the five Sites proposed by the 
CCC in its prel!~inary report. 

V These expert witnesses were consultants hired by the Co:::..~iss1on 
to prepare an Env1ronmental Impact Report (EIR) on the pro
posed prOject. 

!!I Exh1b1 t A-66, the starf's Tech."l.1cal Report No. 23 support1ng 
the DEIR. is a study comparing the !:r.pa.cts at Po,1nt Coneeption, 
Oxnard .. C~~p Pendleton, Taj1guas .. and Guadalupe Dunes. 
Exh1~1t A-103, Technica.l Report No. 23A, 1s a supplement to 
Exh1~it A-55" whlch presents an analysls of the Rattlesnake 
C~~yon site and the Las Varas site. ~he Flnal EIR includes a 
~etailed analysis or the Deer Canyon s1te 1n response to ~ 
several co~ents on the DEIR. 
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Western Terminal also preeented additional testimony and 
exh!~its during the second phase or the Application No. 57620 pro-. 
ceed!ngs. ~s presentation related to those mitigat1ng measures 
recommende~ in the DEIR which Western Terminal was adopting. These 
mitigating measures included moving the site to· avoid archaeological 
resources; using the existing Hollister Ranch Road as an access 
route and improving this road to a 25 mph standard rather than a 
40 :::,h. standard; busing laborers to the site from a staging area 
near Gaviota.; alternative electric power arrangements.; and taldng 
ce:otain measures that will :ntigate air quality i:::pacts. Western 
Te:O:inal also presented a study concerning the des1gn of the sea
water system, and an exh1~it setting forth the capital cost for 
const:"ucting the terminal at Point Conception, revised to reflect 
these mitigating measures. 

In the applications, 48 days of public hearing were held before 
ALJ Ja::les F. Haley in Los A."'lgeles" San FranCiSCO" San Diego" San Lu!s 
O~1spo, Santa Barbara, Oxnard, and Oceanside. The applications 
we:"e taken ~~der submission on Y~y 12, 1978 subject to receipt, 
of :he rollow!ng: 

1. By Y~y 15, 1978 reco:r.:nendations of cities and 
counties in which a terminal is proposed to be 
located, as to safety, protection of the envi:oon
~ent and land use. 

2. By ~4Y 30, 1978 concurrent briefs by the parties 
to the proceedings. 

3. By Y~y 31, 1978 the final report of the CCC 
evaluating and ranking the potential onshore sites 
pursuant to Section 5611 or the Act, with com
:ents thereon to be filed by the parties not 
later than June 9, 1918. 

4. By July 1, 1978 the Final EIR prepared by the 
Co~~ss1on starf. 

5. Additional evidence in OII 1 concerning the extent 
of faulting at the proposed Point Conception site. 

'!he record in Applica.tions Nos. 57625 and 57792 consists or . 
4,154 pages or transcript, 120 eXhibits, and 25 items. 
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1. Hear1ngs 1n Case No.' 10342 

Sche~ule~ hearing, in Case No. 10342 commenced before AtJ 
Charles E.~ttson on Novemb~r 1, 1977. Hearings were concluded 
May 4, 1978. The record includes 56 ~/olumes or transcript (5,,894 
pages), go exhibits, and Items A through N. Concurrent briefs 
were filed on May 30" 1918, and Case No. 10342 is under submission. 

A number of parties p~esente~ evidence on estimated natural 
~as supplies, cU$tocer~requ1rements, an~ potential economic and 
e:w1roncental impacts associate,d with declining gas supplies. Gas 
s~pp11es esti~~tes and requ1re:ents were provi~ed by the stat! of 
the Energy Resources Conservation and Development Co~.~ssion 
(ERCDC), PO&E. SoCal, Resource Planning Associates~ Inc. (R?A), 
Applied DeciSion AnalysiS (ADA), and the California Public Utilities 
CO::':.lission stafr (stafr). The res.pondent ut1l1 ties presented 
esti:ates or gas supplies and require:ents ror their service areas. 
R?A prov::'~ed a report on California Natural Gas Supply and De::2.nd, 
1977-1990 (Exh1'cit C-61). and ADA supplied a report titled. "DeCision 
Analysis or California LNG" (EXhibit C-66) in support of the DE!R 
in these consolidated r.4tters. General Motors Corporation (OM). 
Un::.on Car'cide Corporation (UC), and SDG&E participated and pre=ented 
d::'rect evidence. The California Citizens Action Group (CCAG) 
actively pa.rticipated in various portions of the proceedings throt:.gh 
cross-examination. 

8. Hearings in OI! 1 
By direction or the Presiding Administrative Law Ju~ge and 

with the concurrence of the interested part1es~ OIl 1 was divided 
::':'l~o two phases. Phase I of the proceeding, ".vh1ch concluded on 
J~ly 14, 1978" was devoted to exa::inat1on of site-spec!.f'!c saf'ety 
and relia~i11ty issue~ generated by Western Terminal's request in 
Applicat10n No. 57626 to construct and operate an LNG terminal at 
P01 ... ·lt Concept1on. Phase II or OIl 1" with hear1ngs commeneing in 
August" 1978" will serve as the forum f'or the ultimate development : 
and adoption 'by tbe Co:::u:1ss1on of eOt'lprehens1 ve regulat1on:s and: a • 
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monitoring -eystem pursuant to the man~ate of Section 56,37 ~ governing 
the safety'and construction or LNG facilities Within California. 

In Phase I of OIl 1, 43 ~ays of ~uly-noticed public hearings 
I 

in the matter of LNG safety were held before ALJ John J. Doran in 
San Francisco, Los Angeles, San Diego, an(j Santa Barbara between 
February 7, 1978 and July 14, 1978. The record includes 42 volu:nes 
of transcripts (4001 pages) an~ 138 exhibits. Witnesses were 
otfered by ~es~ern Ter~~nal and cross-ex~~ined by the parties on the 
si:e-specific subjects of geology, engineering, seis~ology, structural 
des~~~, sea-state and weather conditions, marine operations, LNG 
risk assess~ent, fire protection, operating procedure, project 
reliability, and liability. The Co~~ission start presented evidence 
on the issues of geology, seismiC ~esign, missile hazards, vessel 
traffie, sabotage and security, berth availability, project relia
b~lity, safe~y and construction ~onitoring progra~, and overall 
safety of the proposed LNG facility. Intervenors sponsore~ test1:cony 
on the subjects of geology, seis~ology, win~ and wave con~itions 
at Point Conception, and inde~~ification. Respendent SDG&E testified 
a'oo~t the nature of its operation at the LNG ~eak-shaving faei1ity 
in Chula Vis~a, California. 

Phase I of OIl 1 was sub~~tted in three parts: (1) on Y~y 4, 
1978, all Phase I ~atters, exeept those relating to seismicity; 
(2) on J1.l.l'le 22, 1978, all se1sm1c matters, except evidence relating 
to additional on-site geological and technical 1nvestigations an~ 
related ongOir.g ~tud1es; and (3) July 14, 1978-, all Phase I matters 
were concluded, with final addendum briefs riled on July 19, 1978. 

In late April the geological ~onsultant employed by Hollister 
Ranch indicateQ his profeSSional belief that a fault existed on 
the s1~e. Consequently the Co~~ission determined to sever the 
se1s~c issue from Phase I an~ require additional studies. The 
starf, by letter of May 2, 1978, 'requested Western Terminal to 
undertake specific seismic investigations in response to, the con
tention concerning a fault on the site. Parties to the proceedings 
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were adv1sed dur1ng the May 4~ 1978 hear1ng that additional seismic 
1nve~ti5ation~ would be re~u1red and were invited to participate. 
Further~ a ~tarr letter was sent to the parties in confirmat1on or - ' that decision. The 32nd and last day or hearin~ on the Phase I , 
issues, save seism1eity~ was May 4, 1978~ With 'submission or con-
eurrent briefs on May 30, 1978. 

Arter nine days of additional hearings, from June l2 to June 22~ 
the seismie issue, except for the additional trenching requested 
during the June 16 hearing, was submitted with eoncurrent briefs 
on June 30, 1978. Exhibits proposing changes in the seismiC design 
criteria were identir~ed during the June 22 hearing, but the 
~tter was deterred to Phase II of this proceeding. 

Exh!b!ts respecting the requested J~~e l6 trenching and related 
o~going studies were scheduled to be riled by July l2. A one-day 
~earing was scheduled for July l4 in San Franciseo, ~~d addend~
t~~e briefs were filed July 19. Phase I of OIl 1 stood submitted. 

HearL~gs on the proposed changes in the seismic des1gn eriteria~ 
the proposed general order or. LNG safety standards, and the con
struct!on and safety monitoring progr~ are scheduled following 
the deciSion on the per=it applications ~~d constitute Phase II of 
this proceeding. All issue3 except Phase II are the subject matter 
or this opinion. Phase!I will be the subject or a later opinion 
following addit10nal hearings. 
C. Calitor~!a Coastal Co~~1ss1on ?rocee~1~gs 

Follo"fling enactment of SB 1081, the CCC in October 1977 
~~rected its statf to identify and evaluate possible r~1n1ane on
shore LNG ter:!nal sites. The stafr sent letters to, interested 
parties inviting site no:1nations for prelim!nary evaluation. By 
the December l~ 1977 deadline imposed in the invitation, 18 such 
s~t~s had been nominated. The CCC staff itself nominated an 
a~Qitional 64 sites. 

To determ1ne which nominations should be legally retained as 
feasible for Site rankins, the CCC starr evaluated 'the 82 10cation3· 
according to the rollowing criteria: population dens1ty~ land and 
water characterist1cs~ maritime condit1ons~ se1sm1e safety~ and 
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coastal resources. ~~ or the 82 ~1te~ ra1led to meet the popula
tion density requirements or the Act. Other~ were eliminated 
beca~t$e the-.r were too near earthquake raults~ or ~011 .,=ond1t1ons . 
were not st1table~ or becau~e adverse wind and wave conditions 
would prevent regular berthing of LNG tankers. 

After receiving public co=ments and holding a stafr workshop 
on the evaluation cr1teria~ the CCC held a public hearing and voted l 

en January 3l~ 1978" to retain the folloWing five sites (listed 
rro~ north to so~th' for further study and ranking: Rattlesnake 
Canyon in ,San LUis Obispo County" Point Conception (Little COjo) 
and Las Varas in Santa Barbara Co~~ty, Deer Canyon in Ventura 
County, a.'"ld. Ca.~p Pendleton in San Diego Cou:'lty. These. five sites 
~ere those 1nelueed. in the CCC's pre11~~nary report sub=1tted to 
this Co~~~ssion pursuant to Subsection 5612('0) of the Act. 

Consultants r~tained by the CCC then evaluated these five Sites 
in ~etai1 to determine whether engineering and r.~rit1:e faetors 
~ere suitable. Ad.ditional inro~ation and. opinions on the sites 
·,.,ere submitted. by interested. parties ~ 1nclud.1ng local, state, and. 
fed-eral agenCies, affected property owners" 3..""ld Western Ter::.1nal. 
As required by Section 5515 or the Act, the CCC held publiC hearings 
in April 1978 in eaeh county in which a potential LNG site is 
loca~ed. These hearings were held in San Luis· ObiSpo~ Santa Ba~ba~a~ 
~he ci~y of Port Hueneme" and Oceans1~e follOWing publie workshops 
co~cucted in each of the four eo~~ties by the CCC stafr. 

~n May 5, 1978 the CCC starr issued its report to the CCC on 
s!~e ranking and ter:s and conditions. The su:~ry eonta1ned in 
the s~arf repo:"t reads, in part, as follows: 

"Starr recommends that the Co~~iss10n rank the potential 
LNG te~minal sites in the following order: 

"1. HORNO Ck\70N on Camp Pendleton in San Diego County 
where a terminal would have the least adverse 
impacts on coastal resources. 

"2. RATTLESNAKE CANYON in San LuiS ObiSpo County. 

"3. LITTLE COJO near Point Coneept1on in Santa Bar~ara 
COW'lty • 
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"4. DEER CAl:YON 1:1 Ventura COU-"lty where a terminal 
~uld have tbe most overall adve~se impact on 
£oastal resources. 

"Starr is reco:nmend1ng el1m1na":1on or a fifth :site at 
LAS VARAS in Santa Ear~ara County (Figure 1), due to 
the recently confirmed presence or a small active 
earthquake fault passing through the site. A s1m1lar 
ra~lt has been identified at the LITTLE COJO site~ 
which is nevertheless retained in the ranking because 
th'e LNG Terminal Act of 1977 requires that the CO:l."n1ss1on 
ra..l1k the site selec:ec. by Weste:-n LNG Te!'::l1nal Associates 
in its application to the Public Utilities Com."nission 
(PUC)." 

On May 24, 1978 the eec met to vote on its final evaluation 
a:'ld rar~ng or the sites for the purpose or making 1 ts final reA'ort 
to this Co~~ission as required by Subsection 5612(a) 0: the Ac:. 
~nder ~ate or ~4Y 31, 1978 the cee transcitted. its final report to 
this COl':'.::l1ss10n. The ceo voted to rank the above tour potential 
sites in the same order that had been reco~"nended by its sta!f. 
The letter transmitting the report contained the following paragraph 
~ualify1ng the cec's ranking: 

"The eO~T~ssion's ranking is based on the thirty-one 
conditions which it adopted and which are contained. 
in the final report. The Comr..iss10n report also 
includes two resolutions, one urging consideration of 
offshore LNG terr.~nal sites if it is not possible to 
a,prove an onshore site by July 31, 197e~ and another 
urging that a vessel control syste~ be develope~ for 
any ap~roved s1te.~ 

Th,e CCC final report elaborates as to how its eondit!ons 
affect Po1nt Conception's ranking on page 27: 
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"W1th.-eond1t10ns 23 through 28 which prohibit a seawater 
1nt~ ~ystem and electric transmission 11ne~ at the 
site .. reej,u1re partial 1nground1ng of storage tank~ .. and 
provi4e tor public access to the area.. the overall 
adverse impacts of a terminal at thi~ site would be 
moderately more severe than at the higher ranked 
Rattlesnake Canyon Site .. but slightly less severe than 
the lower ranked Deer Canyon Site. If the PUC Qoes not 
1~~ose the specific conditions reco~~ended tor a terminal 
at Little Cojo. Little Cojo would be ranked fourth .. 
with mode~ately more adverse impacts on Coastal Act 
Object1ve5 than Deer Canyon .. which would then be ranked 
thirri." 

!n addition to its final report .. the CCC transmitted the full 
p:.:.~lic :-ecord. of its study containing 2,098 ent::-1es. This Co:'.:n1s
sion has incorporated the full cec record into its own record in 
A;;1!eat1on No. 57526. (See Section 5612.) 

The follOwing portions of the CCC "Final Report Evaluating ~~d 
Ran~ng LNG Sites" have been extracted and attached. to this opinion 
and o:-der as Appendix D: "Su:::..oury"; Section II, "Terminal Site 
Ra:-.k1ng and Find!ngs"; S~ct1on III, "Terms and Conditions"; and 
Section IV, "Co::" .. ~ission Resolutions". Not includ.ed in Appendix D 
a::-e the folloW1ng. parts of the CCC report: Section I, "Backgrou~d"; 
Sect!.on V, "Stafr Notes"; an"- Section VI .. a list or "S!.lbstantive 
Pile Documents". 
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Secti~ 5650 of the Act prov1~es as ~ollows: 

"Not later than 12 monthz after the effective ~ate of 
this chapter, the coastal commission shall complete a 
tinal study of potential otfshore Sites and types ot 
terminals for such sites. Such study shall indicate 
the most appropriate offshore terminal site or Sites, 
in the coastal co~~ssion's judgment, together with the 
most appropriate type or types of terminals for each 
such site. 

The results of such stud.y shall 'be trans~tted to the 
CO~~1ssion, to the energy co~~iss1on, to the Governor, 
and to each house of the Legislature." 

'. 

On July 14, 1978 the CCC starr issued a d~a~t report relating 
to the siting of an LNG facility at an orfshore location. The 
e~a~t report ~y the cec stafr concludes that "a floating-type LNG 
ter~1nal at southeast Ventura Flats in the eastern Santa Bar'bara 
Cha~~e1 (9-12 miles offshore from the cities of Ventura ~~d 
Carpinteria) would 'be the most appropriate of all the alternatives 
eval'Jated." 

Section 5584 of the Aet precludes this CO~~ission from issuing 
a per--1t for an LNG terminal whose storage and regasification 
fac!lities would 'be located offshore. Section 5564 of the Act 
defines "offshore" as "any location seaward of the mean h1~~ t1de 
line or mainland California, including all islands~" Therefore, 
an a~endment to the Act woul~ 'be re~uired 'befo~e thls Co~:.iss1on 
could issue a permit for an LNG terminal at a site like Ventura Flats. 
D. Santa Ba~bara County Proceedings 

Pursuant to Section 5636(c,~) of the Act, the County of 
Santa Bar~ara (County) su'bmitted its recommendations to the COmc1s
s10n follOwing more than 25 hours of pu'bliC hearings 'before t:ne 
County Planning Commission and an additional seven hours of pu~11e 
hearings before t~e Co~~ty Boar~ or Supervisors. 

The County recommended that the COmmission take the folloWing 
actions: 
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"1. Accept and ultimately adopt as part ot your Commis

~ionfs action~ it you approve the pendin$ application 
tor an LNG facility at Point Conception (A-51626). 
the term3 and condi:ions developed by the County of 
Santa Barbara (attached. 29 pages'. plus the Addendum 
~o said document (attached, one page) • 

"2. 
. 

In the event that La~ Varas remains as a proposed 
site in the LNG ranking reco~~endations approved by 
the Coastal Commission, that your Co~~1ss1on strongly 
consider the r1nd1ng~ contained in this Board's 
letter, dated !w'.ay 8, 1978 (attached, rive pages), to 
the Coastal Co~~iss1on requesting that Las Varas be 
deleted from further LNG ranking consideration. 

That your Co~~ssion choose no sites this year ur.der 
authority granted by the LNG~erm1na1 Act of 1971. 
~ased upon the findings contained in this Board's 
Resolution No. 78-l53, dated Ap!"i1 10, 1918 (attached'. 
and th1s Soard's letter to Assembly=an Gary Hart in 
support or ;.:s 3098, dated April 11. 1978 (attached, 
seven pages). 

"4. That your Co:n..":lission establish a Geotechnical Revi~w 
Co=mittee to review geo-seism!c reports and field 
data on the Point Conception LNG Terminal site. The 
co~.~!ttee to conSist or six persons exper!.enced in 
geology, earthQ.ua.ke en;ineering, seismology, !oun<!a
t10n engineering, or other relate~ riel~s, three 
representa.tives from consulting firms, a l'!'!e:nber !::-o:n 
tbe California D1v1sion of Mines and Geology, a 
me:nber from the tinite~ States Geological Survey, an<! 
~~. Wendell L. N1chols~ Supervising Engineering 
Geologist, ot the Santa Bar~a::"a County Public Works 
Department." 

Inclu<!ed in the County's submittal was a comprehensive list ot 
142 te~s and con~1tions which the Co~~ty urge~ the Co~~~!ssion to 
r:-.ake a part or any permit issued for an LNG te::"'minal at Point 
Co~ception. 1'hese reco::l."!'l.endations are attached to this decision 
as A~,end1x E. 
-1:.. Related Fede::-al Proceedings - PacIndonesia 

?acIndor.esia filed with the Federal Power Coac1ssion (FPC) on 
Nove~ber 30, 1913, in Docket No. CP14-l60, pursuant to Section 3 or 
the Natural Gas Act, an application tor authority to import trom 
Indonesia into the United States an average daily Q.uantity or 
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619.71 ~1llion British thermal units (Btu) of LNG to ~e purchased 
purzuant to a contract with Pertamina. 

On FebrUary 15, 1974 Paelnc10nesia tiled ano.ther application 
with the ?PC, in Docket No. CP14-207, pursuant to Section 7 or the 
Natu:al Gas Act, for authority: (1) to construct, own, and operate 
facilities for receiv~~g, storing, and vaporizing the LNG; and 
(2) to sell the regasiried LNG to SoCal. Subsequently PLC tormed 
Western LNG ~e~nal Company to p~ovide terminal facilities in place 
of ?acIndonesia. Accordingly, on Septem~er 17, 1974 Western LNG 
Te:':linal Company riled with the FPC, in Docket No. CP75-83, to have 
the LNG ter::'!inal facilities at Los Angeles, Oxnard, and Point 
Conception. Weste~n LNG Te~ina1 Company filed a supple::'!ental 
a;>plicat10n on March 31, 1975, in Docket No .. C?75-83-3, to locate 
at Ox~~rd the facilities ~equ1red to p~ovide terminal service to 

?ac!ndonesia. 
A =e~orand~ or uneerstanding was signee by PLC and PG&E on 

January 27, 1976 under the terms of which (1) ?~C and ?G&E would 
particiPate eCj.ual1y in the r..anage:r.ent and. ope~ations or Pac Indonesia 
and Western Te~inal and (2) SoCal ~~d ?G&E would each receive hal~ 
of tbe sales volu:ne or regas!.rie~ LNG. 

On ;~ly 22, 1977 ?~ezi~ins A~~nistrative Law J~dge Go~don of 
the FPC ~en~ered his Initial Decision in the PacIndonesia proceed
ings. In his decision ALJ Gordon granted PacIndones1a's application 
and. approved Oxnard. as the site tor the LNG ter::-.!nal. Subsequent 
to the enact~ent or SB 1081 and the tiling or Application No. 51626 
with this Co~=!.ssion, Western Te~inal filed an amen~=ent to< its 
application to the FPC proposing Point Conception as ~~ alte~nate 

site tor an L~G teroina1. 
As a result of the Depart:ent or Energy Organization Act, the 

'S'PC wa$ a.'bol1=he~ and tnany or its runet10ns transrerred to the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (PERC). However, import 
authorization w~s transrer~ed to the Department or Energy (DOE). • 
and the secretary or the DOE gave the administrator or the EconomiC 
Regulatory Administration (ERA) the authority to render a final 
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4ec1s1on in the Pacln40nesia procee~1ngs. On Decem~er 30, 1977 
the ERA issue~ its Opinion Number One which con~itional1y authorizes 
(1) Pac!n4onesia to import LNG equivalent to 619.11 billion Btu . 
per ~ay over a 20-year per1o~ tor sale to SoCal and PG&E and 
(2) Western Terminal to construct, own, and operate an LNG receiv1ng 
te~1nal near Oxnar~. 

Fin~!ngs and conclusions to the following efrect were among 
those eonta1ne~ in the opinion: 

~he DOE 4eter~ine~ that the Paclndones1a project involves 
a reliable and relatively secure source ot gas which 
wou14 help d1versify our resources of LNG. 

Due to 1i=ited flexibility in the Calirornia market to 
switch to other energy types because of its unique air 
qua11ty problems, the DOE found that the 4e11vered pr1ce 
ot Indonesian LNG :'2y be roughly equivalent to, or even 
lower than the incremental cost of true alternate sources 
tor residential space heating pur~oses, such as synthetic 
natural gas (S~G) trom imported naphtha or, perhaps, 
electricity available within the t1me rr~~e ot the 
?aclndones1a project. 

Ease~ upon projected ~uture curtailments of existing and 
potential gas suppl!es for California, the DOE found. that 
applicants have dernonstrate4 the r .. eo?~ tor this supp,ly. 

The nOE roun~ that an all-events cost-or-service tariff 
as reouested b a':)':) 1cants is no·: in the uo 1c 1nterezt. 
The DOE instead. aeopted a vo umetric fixed tar!. and 
mL~irnum bill, with any rate changes su~ject to a tiling 
pursuant to Section 4 or the Natural Gas Act. ~he DOE 
specif!cally 4~sapproved auto~4tic flow through ot the 
~riee escalations uneer the PacIn~onesia-?erta~1na con
tract which are tied to changes in the price ot In~ones!a 
cruee 011 and changes in the Bureau ot Labor StatistiCS 
(ELS) wholesale price in~ex for fuels and related products. 
The DOE also rejected automatic flow through ot escala
tions under the currency adjust~ent provision in the 
Perta~ina contract. However, the DOE ~tate~ that it was 
disapproving only the specifie escalators in the Pert~na 
contract. The DOE acknowle4ged that approval or tlow 
through of costs assoc1ate4 with an escalator may be 
necessary to project financing and stated that it would 
be inclined to flow through costs under an escalator 
linked to an index that reflects world or domestiC econom1c 
conditions •. 
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The DOE expressed general support ~or th~ concept or 
incremental pricing, but it recognized the d1fric~lti .. ~ 
of 1m:e.lement1ng that concept.. In this cOM,ect10n .. the 
DOE note~ that under the pr1nciples implemente~ by th1~ 
Co~~rss10n.. retail prices or, gas consume~ in Calitornia 
are designed to encourage conservation of scarce resources, 
which accomplishes a principal, goal or incremental pricing. 

Because it was the only location justified on the basis 
or the record .. the DOE accepted conditionally the Oxnard 
te:-:ninal site originally proposed by app,11cants a,s accep
ta~le .. subject to certain safety an~ environ~ental re~u1re
:'.ents. The DOE stated .. however .. that it did not conclude 
that Oxnard is the only acceptable Site. The DOE con
cluded that ~urther proceedings would be necessary to 
evaluate app11cants' proposed POint Conception site. 

On January 30 .. 1978 Western Terminal tiled a petition tor 
rehearing and clarification or ERA Opinion Number One. In1ts 
petition Western Terminal voiced the following spec1tic areas of 
co~cern with the E?~ decision: 

"(1) The position taken on the Perta.:n1na contract escaJ.a
tion provision .. coming without ~~y warning .. being 

"(2) 

"(3) 

in conflict with the Administrative Law Ju~ge's 
approval.. an~ departing from the precedent of the 
Trunkline decision .. required that addit1onalt1:ne 
be allowed through an Order on Rehearing to provide 
an opportunity for turther discussions with 
Pertamina. 

The decision's rejection of the Pertamina contract 
currency adjustment provision indicates a. mis'J.."lder
standing of its operation. The currency adjustor 
operates upward and dO'N,nward and contains both a 
ceiling and a floor. Therefore .. the provision does 
a!ford 'equitable distri~ut10n or curreney fluctua
tion risk between ~uyer and seller' and s~ould be 
approved. 

The Administrator's approach to the siting issue 
requires the establishment of a reasona~ly concurrent 
siting proce~ure for an appropriate terminal ~1te 
which will ensure a federal deCision immediately 
following California's decision. This is imperative 
to avoid risk1ng loss or the project. 
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"(4) The imposition o~ an extraord1nary burden or proof 
on the recovery or equity lost as a result or 
operation at less than 90% or capacity is, unreason
a:bly harsh. At the very least'" Applicants should 
be allowed to recover such lost equity (which is 
the normal recovery through depreciation or the 
cost or facilities dedicated to pu~l1c service) ~y 
successrully meeting the traditional burden or 
'justness an~ reasona~leness' of the Natural Gas Act. 

"(5) Prohibiting the automatic tlow through in rates or 
all costs as provided in the shipping contracts" 
1nclu~ing return or investment in the event or pre
mature project abando~~ent" jeopardizes shipowners 
in this proj ect. ' 

"(6) Rejection or Applicants' proposed cost-or-service 
ta~ifr in favor of volumetric fixed rate requiring 
Section 4-type proceedings necessitates a per~nent 
one-day suspension condition. Such a per~~nent 
condition will mitigate the loss of Vitally needed 
and fully justified revenue to the Applicants an~ 
would accord more than ad-equate protection to the 
ratepayers. 

"(7) The i::'!posit10n or the volu!:letr1c fixed rate requires 
that attention be focused on the economic 1~act on 
the Applicants during the start-up period when the 
vol~es received are ~uild1ng to full capacity. It 
is 1mperat1ve for the financial integrity or the 
Applicants that any costs incurred above amounts 
collected under the vol~~etric fixed rate or minimum 
0111 during such start-up period ~e capitalized an~ 
a::'!ort!zed over the balance of the lire or the project. 

"(8) A~y ~~oeedurc adopted relative to rev1ew or the con
st:-:.:.ction process m:.:.st not endanger the project's 
r1~anceabil1ty by limiting the a~i11ty o~ the project 
to co~~ence operations after completion of construction. 

ff(9) The decision's requ1re~ent ror obta!ning various state 
and local approvals is not appropriate due to the 
enactment ~y the California Li~uef1ed Natural Gas 
Ter.minal Act or 1977 which places the state an~ local 
permitting jurisdiction solely With the Ca11forn1a 
Pub11c Ut1lit1es Comm1ssion. ff 

By order dated February 28" 1978. ERA gra.l'lted rehearing in the • 
Pac Indonesia proC'eed1ng tor the purpose or further consideration or 
its order or December 30" 1977. This Co~~ss1on has riled ~e3ponses 
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to Western Terminal's petition tor rehearing. To ~ate ERA has not 
i~sued an order on rehearL~g-
F _ Relat-ed Federal Proceedings '''; Pac Alaska 

On Novem'ber 11" 1974 Pac Alaska tiled an application with the 
FPC for a certificate of pu'blic convenience and necessity un~er 
Section 7 of the Natural Ga~ Act. PacAlaska's application contem
plated the transportation of LNG from ~outh Alaska to an LNG 
te~inal facility on Terminal,Isl~~d in the Los Angeles Har'bor. 
The ?acAlaska project consists of two phases each having an annual 
average equivalent of 200 million cu'bic feet per day (MMctd) ot 
natural gas_ As or the present time" ?acAlaska has entered into 
gas purchase agreements in varying amounts with the following 
producers: Atlantic Richfield Comp~~y" Chevron U.S.A. Inc." 
Shell Oil Company, Paci:ic Lighting Gas Development Company" 
Cities Serv1ce Company, and Paciric-Simpco Partnership. 

FO~41 hearings 'before the FPC co~~enced on June 21" 1976. 
Those hearings have co~tinued up ~~t11 the time of the filing or 
Application No. 57626 with this Co~nission. Thus tar more than 
50 day~ or hearings have been held on PacAlaska's application. On 
~o~e=~er 15, 1977 PacAlaska a=ended its federal filing to su'bstitute 
Point Conception in place or the Los Angeles Harbor as the Site or 
the proposed LNG ter~~na1 facility. The presiding ALJ has accepted 
as evidence in the Pac Alaska proceeding, the Pac Indonesia f1l1ngs 
with the E?~ and PERC on the Point Conception Site. The PacAlaska 
~atter is cu~rently penQing in this posture 'be:o~e the FZRC. 
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III. ESTIMATED BASE CASE S'OP~Y 

Exh1b~t C-68 sets torth the statt's estimated base ease aupp11 
levels. Tbe base case supply levels are identitied as including 
ga.s estimated to be available from traditional sources plus aupple
:ental supplies from orfshore southern Calirornia and the Rocky 
Mountains. and from the southwestern 'C'ni ted Sta.t~s through the 
exploration and developments errorts or a SoCal affiliate. 
De11ve~1es rro~ the listed supplements are estimated by the starr 
to be relatively assured. 'l'he start's base case supply est1mates 
are set forth below: 

Year 

1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 

1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
19'84 
1985 
1986· 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

Base Case SupplY 

(~~llion CubiC Feet per Day) 

Northern 
California 

2774 
2595 
2352 
2319 
2282 

'Estimate~ 

221~ (2194)· 
2060 
1966 
l875 
leal; 
1141 
l700 
l66'3 
1653· 
1453 
ll~O 
l125 
1016· 

922 

30 

Southern 
California 

2619 
2565 
2398 
2252 
2132 

2058 (2115)· 
1928· 
1765 
16,36· 
1527 
1448 
l396 
l337 
1287·' 
1236 ;. 
l169' 
1131 
10B8 
1034 

-



C 
e 

A. 57626 et al.. ~ 

In E%b1b1t C-10 tbe starr compared the base cue 8"''1>P1,. est1mates 
provided b,. the parties in this proceed1ng. :'ables 1 and 2 on tbe - . 
~ollow1ng two pages reflect the su~ply comparisons conta1ned 1n the 

"!I :e.tatt exh1b1t. / 
T.be Commission starr comparison sets torth two est1mates tor 

the ERCDC since tbe ERCDC study submitted Mareh 15. 1918 d1d not 
include a recommended forecast. The concurrent brier or the ERCDC 

filed May 30. 1978 (see ERODO brier. ?age 17. Table ~. column (2» 
recoc=ends that its "Case A" estimates be used for ~ supplies. 
The ERCDC's forecast or available firm supplies is set forth in its 
briet as a combined total tor nortbern and southern Ca11torn1a. 
Since firm :e.~pplies are identified as traditional supp~1es only, 
ERCDC's recommended levels are lower than its combined Nortb-SOutb 
"Case A" estimates shown in Tables 1 and 2. 

In order to make a comparison or the basie supply estimates or 
the parties consistent With ERODe's recocmended torecast. ~ables 1 
and 2 must be comb1ne~ to torm statewide traditional and base ease 
supply co:parisons. Such comparisons rollow: 

. ,.. . 
.'.' 

CO~ARISON OF STATEWIDE SUPPLY ESTI~~TES 
Traditional Sources 

1980 ~ ~ 
(M111ion CubiC Feet per Day) 

Combined PG&E-SoCal 
ERCDC (Recommended) 
RPA 

. Start 

Comb1ned·PG'E-SoCa1 
ERCDC (Case A) 
RP.l 

. start 

3421 2159 l509 
3367 2824 1717 
3314 2562 148S 
3487 2820' lS03· 

Base Case 
3457 2866· 1691 . 
3~23 2999 1912 
3418 2930 1884 

3512 2940' 1956 --
ERCDC also reproduces material trom CP'OC Starr EXhibit 0-70 u 
set fortb on pages 1~3· and 144 ot its concurrent brier. However. 
ERCDO erroneous11 Cites tbe source or material as Exb1bit No •. 
C-66 - the KDA aubm1ttal. 
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(-, Horthem CalUcmd& 

e Ea,. ea •• Suppl7 - Comp&rl.'OD of Eatimat .. 
(-Bal. ~ppl1 .. fDcluc!. 'l'ra41tional 6lt;cCkr Kountl,1D) 

1978 1980 1985 1990 -(Million Cubic ., eet per ])a,.) 

PC&! !:xhib1t: C-33 Table V!Il 
c&1!forii!& Gi. 292 256 207 189 
El PalO 707 597 453 370 
p.c:r. 1014' 1016 957 210 
Biomal. 0 • .5 0.5, 0.5 0.5 

2014 1870 1618 770 

ERCDC S~~ !"1g. IV-' z ease A 
:t96 COntract. 01\:0& 331 221 96 

El Pa.o. ca •• A 714 610 516 446 
Canadian 1020 1020 953 200 
Jlocky )(ountl,1n 10 30 100' 100 - -

2075 1956 1790 842 

lRC'DC S~A~ '?ig. TV-?! ea •• B 
('''' 331 296 221 96 . ' " COner&ct ol\ZQ& 

, . 
II Pa.o. ca.- ~ 727 648 .591 533 .. 

e C&na.<!1&n 1020 1020 9S3 200 
Jtoeky Hount&in 10 30 150 17O - -2088 1994- 1915 999 

UA 'Exhibit 2." 
£i.e Supply· 1997 1758 1381 457 
El p&.o 18 36 68 91 
Califo~ 17 46 100 137 
Jtocky Ha!.mta,m 8 .55 193 193 -

2040 ,1895 1742 87S' 

.SWf Vol. V I P_se .5 
C&n.&dtin 1020, 1020 9.53 .200 
Ca11fora1& 327 253 187 174 
1:1 P&IO n3 603 45S 493 
10clcy Ho\mt&1D .,. 0 0 50 50 
5011«1 wa,t. CoDYC"'1oD 0 0 ~ -l 

2060 1176 1653 121 
. .. It- .. - -
Sotes California p~ue.~ C).a un4er contract to 7GB 

.... 
1. '9'ar1o'l:.ly referred to .. -California Ga.-, ·Contract 
Vol,..- and -CAlifornia-. Canadian qa. 4.11.,.r.4 b)' 

( , Pacific Can ~r&nam1 •• 1on Company (PGT) 1. z_ferre4 to 
\. a& -P.G.':.-, -Canadian- or included in -k •• Jup~ly·. 

e Zl Puo 4eU,YU1 •• alao 1ncl"C4e4 1n -.... Supply (XPA) • 
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Bal. ea •• Supply 
. Comparilon of Est1m&te. . 

(!al. luppllu include Traditional, 7e4. OCS. Pac Inter.tate) 

1978 1980 1985 1990 

(M1111~ Cubic 7eet per Day) . 
SoCal b:h1bf.T! C-40 z Table 1 

C4Iiforn~--Proaucer. 104 88 45 25 
~ece1pt. from Other Utiliti .. 8 6 2 2 
El P&IO .' 1374 1188· 971 622 
Tranl\1e.tern 40S 270 124 91 
Feder&l Offlhora ' 7 15 79 1S1 
Pac Interltate , 13 .20 27 30 - -

1911 1587 1248 921 

,. ERCDC S~rJi 7'13,_ IV-!z eale A 
carifo 113 94 47 27 

Xl Palo, eal. A 1216 1040 879 759 
Transweltem, Ca •• It. 384 302 206 189 
OCS (Traditional) 7 5 2 0 

~(:. 
Pac Interltate 12 20 25 30 
OCS (Supple:n~t&l) 1 6· 50 65 -'. 1733 1467 1209 1070 

~RCDC S\::'CIlH 7'i S- IV-Sa Ca.e ~ .. 
Cl41iforc. 113 94 47 27 
E1 PalO, ea .... 1238 1103 100S 907 

Tr&n.we. tern, ea.e • 399 344 290 294 
OCS· (Traditio~l) 7 5 2 0 

:Pac Inter.tate 12 20 2S 30 
OCS (Supplemental) 1 ·6 50·, 65 -1770 1512 1419 1323 

UA b:h!b1t 2.e 
!41~ Supply 1680 1313, 761 508 
Zl P.IO 32 63 117 156 
Tran.weltem 47 82 114 '119 

Ca11fonda 0 16 21 I 20 

'.4. OCS 2 24 146 #I 166 

• . Pac.Intentate 5 25 29 37 
. . 1766 :.5Z3 nil 1006' . 

~ 
. . 

Staff Vol. 'V I Pas. ~ .. 
111.10 ' 1364 1182 933 676 , 
%'raU.ve.tCD . 406· 330 240 233 
Ca11forn1& 113 94 47 27 

l. 
Pac Inter.tata U 20 2.7 :so 
~.4. OCS ~Trad1tiOD&ll 7 .5 2 0 

Fed. OCS Supplemer&ta l 1 5 sa 6'. 

e· Short-%ara CC:n:rvct10D& au ~ 0 0 2 
1921 16" up 1034 

I. 
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Beyond any 1nsi;ht provided b1 the compar1sons set f'orth' on 
page 31. the combined state1f1de auppl,. estimates have DO value tor 
the1 1mp17 \bat the supplies available to PG&E and SoC&l are tun;1ble • . 
As discusse4 1n detail intra. the'1mplie~ tung1bi11t1 40es not now 
exist 1n either a physical. or a regulator,y sense. 
A. D1~ferenee, in Tra~1t1onal and Base Case Supply Estimates 

An examination or tbe comparisons 'or statewide traditional and 
~ase case supply estimates set forth on page 31 discloses n~ BUb

stantial differences in the estimates or various parties through 
1985. Arter 1985. utility and RPA estimates show a greater rate or 
decline in the gas available to California from tra~1t1onal sources 
than either the starr or ERCDC. 

In developing rorecasts or supplies available trom the southwest
ern United States. the utilities relied on projections or the inter
state pipelines which acquire and transport the gas to California !rom 
this traditional source. In its est1mates or the gas available trom 
Transwestern Pipeline Company (Transwestern). SoOal assumed that no 
net reserves would be added to the system during the forecast period. 
The assumption that this major interstate pipe11ne will acqUire no 
new gas from the southwestern producing ~a31na over the next 12 year 
perio4 contributes significantly to the lower estimates or the ut1lity. 
an~ is not supported by the record. 

Both the starr (aee Exhib1t C-l) and a Rand Corporation employee 
reta1ned by ERODC (see Exhibit C-82). made deta.iled eva.luations or 
the potential ror reserve a~~1tion5 1n the southwestern pro~uc1ng 
~asins serving Ca11~orn1a. The atudies 1nclu~ed prOjectiOns or ex
pected levels or overall reserve ac1ditions 1n each or the pro4uc1ng 
basins. and the estimated portion or such additions expected to be 

acqu!re~ by the pipelines aerv~g California. . 
The starr estimates or levels or deliveries trom traditional 

sources submitted 1n Exhibit C-l on September 30. 1977, a.nd tbe ERCDC 

recommended levels shown on ~able ~ or ~ta concurrent brier aubm1tted 
May 30, 1978, are. essent11.l11 identical. and both are better .upport;~ 
on the record than tbe est1ma.tes or other parties. E1 ther of t})e 

estimates ~or.ma a reasonable supp11 base on which to cons14er the 
need ~or supplemental suppl1es. However, the starr est1:ates clearly 
present tbe neee.sll"1 breakdown between northern and aoathe1'l'l 
Californ1a and Will be adopted. 
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IV. ESTIMATED CUSTOMER REQUIREMENTS 

A. Prio~1ty Rights for Customer Classes 
H1stor1cally~ the California d!~tribut1on utilities un~er the 

jurisdiction of the Commission prov1ded service to eustomer~ on a 
r1~1nterrupt1ble ba:5is. By Decision No. 85l89~ dated December 2~ 
1975~ we el1m1nated the firm/interruptible distinction and establ1$he~ 

end-use service procedures. By Decision No. 86357 we ~de minor modi
f!cations to the p:oce~ures establi~hed in Decision No. 85189. Under 
the end-use procedures~ customers and use are classified as follows: 

• 

Priority 
1 

2A 

22 

3 

4 

5 

Definitions 
All res1dential use regardless or size. 

All other use With peak-day demand or 
100 Me!/d or less. 

Where primary use is as a feedsto~k 

Non-residential use with peak-day demands 
greater than 100 Mcf/d and previously 
classified as firm: 

where alternate fuel is not feasible 
where alternate rule is feasible. 

Electric utilities start-up and igniter 
fuel. 

Customers with LPG or other gaseous fuel 
stand-b;{ ra.e111t1t~S and peak-day demands 
greater than 100 11ct/d and where an alter
nate fuel is not teasible. 

All use not included in another priority. 

Boiler fuel use with peak-day demand 
greater than 750 Mct/4. 

All use in cement plant kilns. 

Utility steam-electric generat1ng planta 
and utility gas tUrbines • 

Uses classified as 2A and alternate fuel feasible were to ~e tran5-
~erred to an appropriate lower priority 1)y Deeember 2~ 1977. By 
Decision No. 87784 the Commission extended the deadline tor trar~
fer to October l~ 1978» and in DeCision No.' 88664 further extended 
the deadline to October 1. 1979. 
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Under the Act high priority requirements of natural gas mean 
requirement5'that~ when satisf1e~~ will maintain employment~ 
essential:residential consumption levelz~ and.a1r quality (Sec
tion 5560). ERCDC assumes that Priority 1 (Pl)~ Priority 2 <P2)~ 
Priority 3 CP3), and Priority 4 (P4) are within the definition of 
high priority requirements for natural gas (See ERCDC Concurrent 
Brief - Page 2), ~~d characterizes any gas estimated to be avai1-
a~le to Priority 5 (PS) -electric utility requirements - as 
surplus. ~here is no ev1~ence on the record in this proceeding 
to support the classification o~ PS ael1ver1es as "surplus" or 
"low priority". In fact, the air ~ual1ty evidence that is on the 
recor4 ten~s to support the contrary (See Exhi~it C-46). 

It is our-ultimate 4es1re to serve as much P5 ~emand as we may 
be capable of meeting. Such use has enormous SOCial, finanCial, 
ana health benefits for the people of this state. Mere deterral of 
added capital investment in new plant is one such benefit, the' air 
quality issue, of which southern Californians should be so aware 
over the last two weeks when power generating plants would have been 
shut aown, in the absence of gas for boiler tuel, causing loss of 
air conditioning capability in the midst of a heat wave is another. 
Jal'an is now importing high priced LNG for just such use because 
its leaders are well aware of the benefits to the public of a clean 
bu~n1ng fuel for electric generation. 

B. Priority 1 and Priority 2A Reguirements 
The Pl category includes residential and small co~~ercial, 

institutional ~~d industrial customers. The ?~A eategory 1nelu~ez 
large cocmercial and institutional customers With gas using equip
ment incapable or using a non-gaseous fuel~ large industrial appli
cations requiring precise temperature controls and precise flame 
character1s tics. and indus triaJ. feedstock requirements. • 

There are approximately 6_7 mil110n customers in the Pl~ P2A 
categories. or over 99 percent of,all customers serve~ by the util
itie~ under Commission jurisdiction. The essential distinction between 
the Pl. P2A categor1es and the P3. P4~ P5 categories is that the 
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Pl, P2A categories are occupie4 by customers wit~ gasu5ing equip
ment incapable or being technically or economically converted to a 
non-gaseous ruel while P3, P4, PS users have the ability to use rule 
011 1n the absence or natural gas. 

The res1dential, commercial and 1nst1tutional sectors with1n 
the Pl, P2A categories use a large port10n or their total requirements 
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tor space heating, resulting in wide swings in annual requirements 
as- the wea~er varie~. A~ an example, the ADA report states that . 
based on the coldest and warmest year in the last 30, demand could 
vary in a range or 398 MMcrd (Exhibit C-66, page 3). The Commis
sion starr report dated February 1, 1978 sets rorth a detailed 
~~alysis of weather effects on Pl, P2A requirements- < Exhibit C-31, 
pagez III-3S, 39, 40). The statt report projects Pl, ?2A require
ments tor each year through 1990 on a warm year, average year and 
cold year basis. 

The stafr pre~ented a co~parison of the estimated natural gas 
requ~rements of the parties (Exhi"oit C-70). The comparisons. are 
expressed in annual average daily quantities for ~~ average weather 
year .. 

Table 3 (from Exhibit C-70) sets forth. northe::-n and southern 
Californ!a Pl, P2A estimated reCiu1rements comparisons. Table 4 sets 
forth northern and southern California P2B, P3, P4 reCiuirements 
cO::1parisons .. 

TABLE 3 

Pl & P2A NATURAL GAS REQUIREMENTS 
AVERAGE WEA'I'tmR YEAR 

COMPARISON OF ESTI~~'I'ES 

Northern California 
1978 1980 
(Million Cubic Feet 

PO&E Exhibit C-33, Table IX 1118 1148 
ERCDC Appen~!x A, Ta~le II-3 1127 1131 
ERCDC Append!x B, Ta~les 1 & 2 0 --..€2.. -
ERCDC'Esti~ates with Conservation 1127 1066 

ADA Table 3.2·, Page 3-13 l167 l194 

Stati" Exhibit C-31, Page 1II-38 1036 1036 

37 

1985 
per Day) 

1190 
1139 
~ 
1010 

1285 

1096 

1179 
1147 

141 
1006 

1364 

ll79 .. 
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• Southern California 

1918 1980 ,- !ill 
4 .. 

(Million Cubic Feet per Day) 

PLS Exh1bit C-43 

ERCDC Appendix A~ Table 11-5 
ERCDe A~pendix B~ Tables 1 & 2 

ERCDC Est~ates with Conservation 

ADA Table 3.2', Page 3-13 

Staff Exhibit C-3l, Page !11-38 

TABLE 4 

1507 1538 

1529 1527 
0 84 

1529 1443 

1526 1545 

1436 l445 

P2B~ P3~ P4 Natural Gas Requirements 
Average Weather Year 

Comparison 0: Estlcates 

Northern Ca11forn1a 

1665 

1495· 
15·1 -

1338 . 

1020 

1529 

lli.Q: 

1819 

1468 
110 -

1298 

1716 

165'0' 

1978 1980 ill2. !2iQ. 

• 

PG&E E~~1bit C-33~ Table IX 
~~CDC Appendix A, Table 11-3 
E.qCDC Appendix B, Tables 1 & 2 
ERCDC Estimates with Conservation 
ADA Table 3.2', Page 3-l3 

Stafr Vol. V~ Page 20 

(Million Cubic Feet per Day) 

505 487 493 
465 450 440 

---2. ~ ..ll. 
465 400 363 
640 640 640 
580 593 593 

Southern Ca11fornia 
1918 ~. 
(Million Cubic Feet per Day) 

PLS EXhibit C-43 582 601 595· 
ERCDe Appendix A, Table 11-5 448 437 425 
ERCDC·. Append.1x B ~ 'l'able~ 1 & 2 0 -2 --1l -ERCDC Estimate~ with Conservation 448 383 342 
ADA Table 3.2 .. Page 3-13 620 620 620, 

Starr Vol. v, Page 18 514 510 570 
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589 
428 
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In Tables 3 and 4 the CQmm1s~ion ~tarr used ERCDe estimates 
!rom Appendix A (Exhibit C-78) and Appendix B (~xh1bit C-79) or the 
ERCDC report r~led Mareh 15~ 1978. This ERCDC report did not set 
forth reeommended forecast. The ERCDC brier dated May 30~ 1978 
sets forth the ERCDC recommended base ease demand (Table 4~ Col. 9). 
The ERCDC recommended base case demand is a statewide Pl through 24 
de:and forecast. It does not provide a breakdown or demand between 
northern and southern Californ1a~ or between priorities. Further~ 

no wa.""m or cold year estimates are provided. 
Although the ERCDC recor~ended base case demand forecast did 

not provide a sectional or priority breakcown~ the co:r.b1ned state
wide Pl through P4 requirements trom Appendix A (Exhibit C-78), as 
re~lectec on Tables 3 and 4, match the ERCDC reeo~~ended base case 
torecast and we can therefore cerive comparisons as follows: 

CO=t!? AR!SON OF STAT~W!DE DE~~~~ EST!~~TES 

Pl z P2A Resuirements 

1980 ~ ~ 
(Y.11110n Cub1c Feet per Day) 

PCi&E -SoCal 2686- 2855 2998 
ERCDC (Recot:l.~endec ) 2658 2634 2615 

ADA 2739- 2905 3080-

Statt 2481 2625 2829 

The ERCDC statewide base demand forecast of Pl, P2A requirements 
is identical to the Commission stafr estimates by 1985~ although'lower 
1n the early years. Both are significantly lower~ throu~~out the tore
cast per1od~ than the estimates or the utilities and ADA. The Co~~s-· 
s10n statr est1mates include warm and cold year PJ..~ P2A requ1rement$ as 
well a.s the requirements listed in the above eomparisons. The range 
or the starr Pl~ P2A roreeast is 22l5-2700 MMcf'd in 1980 1nereaz1ng: 
to 2512-3088 MMcfd by 1990. (Exhibit C-31, pages 1II-38, 39, 40) 
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In Section V we will develop base case ~upply-Oemand relation
ships over_tbe entire range of Commis,ion stafr,estimates which will 
encompa,s_the entire range reflected a~ove. 
C. Prior~ty 2B, Priority 39 and Priority 4 Requirements 

The P2B category is primarily industrial process use With appli
cat10ns requiring precise temperature controls and precise flame 
characteristics. P2B end-users could not be equipped to use ruel oil 
Without damage to the equipment or a sacrifice of product quality. 
The P2B process use is identical to the process use included in P2A~ 
~~d ~oth are classified as simply P2 at the federal level. The dis
tinction made at the state level results from the fact that certain 
process users had 1iqu1fied petroleum gas (LPG) stand~y facilities- -
~d, consequently. greater flexibility - at the time the state pro
ceeures were adopted; hence the P2B distinction. 

=ne P3 category includes industrial processuser~ capa~le or 
using fuel oil without damage to existing gas burning equipment or 
a sacrifice of product quality. P3 also includes commerCial, 1nsti
tutional~ and industrial ~oiler fuel use with peak-day requriements 
between 100 and 750 Mer. 

Priority 4 includes co~~erc1al, institutional and industrial 
boiler fuel use with peak-day requirements in excess o~ 750 Mcf. 
P4 also includes cement plant kilns which have - subsequent to the 
adoption of state curtailment procedures - largely conv~rte4~ or pl~~ 
to convert, to the use or coal. 

P5 requirements are large boiler fuel requirements for electriC 
generation ~~d includes electric utility gas turbine requirements. 
The P5 requirements are not analyzed herein~ becausetb~ gas avail
able has not been suffieient to serve the total needs or P5 tor ~ 
nu:ber or years~ an~~ Since P5 is the first priority cur~a1led, the 
a=ount or gas available is simply the amount lert over after the Fl 
through P4 requirements are satisfied. -Fundamental differences in the nature of Pl, P2A requ!rements -
an~ requirements'in the lower categories emphasize the n~ce3s1ty 
to consider such requirement, separately. 

40 



( 

e 

(

e 

( , 

e 

A. 51626 et ale 4itcb 

A comparison or the P2B, P3, P4 requirements e:st1mates or 
various parties appears below. The data are derived tro= Table 4, -combined to be consistent with the ERCDC final ~eeommen~ed base . 
case demand forecast. 

COMPARISON OF STATEWIDE DEMAND ESTI~.A1·ES 

P2B, P3, P4 Requirements 
(M!llion Cubie Feet Per Day) 

1980 ~ ~ 
PCi&E - SoCal 1088 1088 109'~ 

ERCDC (Recommende~) 881 865 813 
P:DA 1260 1260 1260 

C?D'C 1163 1163 1162' 

The ERCDC final reeo:'!'.."nended P2B, P3 .. P4 requirements forecast 
is s1~~1fieantly lower than all other parties although, as in the 
ease of all other parties, its forecast reca1ns essentially constant 
a:-:er 1980. 

The C?UC staff ~1d not foreeast P2B, P3 .. P4 requ1re~ents but .. 
instead, provided the actual 1916 calendar year requirements 
adjusted to el1m1nate the requirements of cement plants (Exh1b1t 
C-63, page 20). The CPUC staff assumes that future P2B, ,P3 .. P4 
requ1re:lents will be at the 1976 level as adjus.te<i for the elimina
tion of cement plant requirements. 

There is merit to the ERCDC contention, implicit in its forecast, 
that actual P2B, P3 .. P4 requirements will drop s1gn1f1eantly by 
1980. In fact, a s1~~1f1cant drop has already oecu.~ed. The initia
tion of crude oil deliveries from Prudhoe Bay and the reduced fuel 
oil requirements tor electric generation - r~sulting from favorable 
hydro conditions - have contributed to a residual fuel oil "glut ft 

-on the west coast. This glut, in turn" has resulted in residual -. 
fuel oil "~pot" prices signifieantly lower than the price or natural 
gas delivered to the P3 and P4 customer" as set by this COmmiSSion. 
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Consequently zome large 'custo~ers have opte~ for the use of the 
lower cozt-fuel oil. although they remain conne~ted to the gaz 
distr1but1~n systems. 

It 1z clear that the policy or regulatory Comm1zs1ons could 
make low forecasts of P3. P4 requirements for natural gas. and a 

consequent reliance on fuel Oil. a "self-fulfilling prophecy". 
Tbat policy is not our policy. ~~d it would therefore. be a mistake 
to extrapolate the present dynamics into the 1980's - a period 
c!'it1cal to this decision. The two maj.or areas where regulatory 
actions will have an effect on future P3, P4 requirements. are: 
1) Rate DeSign, and 2) Curtailment procedures. 

In the first area, we made our policy clear in letters dated 
July 12, 1978, to the Joint House/Senate Conference Co:n..'n1ttee on 
Natural Gas Pricing ~~d to the Members of the Cal1forn1a Congressional 
Delegation. In our letter we joined Dr. Charles J. Cicchetti. 
Cba1:m~~ of the ~1scons1n PubliC Service Cocm1ss10n, in opposing 
certain incremental pricing provisions contained in the proposed 
~;ational Energy Act. We expressed a policy of pricing gas. to P3. 
P4 customers cons1stent with alternate fuel costs. In doing so. 
we noted that to 1mpose incremental costs solely on industry would 
result 1n 1ndustries switching to imported fuel oil rather th~~ 
~ay!.ng both a hi~~er price tor gas and accepting the low priority 
they receive, as well as the ~~certa1nty concerning gas availability. 
We also noted the backlash on residential customers as a greater 
po!'tion or .distribution fixed costs will be necessarily ground into 
residential natural gas rates. 

Tbe app:oopr1ateness of continuing the moratorium on connecting 
new P3 and. P4 customers esta~l1shed by Dec'1z.1on .No .. : 8,5189 i eons1~teney 

of state curtailment criteria with tederal curtailment criteria .. and 

the incorporation of ener~ efficiency eonz1~erat1ons into the state 
curtailment proced.ures. are matters that we must consider in the 
near t'uture. 
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'l'he moratorium on connect1ng new P3. p4 customers was estab
lished lly.;Dec1sion No. 85189 d.ated Decelt'/)er 2. 1915. The reason
L~& b~h1~d the establis~ent or the morator1um:1nclu4e4 reports 
trom Canada 1ndicating a strong possil)i11ty of curtailment or the 
existing export permits. The projected curtailment of Canadian 
deliveries combined. with the existing, and. continuing, c1ecline 1n 
gas available trom domest1c sources 1ntroc1uc~d the possibility of 
a serious decline 1n the gas available for the existing P3 and p4 
custo=ers. It later bec~~e apparent that the effect1ve C~~ad1an 
ex~ort pe~its would likely be honored - a likelihood clearly 
supported On the record in this proceeding. Continued deliveries 
of Canadian gas at contract levels 8~d the conservation.achieved 
by the higher priorities, combined with our order herein, will 
assure continued high levels of service to P3, P4 customers and. 
.... ·e will conSider, in the appropriate proceeding (Case No. 9642), 
a lifting of the morator1~. 

The curtailment procedures adopter! by Decision No. 85189 
a."'ld modified by Decision No. 863S7 were established as interim 
procedures, and are modeled on the federal procedures applica~le 
to Ca11fornia's major interstate supp11er~ El Paso Natural Gas 
Cocpany eEl Paso). El Paso·s curtailment procedures are also 
~~ter1m in nature. Although the structure or the two curta1lment 
pl~~s is s1mi1ar~ the cr1ter1a ror the class1ficat1on or various 
users a."'ld/o:' uses differ su'ostantially. A:n example is the D. C. 
Circuit rema.~d of FPC 'Opinions Nos. 691 and 697A - the Opinions 
~~derlYing El Paso's interim procedures - wherein the court held~ 
a~ong other things, that electricity generating tur~1nes must not 
~e classified with 'oo1lers~ in P4 and P5 ~ut are entitled to a 
higher priority. As shown on page 35 herein, electricity gener
ating tur'o1nes are st1ll classified as P5 at the state level. 

Tone necessity to ma1ntain conSistency with the federal priority 
criteria stems from the requ1rements or Sect10n 2111 of the PUb11~ 
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Utilities Co~e_ which requires the Commission to establish pr1or
it1e~_ and provide~ in pertinent part_ as rolloW5: - . 

"The Commise1on shall establish no such priority 
after the effective ~ate or this Chapter which 
will cause any reduction in the transmission 
or gas to Calitornia pursuant to any te~eral 
~ulet order or regulation." 

The allocation mechanics un~er the federal procedures are 
such that the assignment or a lower priority at the state level 
ror a given en~ use can result in a reduction in California's 
share or El Paso's supplies. We therefore will consi4er changes 
in the state criteria in a manner consistent with the feOeral 
criteria. The reclassification of electric utility gas turbines 
from ?5 to P3 would increase P3 requirements significantly. 

By Resolutions Nos. G-22l0) G-2228 an4 G-223l we recently 
approve~ natural gas service for cogeneration plants with peak-day 
gas re~uire~ents of 32.5 MMcf in the P3 category. The approvals 
for service were requested as a deviation trom the effective pro
eeeures. We will give consideration to modifications that will 
result in providing gas for future eogeneration projeets ~~der the 
effective procedures without the necessity to approve deviations 
on a ease by case basis. 

1. Conclusions on P2a, P3z P4 Requirements 
The level of future P2B) P3, P4 requirements will largely be 

ee~er=ine~ by regulatory policy and regulations in the area of rate 
structure and curtailment procedure~. Unlike Pl, P2A foreeasts) 
cere mechanical forecasting is of' little value. Sinee the parties 
to this proceeding could not have anticipate~ future regulatory 
actions_ we do not have before us an accepta~le estimate of future 
P2B_ P3, P4 requirements. For purposes or the base ease &upply
requirements relationsh1p~ wh1ch we develop 1n Section V herein. 
'We will use the P2B, P3_ P4 requ1:zoements proV1c1ec1 by the staft. We':. 
recognize that such requirements are nothing more than reeorded 
requirements for the year 1976 excluding cement plant kiln require
ments, and, ~ecause or the pre&ent "soft" market for res14ual fuel 
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oil. may be overstated tor the short-term. Tone only conceivable 
result or ~ zhort-term overstatement of P2B, p~. P4 requirements 
is the delivery of higher than est1mated Q.uan:t'1ties to other "high 

priority" users 'Who 'Would otherwise be forced to use ruel oil. 
D. Gas Savings Attributable to Conservation Progr~~s 

The starr prov~ded estimates or the potential gas sav1ngs 
attributable to various state mandated and Corr .. "':l1s.sion/utility 
relatec1 c"nservation progra::ls., (Exhibit C-31, Chapter 4). These 
estimates were used'to reduce the staff's forecast of gas require-
ments. 

The ERCDC also prov1ded estimates or gas ,savings from various 
co~servation progra::ls ~~d measures ("Concurrent Brief or the Cali
torn!a Energy CO::l::l1ssion", rt.ay 30, 1978, Table 2). !~atural gas 
savings included in the ERCDC base case 'demand reflect those fro~ 
state mandated standards, ~~d water heater and sw1Il' .. ~1ng pool retro
fits. Sav1ngs from other programs and measures, including solar 
savings, are not reflected in the ERCDC' s ba::;e de:l3.1'ld case. 

The tabulation 'below s~~arizes the gas savings estimated 'by 
the staff and ERCDC to be achievable 'by 1990. 

Staff ERCDC~I Residential 
(~dllionCu'bic Feet per Day) 

State StandardS 
Residential Bldgs. 
Residential Appli~~ces 

Subtotal 
Staff/Utility Programs 
Ceiling Retrofit 
Wall Retrofit 
Furnace Pilot Turn orr & Relight 
Retrofit Water Heating Programs 
Swimming Pool Heating 
Miscellaneous Space Heating Programs 

Suttotal 

118 
..J.Q. 
208 

122 
15 

8 
30 

106 
..i2. 
346 

83 
17 

4 
•• •• 
2! 

162 

• Also includes water heater retrofits an~ swimming pool retrofits , 

•• Inclu~e4 in state standards 
Ta'ble2~"Coneurrent Brie! or the California Energy Comcission"~ 
May 30, 1978 
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-
Solar Water Heating / 
Solar T.nermal APP11cations~ 

Total Residential 

NO:-l-Res1d.ent1al 

Co~erc1a1 and Industrial Programz 
Total 

~ Pl ~~d P2A savings 
E/ Pl - P4 savings 
~/ Solar water and space heating 

45a. 

, 
.69 

-623-

lOS!/ 
728 

119-161 

689-731 

346~/ 
1035-1011 
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V. BASE CASE S'O'PPLY-RE~'OIREMENT RELATIONSHIPS - ,,' A. Average, Cold, and Warm Year Relationships 
I • 

The adopted base case supply and base case requirements fore-
casts are used to 4evelop the ~upply-requirement relationships ~ 
Tables 5, 6 and 7. The purpose or developing base ease relation
ships is to 4eterm1ne the curtailment that wou14 occur 1r E2 sup-· 
plemental supplies are acq,u1red and,. thus, the q.uant1ty or supp-le
cent$ nee4ed to avoid the 4er1ved curtailment. 

The ra..¥lge or essential data derived rrom Tables 5, 6, a.."l4 7 

are as follows: 
Soutbern California 

Wa~m Weather Conditions 
1. PS is totally curtailed 1n 1979 and P4 curta11cent begins. 
2. P2S, P3, P4 1$ totally curtailed by 1984 and transfers 

from PG&E begin. 
3. P2A curtailment begins 1n 1967. 
Co14 ~eather Conditions 
1. P5 is totally curta11e4 1n 1978 and p4 curtailment begins. 
2. P2B,. P3, p4 is totally curtailed by 1981 and tra..¥ls!ers 

from PG&E begin. 
3. P2A curtailment begins 1n 19-86. 

No~thern California 
Wa~~ Weather Conditions 
1. P5 is substantially curtailed 1n 1978. 
2. Transfers to SoCal begin. in 1984. 
3. P5 is totally curtailed 1n 1986, and P4 curtailment begins. 
4. P2B, P3, P4 is totally curtailed by 1987. 
5. P2A curtailment begins 1n 1990. 
Cold Weather Conditions 
l. P5 is SUbstantially curtailed in 1978. 
2. '.t'ransre~s to SoCal begin 1%1 1981. -
3. P5 ~s totally curtailed ~n 1982 and p4 c~ta11ment beg1ns. 
4. F2B, P3, P4 is totally curtailed 1%1 1985. 
5. F2A curtailment begins 1n 1987. 
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!ASE CAS! SOPPLl' ~ REIA~01GlW?S 
Cold Veatber Y.ar 

(MMefd) 

Worth to Shorttall D1R11'¥'er1c. 

l!egu,1re-ments Baate Cue Scn:t'h • p~pz.. to 

-Pl&P2A pza&?3&P4 'XQt.al. Su~l1 •• 'J:ranatcra PS 
:ear 

:Rqmta 

~ortbern California 

1978 1,115 580 1,695 2060 0 0 365 

1979 1,125 599' 1,724 1966 0 0 242 

1980 1,119 593 1,112 , 1816 0 0 l64 

1981 1,130 593 1,723 1804 (73) 0 8 

1982 1,141 593 1,734 1741 (171) 104 0 

1983 1,153 593 1,746 1700 
~~~~ 

289 0 

1984 1,172 593 1,765 1653 423 0 

1985 l,l&:S 593 1,781 1653 (390) 518 0 

1986 l,204 593 1,797 1453 (249) 593 0 

1961 1,221 593 1,814 1140 0 674 0 

1968 1,239 593 l,832 l125 0 707 0 

:'989 1,254 593 1,847 1070 0 11l 0 

1990 1,279 S93 1,872 922' 0 950 '0 .- Soutbern California 

1978 1,566 574 2,l40 1925 0 2:2 0 

1979 l,574 514 2,146- 1165 0 383 ('\ 

1980 1,58l ~10 2.151 l636 0 515 0 

1981 l,600 570 2,170 1527 13 510 0 

1982 1,6l9 570 2.189 l448 111 510 0 

1983 1,639 570 2,209 1390, 243 570 0 

1964 l,658 57l 2,229 1337 321 571 (I 

1985 1,677 570 2,247 :287 390 570 (I 

198~ l,103 570 2,273 1236 249' 788- 0 

1987 1,730 509 2,299' 1169 0 mO c' 
1988 1,756 570 2',)26- 1131 0 

1989 l,783 569 2,352 1088- 0 
1195 c' 
)264 c 

1990 1,809 569 2,378 lO~ 0 ~ C 

.. 'rrUoafar DltceaU17 to .at1aty s~m C.lU'«n1& P1 cd pa ·nqu1:nenta • 

!'etc: Ifbe ataU all&lydl ... umed that P2S cutcmen vere to w ~$cted --
=4.er tbe zutaa1 a .. 1.tance pravil1cc.1 of D.85189. In 'tM 0'1"4er 
be:re1n ~ pZ'Orl..1C1D.1 far autal ... 1.tanee will be _edified &:l4 

cla:rU1ed • • : 
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WE CASE SUPPL~ m:Q.~ m;xA'na&iIPS 

- 1(o:ul We&tber Year 
(~.e!,d.) 

.r 

l'iortb to Sborttall De l1ver1e a 

Requirement. ~&.e Ca.e South • pl-P4 t~ 

Year }iiJ>2t( P&OP3&P4 total Suppl1e. tra:lltera Rqmts 1>5 

Northern C&lifornie 

197& 1,~3€' 580 1.616 2060 0 0 444 

1979 1,044 599 1,643 1966' 0 0 323 

1980 1,036 593 1,629 1876 0 0 241 

1981 1,045 593 1,638 1804 0 {\ 166 

1982 1,055 593 1,648 1741 (31) CI 62 

1983 1,064 593 1,657 1700 (99) 56 0, 

1984 1,082 593 1,675 1663 (175) 187 0 

1985 1,Q96. 593 1,689 1653 (242) 218 0 

1986 1,m 593 1,704 1453 (311) 568- 0 

19$7 1,l.26 593 1,719 ll40' (~) 593 ~ 

1988' 1,142 593 1,735 1125 0 610 (' 

~. 
1989 1,155 593 1,748- 1076, 0 672 0 

1990 1,179 593 1,772 922 0 850 0 

Soutbe~ California 

1978 1,436 574 2,010 1928 0 82 (\ 

1979 1,441 574 2,015 1765 0 250 " 
1980 1,445 570 2,015 1636 0 379 0 

1981 1,z.62 570 2,032 1527 0 505 ('I 

1982 1,479 570 2,049 1~ 31 570 0 

1983 1,495 570 2,065 1396 99 570 (' 

1984 1,512 571 2,083 1337 175 571 ('t 

1985 1,529 570 2,099' 1287 242 570 0 

1986 1,553 570 2,l23, 1236 317 570 0 

1987 1,577 569 2,146 1169 14 963 " 
1985 1,602- 570 2,17! 1l.31 0 1~1 0 

1989 1,626 569' 2,l9S 1088- 0 1107 0 

1990 1,650 569 2,219 10314- 0 n85 0 

-
• 4lnn.r.ra Dtcella:y to aat1if'y s~m Ct.JJ.torn1& P1 a:a4 P2A ~t. • 

_C' 
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~ ~ ~ Ja:lA.ms 
va:m v •• t.ber l'.~ 

(~Cf4) 

Jlorth to Shortfall Del1Ye%'1es 

- :eaM Ca.e SOU'th • Pl-?l+ to-

~equ1ft'C)e%lt' 

lear pIDa Pi&J'3&P4 'X QUo 1 Suppl1es 'rrand'er. Rqmta ~ 

No:rt.he%tl e.l1ro~1. 

1978 927 580 1,507 2060 0 0 5;;3 

1979 932 599 1,531 l~ 0 0 l.35 

1950 922 593 1,515 1876 0 0 36l 

1981 929 593 1,522 1804 0 0 282 

1962 935 593 1,528· 1741 0 ('\ 213 

1983 :;42 593 1,535 1700 0 0 16S 

19B4 956· 593 1,549 1603 ~lO) 0 104 

1985 968· 593 1,561 1653 74) 0 18· 

1986- 981 593 1,574 1~53 (147) 258 0 

1987 994 593 1,587 1140 ( 146.) 593 0 

1988 1,008· 593 1,601 1125 (117) 593 0 

1989 1,019' 593 1,6)2 1076 (57) 593 0 

19'90 l.,041 593 1,634 922 0 ,12 0 

Sou~hern Califo~1. 

1978 1,291 574 1,865 1928 0 0 63 

574 1,866 1765 
1979 1,292 0 10l 0 

1980 1,293 570 1,863 1636 0 227 0 

1981 1,307 510 
. 1,8n 1521 0 35~ 0 

1962 1,;320 570 1,890 1448 0 442 0 

1983 1,334 570 1,904 1396 0 508 " 
1984 1,347 571 1,918 1331 10 Sil 0 

19B5 1,361 570 1,931 1287 74 510 0 

1980 1,383 5,0 1,953 l236. 141 570 0 

1987 1,405· 569 1,974 1169 146 659' 0 

1988 1,427 570 l,997 1131 117 749 0 

1989 1,449 569 2,OlS 1088 57 673· 0 

1990 1,471 569 2' 040 1034 0 1005· 0 , 
" 

• 1'ran.1'en neceasar.r to sat1.f';y swtbem C.l1f'~ P1 c4 P2A requ1%aents 

. _ .. .. 
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B. Impaet or Curtailment 
-A numbe~ or parties presented testimony on tbe enV1ronmental 

an~ economic 1mpact or a ~ec11ne in natural gas' supplies. No 
party suggested that residential and commercial use must not be 

protecte~. The disagreement among the parties arose over the 
:agnitu~e or losses (or costs) assoeiated with curtailment or 
lower priority customers (P2A(t), P" and P~). 

The disparity 1n the figures presented is not surprising. 
The evidence presented ~y GM was based upon the critical gas 
shortages o! the past winter. 'l'he sta.tt use4 the results or a 
survey of P2A(t), P3, and p~ cuztomers of PG&E, SoCal, an4 SDG&E 
(over 70 percent replied). 

A witness on 'behalf o·f GM d.escri'bed the short range effects 
of curtailment on OM operations resulting from unusually severe 
weather-related gas shortages during the winter of 1976-77. In 
the ~~nter of 1976-77, GM faced gas curtailments in nine states 
(Ohio, Indiana, WisconSin, New ~ork, Georgia, Kansas, New Jersey, 
Y.aryl~~d, and Alabama). At the peak of the shortage, GM had 
seven plants co~pletely shut down while 22 others maintained 
1i:1ted pro6uction schedules. 'l'he PEA est~ted employee layoffs 
nationally at close to 2 million in 19 states. Layorfs or GM 
e:ployee~ peaked at about 93,000. ~hrough ~d-re~ruary 1977, 
GM lost ~ m,llion can-hours in production of some 150,00,0 cars 
~~~ trucks. 'l'he GM Witness est1mate~ that the eost to convert 
85 percent or GM's gas requi~ements to coal-rire~ steam faci11tie$, 
exclusive of the cost or coal and aSSOCiated emission-control 
racilities~ at $llS million. 'l'he annualized cost spread over 
GM's present PZ" consumption 1n California y1el~s a ~ase energy 
cost or $8.45 MMEtu, excluz1ve or the cost ot em1ss1on-eontrol 
hardware and fuel. 

The ADA report estimated the cost or undersupply ror res1-
~ential and amall· commercial customers is an excess of $lO/Mct 
based on the total cost or alternate fuels (~~clud1ng conversion 
cost and possible fuel ahortages). (EXhibit C-66, page 2-7.) 
The need to supply gas to auch customers 1a clear. 
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The starr evaluated the effect or a failure to meet P2A. 
P3, and P4 ~stomer requ1rements (Exh1'b1t C-41)., . The starr report 
was based upon a customer survey covering alternate ruel fac111-
t1es, alternate ruel plans., and associated eosts un~er full P3 
~~~ P4 curtailment. Replies were rece1ve~ trom over 70 percent 
or tbe customer survey. ~he starr alleges a complete curtailment 
of P3 ~~~ p4 customers will result in requirement for new capital 
invest:ent in a.l~ernate fuel fac!lities amount1ng to almost $213 
:u111on, the d.irect loss of 91,876 jobs by affected. ind.ustries, 
~~d. over $116 million 1n increased. operations an~ maintenance 
costs statewid.e. 

~hree Witnesses appeared. on the air quality impacts result
ing rro~ cu~ailment of natural gas. A witness on behalf of the 
California Air Resources Board. presented Exhibit C-46. Est1mates 
were based. upon the full curtailment of P3 through P5 end. users, 
resulting 1n the burning or 4istillate and. fuel oil. ~he AP~ 

witness est1mated. that 1n the San Francisco Bay Area particulate 
would. 1nerease 9 percent and. sulfur d.iox!de would increase 44 
percent from 1976 levels. The South Coast (LOS Angeles Area) 

increases from 1976 ~ould. be 3 percent and. 20 percent for particu
late ~~d. sulfur 41ox1d.e, respectively. W1tnesses on behalf or 
PG&E ~~~ SoCal expressed general agreement with the ARB judgment. 
Increased emiSSions 1n the involved. air baSins w1l1 unfavorably 
affect air ~uality and Will d.elay air pollution abatement programs. 

A consultant appeared as a witness on behalf of SoCal and 
pre~ented an evaluation or the impact of complete curtailment of 
P3 and. P4 customers 1n southern California (Exn1b1t C-50 and. C-51). 
The Witness. Sherman H. Clark. wa~ a former director of energy 
a.~d. resources economics at Stanford Research Institute (SRI). a. 
pOsition he had held tor most or his 21 years 1n that firm. H1a 
analysis vas essentially static. ~ased on present conditions 1r 
there were complete eurtailment or P3 and P4 customers. The 
Witness &lleged. complete curtailment would. have adverse econom1c 
effects on aoutber.n California 1n exeess or $1 billion a year 
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1n1tially aaa continuing at that level 1ndef1nitely. The adver~e 
econom1c e~ects excluded enVironmental considerations and tbe 
loss or the gas supply available to protect Pl and P2 customers. 
Significant impacts included higher fuel costs t~ the Pl and P2 
customers since fixed cost or gas service would 1ncrease by $121 
million a year as a result or the total loss or revenue rrom P3 
~~~ P4 customers. Based on the r~sults of a su.-vey or P3 and P4 
custo~ers con~ucted 'by SoCal,the witness estimate~ a loss or new 
~~d exp~~ded plants a~ounting to $50 ~i11ion a year in manufactur
ing activities and plant closures amounting to an additional $Z50 
million a year 1n ~4nutactur~~g activity. Manufacturing employment 
would be arrecte~ 'by the loss of 12,000 jo'bs 1n industry. In 
al!l!!t1on to the est1mated $300 m1ll1on loss in manufacturing 
actiVity, the witness estimated that such manufacturing 1$ a ~asic 
econo~c activity~ and there would be a multiplier efrect on the 
goods and services directly required by such manuracturer~ with 
an additional reduction in econom1c a.ctiVity or $9'00 m111ion 
a."'Ulually. 

1. North-South Sharing 
By Dec!sion No. 85189~ we ordered FG&E and SoCal to enter into an 

a~ee=ent to ~rotect Pl and P2 reQuirements. Our or1gn1al 011 in Case 
No. 10342 directed SoCal and PG&E to file preliminary estimates 
of fac111t1es necessary to develop the capability or diverting 
gas to the SoCal system from the PG&E system at speciriC volumes. 
(Case No. 10342' dated June l~ 1977~ Ordering Paragraph 2. page 
4.) The ability or PG&E to transfer gas t~ the SoCal system is 
lic1ted. In order to accomplish the transfers required by tbe 
base case~ additional racilitie~ would have to be constructed. 
The starr reViewed the utility 4at& and reported on the modifi-
cation of tr~~sm1ssion facilities (Exhib1t C-47. Chapter III). 

The stafr report states that eXisting 1ntert1es. with m1nor 
mod1t1cat1ona. have a transfer capac1ty or 280 MMcrd. By 
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upgra~1ng t~~e 1ntert1es at a cost or approximately $5 million. 
a total 1n~ertie capacity of 500 MMcf~ can be 4evelope4. The 
latter figure is the volume of gas that could be transrerred from 
PG&E to SoCal on a given day. provided that PG&E has gas to- ~eliver 

at the 1ntertie points and proVided that PG&E has that volume of 
gas surplus to its own high-priority requirements on that day 
(Exhibit C-41, page 111-1). 

The gas that coul~ ~e tr~srerred directly to SoCal rrom 
?G&E is that received from El Paso. All other gas, except m1n1:al 
local production, is delivered to PG&E in northern California. 
The dual transmission pipelines wb1ch run from the Cali!ornia
Arizona bor~er near Needles 1n a westerly direction to near 
Bakersfield and in a northwesterly direction to the San FranCisco 
Bay are designed to carry El Paso gas to PG&E only one way. The 
lines are tapered an~ have a ~~OP (Maximum Allowable O,erat1ng 
Pressu:e) at the northern end cons1dera~ly lower than 1n the 
southe~ portion. The lines co~ld not be reversed w1thout sub
s~ant1al reinforcement except to carry s~ll amounts (E7~ibit C-47, 
page 111-2). 

PG&E's southern serVice area is presently supplied almost 
ent1rely by the El Paso gas. Shoul~ El Paso supplies be cut orr 
~~d tr~~srerre~ to SoCal, there are no existing facilities to 
send gas from northern California to ?G&E's southern area customers. 
In ad~1tion to the cost or $5 million to increase total intert1e 
capac!ty, a new p1pel1ne would be reqUired un~er average temperature 
con~1tions 1n 1983 to protect SoCal's Pl and P2 customers. ~h1s 

new p1pel1ne would be use6 in the absence or supplemental gas' 
supplies being available to- SoCal ~ the estimated time frame 
~~~ would have the capacity to carry PG&E gas from northern Californ1a 
to SoCal. Xhe est1mated co~t tor such a p1pe11ne 1n 1917 4011ars' 
is $60.5 million plus $11.8 m1llion in compressor cost. These are 
order or magnitu6e costs and not the result or ~eta1le4 engineer-
ing study., 
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':the at-art e~t1mate 1", that 1! there, are no -supplemental gas 

supplie~ available to southern California, such a pipel1ne would 
be needed under cold year conditions 1n 1982 to protect Pl and 
P2 requirements in southern California. Un~er the assumption or 
no new supplemental supplies, start1ng in 1985. PG&E's contracts 
for C~~adian gas would begin running out. PG&E would need all 
or its available supp11e~ for 1ts own Pl and P2' customers. 
Under these "worst" case assumptions, the pipeline would have a 
useful life of approx1mately three years. 

AssU!:".!.ng s.upplemental supplies come on stream in 1982 or 
1983. a new pipeline might never be used. Supplemental gas sup
plies from Mexico, Algeria II, PacAlaska, or Paclndonesia 'Would 
tie into the existing El Paso system or PG&E's southern syste:l 
~~d would foreclose the need for a north-south pipeline. The 
C~~ad1an "~u~~le gas" 'Would ~e delivered to the SoCal system. 

The record indicates that the 1ntert1e system should ~ 
upgraded as soon as possible. A new pipeline should not be con
structed unless it 15 required to protect 21 and P2A customers. 
However. should a pipeline ultimately be required, any delay in 
construction could result in Pl and P2A curtailments. Pro¢essing 
of an application is time consuming. Therefore, in or~er that 
the prel1m1nary work associated with constructing a pipeline 
will be completed in a timely manner, we will order PG&E ~~d PLS 
to file a joint application for a certificate of public conven
ience and necessity for a north-south pipeline. 



• 
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VI. POTEN'l'IAL SUPPLEMENTAL GAS SUPPLIES 
A. Introd~tion . 

The ~ties in this proce~ing identified a'n~er or supply 
supplements which have the potential to· reverse the continuing 
decline in gas available from traditional sources. The potential 
supplements include synthetic natural gas (SNG)~ base load 
supplemental supply projects ~resently awaiting approval ~y 
regulatory ~odies, and short-term purchases or gas which may, 
t~om time to time, be surplus to the needs or others. The ERCDC 
also identified Elk Hills Naval Petroleum Reserve, and the over
production or northern California "dry" gas as supplements. 
B. Synthetic Natural Gas 

Dr. D. B. Peterson, a witness on ~ehalr or the EReDe, presented 
eVidence on the avai1a~11ity of SNG from coal, a potential supple
:cent to California's natural gas supplies to 1990.. Dr. Peterson's 
evidence established that there are a n~er or Significant 
advantagestrom production or SNG from coal (Exhibit o-l6, pages 
12-14).. Bowever, when estimating the availability of SNG fr,om coa.l 
in the future, we must recognize the absence or large-scale plants 
capable or co~vert1ng coal to SNG and the present technica.l and 
t1nanc~al prOblems facing such projects. 

Dr. Peterson concluded that no SNG fro~ coal is l1k~ly to ~e 
ava1la~le to California until after 1985. He further pOinted out 
tha,t it is poss1ble no SNG from coal will ~e avai1a~le to· the 
state ~y 1990, With the pO~$1b11ity that 80-120 MMctd would be 
available ~y 1990 (ZXh11:>1t C-lo, page 12". These estimates were 
a~?arently based upon the potent1al 'production from either El Pazo 
Natural Gas Company's proposed plant at Burnham~ New MeXiCO, or 
co~let10n of the WESCO project or pte and the T~xa= Eastern 
Tranzm1s~10n Corporation. Both projects have been shelved. Both 
plants originally had an ant1c1pated capacity or 250 MMcr4. Without: 
a federal loan guaranty program, it a.ppears that these pr9grams W111 
not be carried forWard. Moreover, it is not elear what size plants
will quality as demonstration plants for federal loan guarantees 
(Exhi~1t 0-16, page S). Dr. Peterson a4v1sed U~ that present second 
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generation ga~ir1ers have not resulted in & sign1tieant technological 
brea.kthrough. In bia judgment. a th1rd generation teclmoloQ may 

be appropria.te. This technology 'Would now be 1n a ver: early p1lot 
stage. We J:all only bope that SNl proponents obta.in the neeess8.%"1 
sup,ort to:eont1nue efforts in the important area or eoal gas1rieat1on. 
We eannot at this time as~ume tha.t s1gn1.t1eant quantities or SNG 
from eoal will be available to, the state or Calirornia in the tore
cast period. 

,The starr evaluated the availability or SNG trom petroleum 
ree~stoeks and the use or LPG/a1r miXtures a~ a substitute tor 
natural gas (Exhibit C-lO. pages 21-31). the starr eoncluded that 
PEA (now DOE) policy indicates that SNG ~hould only be considered 
as a short-te:-m solution in the absence or other supply ~ 1ncludillg 
LNG. Supplemental supplies or SNG rrom petroleum teedstock3 or 
LPG/air mixtures require rederal approval. Sueh a~proval would be 
based upon a need tor short-term supplies to P3 and above. primarily 
during winter periods. It does not appear that these potential 
s~pplies should reasonably be included 1n an analysis of base load 
supplies (Exhibit C-lO. page 33. page 31). 
c. Base toa~ Supplmental Supply Projects 

Base load supplemental supply projects 1nelu~e C~~adian ~ubble 
gas" (gas surplus to the nee4$ or Cana~a). Mexican gas available 
from the Reforma area or southeastern Mexico, El Paso Algeria II-LNG, 
IndoneSian-LNG, South Alaska LNG, an~ Alaskan North Slope ga~ 
(Prudhoe Bay). Potential gas supplies rrom these sourees are 
d1scus:ed in deta11 below. 

1. Canadian "Bubble Gas" 
The starr's initial report on the Canadian supplies reviewed 

a Car4dian National Energy Board (NEB) decizion issued on July 4. 
1977. At that time. the NEB concluded that supply derieiencies could 
occur by 1983 1! export permits were continued at authorized levels. 
The NEB noted that deliverabi1ity could be 1nerea~ed trom the Alberta . . 

reserves 'by 400 Bet in 1971 a.nd a sim1lar a.mount in 1978 al tho~ --
the excess capacity would disappear. by 1985. 'Xhe NEB at that t1me 
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conclu(!ed that zsuch deliverie~ o~ the "bubble gu" 'Would requj,re 
• a guaranty that the gas 'Would be replaced at a later date by 

Alaskan ga.s:CNorth Slope) dropped orr in Canada 01" by cUl"tai1!ng . 
export commitments 1n later yearzs. PG&E's prezsent gas supply trom 
Canadian sources is dependent uI>Qn export permits which cotmnence 
expiring October 31. 1985. The basic,gas supply est1mates ror PG&E 
incorporate the expiration or these Canadian per.m1ts • 

. Later developments established that gas exploration and 
development in Alberta. Canada had substant1ally improved the 
potential ror short-term gas eXports. A gas sales contract dated 
March 9. 1978 (C-Item F) and a gas purchase agreement dated March 9. 
1978 CC-Item E) provides tor the sale or 240,000 Mcr per day ot 
natural gas trom Alberta, Canada. tor delivery to tbe So Cal system. 
In a~41t1on, it appears that the parties to the gas sales contract 
(see C-Item F) have also provided ror an additional 800.000 Met 
per day to be resold to U.S. purchasers 1n the eastern U~.ted States. 
The termz or the contract prov1de tor a six tull-year ter.=, with a 
right to renew by the buyer tor an additional six-year term. The 
total quantity ot ex~ort gas appears to be sli~tly b~low 400 Bct 
per year. 

In order to deliver the gas under the contracts, it Will be 
necessary to prebui1d a portion o! the Western Leg or the transporta
tion system referred to as the Alaska Highway Pipeline Project 
(the transportation system necessary to 4eliver natural gas trom the 
Alaskan North Slope). The Western Leg or the Alaska Highway Pipeline 
Project ~ould be prebuilt to Stan!ield, Oreson. At that pOint. the 
gas would be received by the Northwest Pipel!ne system and ult~tely 
~e11vered to SoCal Via the El Paso system. ~he cost or prebui1d1ng 
the Western Leg is est~te4 at $110 ~ll1on and the mod1t1eat1on 
re~u1red ror the Northwest Pipeline system to accommodate the gas 
to El Paso 15 estimated at $130 million (Exhibit C-68. page l2). 

The gas sales contract is subject to necessary governmental 
approval, both in Canada and the Un!te4 States. '!he Canad1an 
government still may 1mpose a pay-back condition tor the deliver,r 
ot "bubble gas" to the United States. S1nce the contract aver~ge 
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daily quantity or 240.000 Mct per day would be del1vered near 
K1ng3gate. British Col~1a. the net quantity <atter fuel ~e) 
was est1mat~ at approximately 215 MMct when delivered to SoCal. 

'The contracts call tor a delivery date upon, or &8 soon as 
pozsi~le atter September 1, 1979, Experience,1ndicates that 
regulatory and construction delays may push the starting da.te to 

1980 at the earliest. --- -' 2. tmports from Mexico 
The starr report dated December 15, 1977 on potential gas 

~orts trom Mexico CExh1~1t C~lO, pages 9-13) presented a strong 
possi~111ty or 1ncreasing volumes ot natural gas from Mexico in 

the early 1980's. Mexico had new discoveries or oil and g~ in 

the Retorma (Tabasco-Chiapas area) oil fields and in the orrsbore 
Ciulf' of' Ca.:::peche leaci1ng to an accelerated progra.:/l or oil anc:1 
natural gas production over the next six years ~y Petroleos 
MeX1canos (Pemex), Mexico's government-controlled petroleum 
industry. Proved and pro~able gas reserves were est1mated to be 9.7 
~CF, with potential reserves ot an additional 20.5 Tct 1n reservoirs 
in the ~iscover1 area. ~1J.%'1ng 1976 Mexican natural gas production 
reacbed 2.2 Berd and was projected to dou~le ~y 1982 under a six
year production program. 

On April 3, 1977, a group or six United States natural gas 
tranSQiss10n companies signed a Memorandum or Intentions with Pemex 
to purchase surplus natural gas trom Mexico. Pemex pla.nned construe
tion of an 8S0-mile, 48-1ncb diameter natural gas ~ipeline trom 
the Reforma area to the 1nternational boundary at the Texas-Mexiean 
bor~er at Reyno3a~ Mexico. Construction of the ~ipeline was expecte4 
to. take approximately t ..... o years at a cost or $1.2 'billion. Initial 
rate or delivery or the pipeline was estimated at 1 Bcrd with vol~e:s 
to inerease to a maximum or 2 Berd. The 1n!t1al contract proVided 
for a six-year term plus an additional six years. The entitlements 
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or two or the six American r1rms (Texas Eastern and El Paso) would 
be delivered to E1 Paso and ~an3western interstate pipelines and 
the natural--gas available tor deliver,y to Calirorn1a was esttmated 
at appro~tel1 l8 percent or the gas available'before compressor 
fuel and line losses. 

In late 1977, it appeared that the major problem would be to 
secure financing. Because or Mexico's high roreign debt, the 
International Monetary Fund (IMP) had cOmmitted the Mexican govern
ment to limit deficit spending and to limit net borrowings. In 
an effort to secure the funds needed to commence construction or 
pipeline. the U.S. Export-Import Bank tentatively approved $590 
million 1n loans to Pemex. 1ncluding $250 million for the purchaze 
or equipment in the United States and $340 million for pipeline 
construction. Additional transmission lines would be necessary 
in the United States in order to handle anticipated greater volumes 
and in order to connect El Paso and Transwestern Pi,eline Company 
(a subsidiary or Texas Eastern) to the 1nternat1onal boundary 
delivery point. Based on the available 1ntormation 1n late 1977, 
the stafr estimated increasing volumes or deliveries from this 
supplemental supply. 

~ 

By March 15. 1978, the situation regarding the importation or 
natural gas from Mexico· had deteriorated. The start reported 
(Exhibit 0-68. page 14) that the Me:morandum or Intentions between 
the United States 1nterstate pipelines and Pemex had been. term1nate4 
due to the disagreement or Mexican and U.S. authorities on price 
provisions. ~he original agreement had provided that the gas at 
the Texas border would be priced at the equivalent heating value 
price or No. 2 ruel oil in New York Harbor. This price in December 
or 19i7 was estimated at $2.61/~tu and under the federally pro-. 
posed crude oil equalization ta.."<, could escalate to $3/MMbtu. 
equivalent to $3.15 Mc! at 1,050 Btu/sc!. (Exhibit C-10. l)8.ge 13). 

Arter submission o! Case No. 10342. the Mexican government 
ar~unced its present intention no~ to export natural gas to tbe 
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·Unite4 States at this time. InsteadJl Mexico cla1m:s tbat it 1nten~s . 
to use the_~tural gas tor domestic purposes to replace current 
imports or-liqu1fied petroleum g~s and to su~stitute it tor oil. 

At the present time it is difficult to est~ate 1fJl an~ 
whenJl Mexican gas will ~e available to California. 

3. A1Keria II-LNG 
The El Paso Company plans to import additional LNG from Algeria 

through the Alger!a II Project., Under an agreement with Sonatrach 
(Algeria), affiliates of El Paso would import approx~~tely one 
billion cubic feet per day for a period or 20 years. Gas woul~ be 
delivered from a terminal near Port O'Connor on the Texas gulf coast. 
Sixty-five percent of the gas (at lJl148 Btu/scf) woul~ be sold to· 

El Paso. Based on allowances for syztem losses and estimated federal 
allocations, the Commission ztarf report dated December 15J1 1977 
est1~ated deliveries commencing in 1983, with full deliveries in 
1984J1 at approx1mately 485 MMc!d. (Exhibit C-l0, page 85.) 

The co,ntract prov1s10ns provide for escalation or the price 
paid to Sonatrach by adjustment for the prices paid for No. 2 fuel 
oil and No. 6 residual fuel oil in New York Harbor. The ERA refused 
to approve the price or Pemex gas when the agreement tied the price 
of the gas to the price or No. 2 fuel oil 1n New York Harbor. Tbe 
best estimate of the starf was that Algeria II gas would be aVailable, 
if at all, in 1984. 

An initial decision by an FPC Adm1nistrative Law Judge in late 
1977 approved the Algeria II proje~t. Under existing fed~31 
legislation, the matter is now ~efore the ERA of the- Department 
or Energy for final approval. The ERA has not issued a deCision. 
The contract provides that all necessary government authorizations 
must be received by April 30, 1977, or either party ~y terminate 
the contract. A second termnation <'-ate 125 DeceIDber 31. 1977, by 

which t1:e all necessary r1nancial arrangements must be made. ~ese: . 
deadlines have not ~een met Jl and the ERA. still bas not taken any 
action v1th respect to the approval or tbe Algeria II contract. 

( . At the present time it is extremely doubtful that Cal1!orn1a e will receive natural gas from Algeria by 1984. 
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4. Alaskan North Slope-Pru~oe B!Z 
The 8tar~'a initial report on the Alaskan North Slope Sas 

was 1:s8Ued~eeember 15 .. 1977 (EXhibit C-10 .. pages 3-6). On - . 
September 20. 1971. Canada and the United States zs1gned an 
Agreement on Principles Applicable to a Northern Natural Gas 
Pipeline (Agreement). and on September 22 .. 1977 the President 
5ubm1tte~ his Dee1sion an~ Re~ort to Con~ess on the Ala~kan 
Natural Gas Trans2ortation SYstem (Decision and Report). On 
Nove~er 2. 1977 .. both Houses or Congress approved President 
Carter's decision. The Agreement contemplates that the pipeline 
capacity would be 2.4 Bctd tor Alaskan gas a.nd 1.2 Bctd tor 
northern Canada gas. ~e northern Canada gas refers to Mackenzie 
Delta gas which is to be delivered by a pipeline spur (Dempster 
Line) connecting Mackenzie Delta gas !ields in the Northwest 
Territory to the Alcan pipeline at or near Whitehorse .. Yukon. 
The total pipel1ne length or the project (excluding the Dempster 
Line) is 4 .. 787 miles. A Western Leg or the pipeline would include 
looping or PG~'s and PG&E's existing system$. 

The gas pipeline system is required to recover the gas 
reserves 1n the Prudhoe Bay t1el~.. est1mated as having proved 
sala~le ga~ reserves or 20.6 to 22.8 trill10n cUbic teet (Tcr) in 

the main pool. ~he three largest field operators estimate that 
the total salable gas reserves are between 25 and 26 ~ct. The 
President's Decision and Report est1mates the gas supply trom the 
project to be 2.0 Bc!d by 1965 and 2.4 Bctd by 1990. 

On March 15, 1978.. the sta.!! reported that contra.cts tor 
Prudhoe Bay gas had not been negot1ate~ and the t1m1ng or the con
struction or a Prudhoe Bay delivery system is unknown. The 1n1t1al 
report or the Commission statr noted that it was 1mposs1ble to 
deter.m1ne exact quantities o£ North Slope gas to be delivered b7 
the Western Leg. ~he DeciSion and Report assumed 30 percent ot 
the Ala.skan gas would be del1vered to the Western Leg. The start 
1."'l.1ti8,l report made nominal est1matea tor North Slope gas del1ver1es 
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·to Cal1torn1a tota.l1ng 600 MMc1'd tor 1964 through 1990. 'l'he 
Cammiss1on:at&rr subsequently reported that a 19.5~ commeneement . 
date under-present eireumstances did not appear reasonable~ and 
the earliest date that North Slope Alaskan gas might be received 
would be 1985 or 1986. 

Major uncertUnties are involved in the Ala.:lcan natural gas 
tr~~$portat1on system project. ~here is no established wellhead 
price tor the gas on the North Slope. Financ1ng arrangements must 
be ma~e tor the Alaska highway pipeline. Project construction costs 
set forth in the 'D~e'1'S1on and ·Report appear to be "approximately 
$10.3 billion (based on 1977 dollars). 

5. Indonesian LNG 
The supplemental gas supply available trom Indonesia is a 

portion of the LNG supply involved in Application No. 57626 1n 
these consolidated proeeedings. Western Terminal is the appl1e~~t 
tor a permit pursuant to the L1~uetied Natural Gas Terminal Act 01' 

1977. As stated above, PG&E and SoCal have established Paclndones1a~ 
which has authorization trom DOE/ERA tor importation into the United 
States by ?aclndones1a or LNG trom Indonesia over a 20-year peri~. 
The ev1denc~ is that Pert~na, the national oil and gas company 
or IndoneSia., has sutticient reserves to supply the contra.ct Q.uantity 
01' 500 MMcfd tor the 20-year term or the contract. DOE/ERA Op1nion 
No. 1 dated December 30~ 1971 authorized importation 01' the gas 
pursuant to the agreement between Paclndones1a and Pertam1na 
(Exhibit A-20). 

DOE/ERA Opin1on No. 1 did not, however, approve the price 
escalation prOVisions ot the contract. At this time, Paelndones1a 
has been conducting meetings with Pert~na in an .etrort to arrive 
at price provisions tor the LNG contract whicb would ~e acceptable 
to Pertam1na and to the ERA. The contraet has a provision wh1ch 
allows tor either party to terminate it certain eonditions have .. -
not been met by spec1tied dates. The cut-orr date ror authorizat1oAS 
trom United States 'authorities was passed on Oeto~er 6. 1977 after 
three separate extensions. 
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The or1ginal contracts tor the PacIn4ones1a gas were entered 

into on Septe~er 6~ 1973. The contracts were su~sequently amended . 
on Januar.1~, 1975 to provide & pricing formula acceptable to the 
Indones1an:Government and further amended on October 28, 1975 to 
proVide a m1n1mum pricing prov1sion to i~ure the recover,r ~y 
Pert3lUna ot certain costs during the financing period. Both 
amendments received approval or the Indonesian Government • 

. Jap~~ese purchasers have entered into an agreement to pur
chase Indonesian LNG. Japan ~egan receiVing Indonesian LNG !n 
August 1977. The Japanese will 'purchase over 1 Bcfd at full 
volu:Jles. 

The facilities at Arun. Indones1a~ will deliver LNG necessary 
tor the Japanese and PacIndonesi& projects. The SoCal witness 
responsi~le for the PacIndonesia gas supply contra.cts tes·tified 
that construction of facil1ties at Arun are running ahead or 
schedule. Moreover~ the construction includes more LNG storage 
tar~ than are needed for the Japanese project. 

The SoCal witness testified that the representatives of 
Pertam1na indicated very strongly in the past that they desire to 
co:plete the project with the United States. However~ in view or 
the delays 1n securing necessary approvals tor terminal siting~ 
as well as the outstanding problem of the price escalator 10 the 
contract~ applicant's witness indicated that failure or this Com
mission to reach a deCision on terminal siting by. July 31~ 1918 
would~ in hiS judgment~ result in cancellation of the contract. 
Pert3:l1.!'l.a is anticipating a proti t !"rom the contract to 1:>egin some
t1:e in the rirst halt ot 1982 and has those revenues planned. 

The starr report ind1cates the construction of tacilities in 

IndoneSia tor the PacIndones1a Project will not commence until 
atter U.S. Government approvals are obtained and requiSite financing 
115. secured. Construction will take 34 months to start up with an 
a~d1tional 18 montha before all !aci11tiea will be completed. 
PacIn~onea1a has e~tered into contracts tor e~ogen1c tankers to 
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~rL~port the LNG. ~ee are already constructed and construction 
or the othePs will begin following PacIndones1a!~ obtain1ng all -governmental approvals of finanCing arrangements. 

The 1n1tial starr report (Exhibit 0.10. page 65) est1mated 
initial volumes in 1984 building up to full volumes by 1984. 'l'he 
starr witness testified that a delay or one or two years would 
cean that the proposed Indonesia LNG would no longer be a viable 
proj ect. 

The evidence supports the conclusion that the representatives 
or Pertam1na and the Indonesian Government have negotiated in good 
faith with representatives or Pac Indonesia (and its predecessors) 
ove: an extended period or time. The condition requiring Perta=1na 
to obtain all approvals or the InGones1an Government by September 6, 
1975 was satisfied by Pertam1na. The condition requiring authoriza
tion$ trom authorities in the United States has not been satisfied 
~~d has been extended on three separate occasions. The last ex
tension expired Oetober 6, 1977. ~he last extension by Pertam1na 
s,ecitically provided that "because or the increased concern or 
Pert~na ~~d the Government or Indonesia about the delays in 
obtain1ng the required authorizations from the appropriate authori
ties ~~ the United States, it is understood that any rurther exten
s10ns or the date beyond October 6, 1977, would acquire approval by 
governQental authorities of the Republic or Indonesia." 

Since October 6, 1977, Pertamina has had the option Of. 
terminating the existing contract. There has been no· further 
extension or ter.Q1nation or the contract. 

6. South Alaska-LNG 
The South Alaska-LNG Project involves gathering natural gas 

in the Cook Inlet area or South Alaska. and transporting it ~ a 
cryogenic ship to a regasirieation terminal in CalifQrnia. The 
applicant seeks authorization ror a Single terminal to regasity 
both Indonesian LNG and PacAlaska LNG. The Commission start 
reports that in order to support gas volumes or 200 MMcrc1 

( . Phase I or the p,roject. would require approx1mately ~.6 Tcr 
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in reserves. Full volumes un~er Phase II of the project are to be 
400 MMcrd and would require total reserves or approX!mate11 3 Tc~. 

, , 

In its 1lnnaJ. report date~ December 15. 1917. the start stated .. 
that 90mm1tment ot pr04uct1on from a~d1t1onal reserves (other than . 
those aVailable) were necessary 1n order to support the Phase I 
vol~es at 200 MMcr~. (EXhibit C-10. page ~~). 

It is quite clear from the record that tbe statt position 15 
correct. and that the delivery or PacAlaska gas may well be delayed 
because or the problem or acqui,r1ng the necessary gas reserves. 
The statt est1mate is that Phase I volumes ot PacAlaska gas may 
co:::ence in 1984 w1th potential delivery or tu.ll volumes (Phase II) 
tollowing in 1985. 

The evidence supports the conclusion that there ,are uncommitted 
proven reserves in the Cook Inlet area to support 'both Phase I and 
Phase II or the PacAlaska Project. tnere is no assurance when 
sut!'1c1ent reserves might be com:l!tted and when a necessary PERC 
decision on the PacAlaska ~roject might be issu.ed. Applicants are 
presently before the FERC req,ueS~1ng authorization tor the project 
under Section 1 ot the Natural Gas Act. 

" 
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D. Short-t~rm Supplem~ntal Supp11e~ 

1. In~roduct10n 

Voluce:l ot the start report (EXhibit C-1) identities gas sup
plies available trom Northwest Pipeline Corporation (Northwest)~ 
an interstate pipeline company. as a short-term supplement presently 
available to SoC8ol. Arter the completion or hearings 1n this pro-

. ceeding, Pacific Interstate Transmission Cocpany (Pac Interstate) 
an affiliate of SoCal contracte~ for short-term supplements from 
~~ch!san Consolidated Gas Company (Consolidated). 

The ~~CDC identifies supplies it expects to ~e surplus to the 
1nt~astate Texas market as a supplement available to California 
u.nd~r short-term eont::-acts. The ERCDC also proVided estimates or 
the amount ot gas that m!ght 'be a.vailable from Elk Hills Naval 
Petroleum Reserve on an emergency 'basis. and from northern California 
dry gas production by over-producing the gas purchase contracts. 
A discussion ot the various sources of short-term supple~ents 
tollows: 

2. Interstate SUEPlus 
The agreement With Northwest prOVides tor deliveries ot up to 

200 MMctd, by displacement, to SoCal through OctOber 31. ~978. 
There is no obligation on the part ot Northwest to deliver specific 
volumes. Daily deliveries can 'be from zero to 200 MMctd depend1ng 
on Northwest's system requirements on a given day. The cost of 
the gas at the California 'border is $2.35 per million :stu or 
approximately $2.46 per Mct. 

An application for certitication ot an agreement with Mich1gan 
Consolidated Gas Company (Con~oli~ated) has been tiled with PERC 
in Pacific Interstate Transmission Company, Docket No. CP18-398 
et ale The agreement is an exchange agreement and provides tor 
firm deliveries to the SoCal system at the California border 
averaging 106 MMctd ~u.ring the period November. 1978 through 
March. 1919. ~he.agreement further provides tor del1ver1es~ on 
a ftbest efrortsft 'baSiS. averag1ng 33 MMcf~ during the period 
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November, ;978 through March, 1979 and 110 MMcrd'!or the period 
April, 197~· through March, 1981. The SoCal system is obligated 
to take 50 percent of the "~st effort" offerings. The average 
cost or the gas at the California border is approximately $3.00 
per Mcr. The subsequent return or gas would be at the option or 
Consolidated, and conditioned on the availability or LNG to the 
SoCal system at the Western LN~·terminal. If no LNG is available, 
there is no payback. 

3. Intrastate Surplus 
The ERCDC presented a number of witnesses and exhibits leading 

to a projection of the ~~ount of gas expected to be surplus to the 
Texas intrastate market a,,"l.d the portion or sueh surplus gas that 
could be made available to Calirornia. 

Consultant Report - Appendix G (EXhibit C-84) was prOVided by 
the ERCDC on March 15, 1918. Exhibit C-84 includes material pre
pared by a Texas energy consultant and an evaluation of the energy 
consultant's material prepared by an employee or A. D. Little, a 
consulting rirm. The material, prepared by the Texas energy con
sultant, conSists primarily or a number or illustrations depicting 
Texas natural gas supply-demand relationships through the period 
ending 1985 plus a brier text. The amount or gas projected to 'be 

surplus to the Texas intrastate market 'by the ERCDC consultant 
r~~ges froo a~proximately 610 MMcfd in 1978 to approximately 3000 
MMcfd by 1985. Using this total surplus, the ERCDC witness 
responsible tor eertai~ material 1ri the ERCDC summary report 
~erive~ the portion or ~exas intrastate surplus available to 
southern Calitornia as 61 MMcfd in 1978 increasing to 300 MMctd 
by 1985 in the low case,an4 170 MMetd 1n 1978 increasing to 835 
MMcrd by 1985 in the high case (EXhibit C-15. page 110). 

fhe consultant retaine~ by the ERCDC to evaluate the projec
tions or Texas intrastate surplus gas testified that~ "G1ven the 
short t~e ava11ab1e to us we were unable to· make a thorough 
analysis or tbe subject." (Sherf'f', Tr. p. 4732.) 

• 
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The d~elopment of specific volumes or ga.s available to . ' 

Californ1a -from supplies surplus to the needs o,f the Texas intra-
state market over the period ending'1990 would require extremely 
deta1led studies or future supply and demand within Texas. Such 
studies are not present in the record ot this proceeding. However~ 

sufficient eVidence was presented to support an assumption that 
si~~!r1cant volumes might ~e available. trom time to time. over 
the short-term. Moreover, the terms and conditions under which 
such gas could be obtained is a more important consideration, 
at this pOint, than specific volumes. 

• 
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The method suggested by the ERCDe tor obtain1ng surplus intra
.state gas i~ inclu~ed in provisions or the Natural Gas Act (NGA). 
Section 7Cc7 ot the Act provides tor emergency sales ot gas tor - . 
perio4s or:up to 60 days tor which issuance ot .a certificate under 
PERC regulations is not required. Section 2.6S(a) further extends 
the exemption to include sales ot intrastate gas to the interstate 
market unde~ certain conditions without subjecting the sale to 
federal regulation. The purpose of Section 2.68 is to provide aid 
to 4istri~ution and pipeline companies in need of temporary emergency 
supplies by maldng exempt intrastate gas available tor short-term 
sales for periods of up to 60 days. The intent of the NGA regarding 
emergency sales is clearly not to circumvent the esta~l1shed procedures -for the sale of gas to the interstate market. As pointed out in the 
CPUC staff ~r1er. the intent has been clearly defined in the courts: 

"What we can say. and do say. is that the legislative his
tory makes plain that it was never contemplated that the 
modest emergency prOViso in Section 1 tor orders Without 
hearings would be employed to excise large-volume. long 
duration, widespread deliveries of gas" Consumer Federation 
of A~er1ca v. F.P.C •• 515 F.2d 341. 355. 
The F~~C is currently reevaluating its policy and procedures 

(?ERC Docket No. 78-7) on emergency purchases. However the reevalua
tion would become moot if provisions contained in the propose~ 
National Energy Aet are enacted. On June 13, 1978 the House an~ 
Senate Conferees eomplete~ their deliberations on issue~ not resolved 
by the compromise that was approve~ on May 24. The document issued on 
June 13 included the provisions on emergeney sales which were adopted. 
(Copies were sent to all parties in Case No. 10342 by the CPUC staff 
counsel on July 20. 1918.) Under the compromise prOvisions sales 
would be limited to two years with possible extensions or not more 
than two years per extension. The eompromise rurther pro7ides that 
deliveries would be subject to interruption to the extent that the 
aeller required the gas for his own customers. 

The availability or short-term supplies that may. trom time to= 
t1me, be surplus to the intrastate market or interstate pipelines 
serVing other areas, cannot be cons14ered in the same context as base 
load supplements. It is preCisely because or the railure. to date, to 
obtain ~ase load supplements, that a reliance must now be place4 on 
short-term deliveries wbere the quantitr made available is lett, each 
48.1, to the discretion or the seller. 
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4. Elk Hills Naval Petroleum Reserve 
Subst~1al quantities or natural gas exist in the Naval 

Petroleum Heserve No. 1 (NPR-l) at Elk Hills. These reserves are . 
entirely under federal control. Elk Hills production is authorized 
for siX years ending in 1982, but three yea::- extensions are per
m1ssable at the President's request, subject to Congressional 
approval. Despite the urgings or California utilities and regulatory 
bodies to make the gas available' for sale, present plans call for 
reinjecting all of the gas in order to maintain pressure for 
ma.x!:lum oil production (Exhi'bi t C-l1 and C-2'2). These plans are 
consistent with the Congressional mandate to maximize production 
based upon sound engineering judgment. 

In the1r 1977 Biennial Report, the ERCDC reported that, 
"~he ~uantity of gas potentially available !rom NPR-l, is, at 
400-500 MMcfd, very s1gniticient." However, in its showing in 
this proceeding, ERCDC est!lnated that 100 MMc!d would 'be available to 
Californ1a ~~der Short-term emergency conditions (Exhi'bit C-25). 
This ass~~pt1on is 'based upon speculation as to future federal 
poliCY. Even as a potential emergency supply, the record indicates 
that no deter.mination has 'been made as to the terms under which 
~~y gas may be made available to anyone. 

S. Over Production of California Gas 
Differences arise between CoQm1ss1on staff estimates and 

other parties from the assumed levels Of production of northern 
Ca11forn1a gas. At the present time PG&E contracts for California
produced gas at a relatively low-load factor. PG&E's contracts 
:ay obl!gate ?G&E to take gas at an'~~ual average-load factor or 
one-third. PG&E then takes such gas at high load factors during 
seasonal winter peak-demand period and shuts the gas wells down 
dur!ng the summer. 

The Comm115s1on starr d.oes not recommend increased production. 
ERCDC argues that ruture supply/d.emand cond.itions are likely to 
require significant transfers of gas trom northern to, southern 

.. .. 

( , California and the cost or increased production or Calirornia ga&' 
~ should ~e compared with the marginal cost or supplemental gas supplies. 
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M we'11nderstand PGrcE's gas purchase policy' California gas - . 
is taken up to contract o~l1gation, and a~ove contract o~ligat1on, 
to the extent pract1ca~le, it Pl and P2A customers would otherwise 
go unserved. Since we expect the same policy to· ~e followed in 
protecting Pl and P2A service stateWide, the need tor a regulatory 
mechanism does not exist. 
E. Cost or Supplemental Supplies 

The stafr report dated March 15, 1978 set forth estimates or 
the cost of gas from traditional sources an~ from ~ase load 
supplemental supply projects. The star! material is reproduced 
as ta~les 8 and 9 herein. 

The estimates are ~ased on the ~est information available to 
the starr concerning natural gas pricing provisions contained in 
the proposed National Energy Act and costs or supplemental sup
plies contained in rilings presently ~e!ore regulatory ~odies. 
~he estimated cost o! gas !rom Prudhoe Bay is from federal sources 
and includes no allowances for cost overruns. - . 

All costs are in 1977 ~ollars an~ are increased only t~ 
re!lect escalations that are expected to occur over and a~ove the 
inflation rate. 
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TABLE 8· 

COST OF GAS FROM TRADITIONAL SOURCES 
. ,r~17 ISollar$) . 

South~rn California Gas 
$/Mct 

Companl 

Source 1977 1980 1986 ~ 

E1 Paso 
Old Gas $0.8-0 $0.84 $0.93 $1.01 
New Gas - 1:8, 2.47 2.86 
Weighted Average --:00- r.;o: 2.13 
Ot~er Gas Supply Expenses .15 .l~ .15 .15 
'l'ra.."lzm1SSion .l1 ~ ~ ~ California Border Price $~ $: - $ :0 . $ • 

Tra!'l.swestern 
Olc1 Gas $0.63 $0.69 $0.75 $0.16. 
New Gas - r:3~ 2.41 2.8'0 

e': Weighted Average -:n 'l:"lO 2.'!9: 
Transm1ssion .61 .82 1.10 l·li, 
Californ1a Border Price $O'7i $r:E;' $'2.30 $3. " 

Weighted Border Price $l.15 $1.54 $2.l9 $2 .. 82 
Distri'bution .61 .18 1.00 1.2'4 - - -
Unit Cost or Service $1.10 $2.32 $3.19- $4.05 
(Average System Rate) 

Pacific Cias and ElectriC Gas Co~ an 
Mc! 

El Paso 
See Above $1 .. 12 $1.45 $2.03 *2.65 

Ca:'lad1an Source $2.44 $2 .. 84 $2 .. 84, $2.84 

Ca11torn1a Source 
014 Gas $1.12 $1.12 $1.12 $1.12 
New Gas - i·~ 2.41 2.86 
Weighted Average $l.n' $ •. ' tIM, $2.l9 • -

Weighted Price to PG&E System $1.73, $2.06 $2'.36 $2.36 -
Distribution 

, .47 ~ .64 1.16 - - -
Unit Cost or Service $2.20 $2.61 $3.00, $;3:.52-

fl.' 
(A7erage Slstem Rate) 

eExh1b1t C-58. page 27 
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~ C II OF GAS FROM StrP'PtEMENT,SOURCES • i/MCf at 10;0 atUlsc 

. (1971 Dollars) 

• Souree ~ ~ 
Indonesia • - . 

PUrcha.:1!d LNG $1..51 $1.51 
Transpf)rtat1on l.ll .90 
Terminall1ng and Vaporization si."H sr.i Total Cost Out or Plant 
Transportation to Existing System .08· .06 
Ur~eeounted tor, Franeh. & Uneoll •• 3% .10 cl; Unit Cost to Customer s!:19 $ .. 

Pac Alaska 
Purchased Gas (Incl. 10% Tax) $1.88 Sl.8:8 
tiQ.uefaetion 1.26 .88 
Transportation .65 .52 
Terminal11ng and Vaporization .10 .06 
Total Cost Out ot Plant sj.8"§' $~ 
Transportation to EXisting System -
Unaeeountedror, Franch. & Uncoll., 3% .12 .10 
Unit Cost to Customer $QT $~ 

A1se:o!a 
Purchased LNG $l.50 $l.50 
Tra:'l:sporta. tion l.l2 .92 
'I'erminal11ng and Vaporization .37 .28, 

C 
Shrinkage and Boilorr .12' .12 
Total Cost Out or Plant $3.'!I $2.'8]' 

e Transportation to Waha .26 .24 
Additional Mainline Compression, E1 Paso .10 .09 
Unaccounted tor, Franch. & Uneoll., 3% .lO t.* Uni t cos't to Customer s33'{ $ • 

Mexico 
Purchased Gas $2.75 $2.15 
Transportation to Permian Basin .15· .l5 
A~ditiona1 ~4inline Compression, E1 Paso, .os. .. 08 
Unaccounted tor, Franch. & Uneoll., 3% t.* t.* Unit Cost to Customer $ • $ • 

Pruc!hoe Ba~ 
Wellhead Price $1.52' $l.52 
Transportation to Canadian Bor<!er 1.ol 1.06 
Processing .32 .32 
Transp. ~om Canadian Border to Antioeh .. 28 .. 2S 
Total $3.n" $'3.T8' 
Unaccounted tor, Franch. I Uncoll., 3% .11 .10 • 

Unit Cost to CU$tomer $~ $~ --
Canadian "Bubbleft 

Boraer Price $2.7~ 
Transportation § .. ~ 

(: 'I'otal $ .. 

e Unaccounted tor, Praneh. , Uncoll •• 3% -r.H Un1t Cost to Customer $. ' 

-Exhibit C-68, page 28 
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P. Continiency Plan~'on Interruption or LNG 
Both ~Cal and PG&E pre~ented contingency plans 1n the event 

or both short- and long-term interruptions or LNG ga~ supply 
(Section 5601(h). The ga~ supply contingency plan is to ensure 
continued gas supply to Pl and P2A customers dtlring a short-term 
LNG service interruption even it it were to occur on an abnormal 
peak day - a day equivalent to the system's coldest day or reco~d. 
The utilities also plan to ensure supply continuity to Pl and P2 
customers~ and to P3 customers on a best efrorts basis during a 
long-term LNG service interruption, even if it should occur during 
the Winter months. 

The primary emergency measures, in order of 1mplementat1on~ 
are: (1) emergency conservation measures; (2) curtailment of 
interruptible customers; and (3) withdrawal from under greund 
storage facilities. PG&E has scheduled separate LNG peak shaVing 
racilities to protect Pl and P2A customer demand. PG&E and SoCal 
have an agreement which provide~ tor mutual assistance to the extent 
POSsible to protect their Pl and P2 customers in the event or an 
emergency.. (Exhibits C-53~ 0-73.) 

As the utilities stated~ addition of new gas 'supplies in the 
!uture woul~ ameliorate the effect or an outage or interruption or 
LNG service. PG&E and SoCal plan to maintain primary gas supply 
to su~port and retain interruptible lower priority customers. The 
extent to which they succeed in reta!ning P3 and P4 customers will 
determine the margin or pro·teetion availa'ble to Pl an~ P2 customers 
from interruptible gas customers. . 
G. Base toad Supply-Re-su'1rement 'Re'lat1'onsh1ps 

The 'base ease supply and 'base case requirements !o~ecasts are 
co~in~ with forecasts or base load supplemental supplies ~ 
develop the supply-requirements relationships in ~ables 10. 11 and 
12. The~e ~a~les are ~evelope4 to ~emonstrate t~e 5~pplY ~evels 
that would occur it long-term deliveries !'rom Pru~oe Ba.y. M~x~co·. 

Algeria, Indones1a~' South Alaska and tbe Canadian "bubb'l.e''' were 
o'btained in the quantities and at the t1mes shown 1n Appendix B. 
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Whether &n7 or all of tbese supplemental supp17 projects 

eventually reacb fruition is uncertain. As pointed out b,. tbe starr. 
:. ' 

"Cal1fo~fa acquisition of any supplemental g~s supplies remains 
contingent upon a number or !uture events each w1thout guarantee or 
occurrence." (Exhibit C-68) 

While not eliminating them from consideration» recent develop
ments eoncerning the Mex1ean and Algerian projects. a5 reported 
in various 'Press rel:eues and: ln3.1led ~08.1l, :par't1es in this pro-

, , , 

cee<!ing by CPUC ,starr eounsel 'on July 20» 1978. d.eepens the 
uncerta.inty. 

~he range of essential data der1ve4 from ~ables 10. 11 and 12 
are as follows: 

South~rn California 

Wa:-m We'ather Conditions 

1. P5 is totally curtailed in 1979 and 1982 and 
substa~t1ally curtailed in the other years 
throug!.'l 1983. 

2. Large quantities or gas become available to P5 
beginning 1n 1984. ' 

3. No significant curtailment or P4 and above 
OCC1lrS. 

Co ld ¥Tea th~r 'Co'nd 1 t'1o'ns 

1. P5 is totally curtailed in 1978 and P3, p4 curtailments 
begin. 

2. P3. p4 curtailments are eleminated in 1984 and 
large quantities of gas become available to P5,. 

Northern California 

Warm Weather Cond'1t'ions 

1. Gas 18 available to P5 in all years. 

Cold Weather' Condit'io'ns 

1. Gas is ava11a.ble to P5 in all 7ears. 
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• Suppl1e8 plAa ~otal!a" ups>~ta) ... 

Cold Veatblr Iear 

l: eMMefd) 

e Shortfall De 11 verl.e8 

Regu1rementa .. ~C_ . Pl-P4 to 

Year .. Pl&P'2A P2B&.P3&?' ~;Gr Plua Supp ... ' Rqmta PS 

~ortbern Cal1fornia 

1978 1,115 580 1,$5 2,060 0 365 

1979 l,~ 599 1,724 1,967 0 243 

.1980 1, 593 1,712 1,887 0 175 

1981 1,130 593 1,72~ 1,863 0 140 

1982 1,141 593 1734 1,816 0 82 . , 
1983 1,153· 593 1,746 2,036 0 290 
1984 1,172 593 1,765 2:,481 0 716· 

:.985 1,188 593 1,781 2,STT 0 796 

1986- 1,204 593 1,797 ~,399 0 602 

1987 1,221 593 1,814 2,l28 0 314 
1988 1,239 593 1,832 2,105 0 213 

1989 1,254 593 1,847 2,062 0 215 

1990 1,279 593 1,~12 1,936· 0 64 

Soutber.c Cal1torn1a 

• 1978 1,566 574 2,.140 1,928 212 0 

1979 1,m 574 2,J).8 1,172' . 376 0 

1980 1, 1 510 2,151 1,893 . 258 0 

1981 '1,600- 570 2,170 1,902" 26S 0 

1982 1,619 570 2,189' 1,853 336 0 

1983 1,639 570 2,209 2,082 l2'T 0 

1984 1,658· 571 2,229 2,837 0 608 

1985- 1,677 570 2,247 2,902 0 655 

1986 1,703 510 ~,273 2,855· 0 ~ 

1981 1,730 5$ 2,299' 2;,780 0 481 

1988- 1,756 570 2,326 2,752 0 426 

1989 1,783 569 2,352" 2,703 0 351 
1990 1,809 509 2,378 2,630 0 252 

• !aM case .~l1e. plus auwl1ea trQal 'b.... load .~l.e'me'D.ta1 
.upp~ projecta u .b.OW'A 1n AppeDd1:E B. 

--
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r • . ':aASI~ som:r~~ P.!IA~ 
elSaH CUe suppUe. p1a %atal kM Load Supple_:ta) 

'. -- .. ..' . .... .' ,. .:'." - .. . . ' 

- va:na Weather Year 
(~) 

•. Shorttall De 1.1. verie. 
. R~re1D!nt. !ue Cue, Pl-P4 to 

Year - Plv P2B&P3iJi4 ~atal Pw suw. Rqmt8 PS 

lfortbem California 

1978 927 580 1,50"{ 2,060 0 553 
1979 932 599- 1,531 1,967 0 436 

, 1980- 9'22" 593 1,515 1,881 0 372 

1981 929- 593 , 1,522 1,863 0 341 
1982 935 593 1,528 1,810 0 288-
1983 942 593 1,535 2:,036 0 501 
1984 956 593 1,549 2,481 0 932' 
J$8S 968- 593 1,561 2,511 0 1,016-

1986- 981 593. 1,574 2,399' 0 825 
1987 994- 593 1,587 2-128 0 541 , 
1988 l,ooS 593 1,601 2,105 0 504 
1989- 1,019 593 1612 2,062 0 450 , 
1990 1,041 593 1,634- 1,936· 0 302 

Southern Cal1fornia 

j 1978 1,291 574 1,865 1,928 0 63 
1979 1,292- 574 1,866 1,172 94 0 

1980 l,293 510 1,863 1,893 0 30 

1981 1,307 510 1,811 J.,902- 0 25 
1982 1,320 570 1,890 1,853 37 0 

1983 1,334 510 1,904 2,082 0 178 
1984 1,347 571 1,9lS 2,837 0 919 
1985 1,361 570 1,931 2,9(2 0 971 

1965 1,383 570 1,953 2,855 0 902 
1987 1,405 569 1,974 2,780 0 806 
1988- 1,427 570 1,997 2,752 0 755 
19<'38 1,449 ~~ 2018 '2,703 0 685 , 
19?O 1,471 2,040 2,630 0 590 

• Base caM .uppl1ea plua auppl1ea trca blUe 10.4 auwlemental 
aun~ project •••• 'b.own 1n A-ppend1x B. 

-
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VII. 4tOTENTIAL FOR LOSING ~ONAL SUPPLIES 
IF SUPPLEMENTAL SUPPLIES ARE ACQUIRED 

Both the Aet and our Order Instituting Investigation in Case 
No. 10342 :eqU1red a legal analysis or tbe potential tor California -los1ng gas-supplies from traditional sources ir·supplemental supplies 
in excess or high priority needs are acquired.' Western Terminal and 
the starr su~m1tted tbeir legal opinions on the question. Tbe bulk 
or ex1st1ng gas supply (excluding Calitorn1a intr~tate ga~ pro4uc
tion) is su~ject to federal jurisdiction. The Natural Gas Aet g1ves 
the FERC autbority to allocate gas transported ~y natural gas eom
panie~ between customers on their individual systems. Under eXisting 
federal law, there are no rights which California has or can assert 
which Will assure 1) the alloeation or adequate supplies of natural 
gas to consumers in this state trom sources other than the applied 
for LNG terminal, or 2) that consumers in this ~tate will receive 
full co~pensation tor any losses or supplies of natural gas costing 
less than gas converted from LNG that may result !rom federal 
allocation policies. 

Both Western ~erminal and the statr agree, however, that eurrent 
federal policy encourages the acquisition of supplemental gas sup
plies. We are aware of no state which has ever had its allocation 
or supplies !rom traditional ~ource~ reduced due to the acquisition 
or gas from supplemental sources. On the contrary. we ~e11eve that 
current re~eral policy as stated in FPC a.~d FERC Opinions and Or~erz 
makes 1t clear that Ca11fornia's share or available supplies would 
not be re~uced because or the acquisition of LNG. 

The PERC exercises its authority over allocations through the 
adc1nistration or curtailment plans tor the interstate pipe11ne 
companies. Of the three 1nterstate pipeline compan1es that serve 
Ca11fOrnia, only El Paso's curtailment plan raises any pOSSibi11ty 
or Calirornia losing tra~1tional source gas due to ac~uir1ng supple
mental supplies. In its 1914 Opin1on No. 691-A whieh approved that 
curta1lment plan the FPC specif1cally s~ated: 

"In our view .. th1s curtailment plan will not act as a 
~eterrent to the development of any new storage or peak
shaving nor to the acquisition of natural gas supplies 
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from otber source3. FUrthermore. customers Who plan to 
develop such additional supplies Will neither be 
~enalized nor preferentially treated &3 a result or tbe 
operat:!ons or th1s curtailment plan ••• therefore the 
extent or a customer's seasonal entitlements trom 
El Pa~o is not linked to nor dependent upon any increase 
or decrease in the customer's alternate gas supply 
source~, his storage, or his peakshav1ng capabil1ty.w 
El Paso Natural Gas Co., 52 FPC 1885. 
A recent PERC ruling supports our belief that California will 

not be in jeopardy or losing traditional supplies upon receipt or 
L~G. In Pacific Interstate Transmiss10n Company, Docket No. CP77-38 
et al., the PERC approved Pacific Interstate's acquisition ot a 
short-term supplementary supply ot gas troe Northwest Pipeline 
Corporation. In dOing so the FERC exempted this gas supply from 
the operation of the curtailment prOvisions or El Paso's gas tari:r 
and noted that this exemption was consistent with the FPC's expres
sion in Opinion No. 697-A or the desirability ot encouraging 
El Paso's customers to develop new gas supplies. 

Although now expired, the Emergency Natural Gas Act of 1911 
(~ (ENGA) gave the President authority, among other things, to allocate 

4It' gas between interstate pipeline companies. The provi~ions with 
respect to compenzation to the companies supplying gas are as follows: 

"The party making emergency deliveries ••• (A) indicates 
a preferenee for eompensation in kind, the President 
shall direct that compensation in kind be provided by 
August 1, 1977, to the maximum extent practicable, ••• 
(B) indieates a preference tor compensation, or the 
Pres1dent determines ••• that any portion thereof cannot 
practicably be compensated in kind, the President shall 
calculate the amount of compensation ••• , based upon the 
amount required to make the interstate pipeline deliver-
1ng such natural gas and its local d1str1bution companies 
whcle tor loss of sales resulting therefrom; including 
the aetual amount paid ••• tor the volumes or natural 
gas or higher cost gas which were needed to replace 
natural gas delivered ••• ~~d tor transportation, storage.' 
and other exPenses •••• ft (Emergency Natural Gas Act or 
1911, Section 4 (f) (2).) 

During the eftective period of ENGA, California utilities were ~le : 
to provide gas to other pipeline eompanies and subsequently received 
replacement in kind (Exhibit C-l, page 24) without suffering 
econom1c loss. 
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YIIl. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS ON GAS SUPPLY AND REQUIREMENTS. 

A. S~=7= and Conclusions 
The gae 8upply presently ava11a~le to respondent gas dis-

tr1~ution utilities is at a level too low to meet high priority 
requ1rements 1n the state or Ca11forn1a. The level or serv1ee to 
P5 &1nee 1972 appears in the tabulation below. 

NATURAL GAS SERVICE TO P5 (1972-1971) 

Northern California 
{MMetd.) 

Level or 
Year ReQ.uirements Deliveries Curtailments of Serviee 

1972 769 723 ~6 94% 
1973 799 700 99 88% 
1974 556 364 192- 65% 
1975 687 460 227 67% 
1976 1034 565 469 55% 
1977 1245 643 602 52% 

Southern California 

1972 l416 856 560 60% 
1973 1597 488: 1109 31% 
1974 1229 378, 851 3l% 
1975 l295 251 1044 19% 
1976 l325 215 1110 16% 
1977 l793 306 1487 11,% 

The estimated base ease supply levels include estimated supplies 

available trom traditional sources and relatively assured supplements 
tro~ the Roeky Mounta1ns~ California offshore~ ~~d ut111ty sponsored 
explorat1on and development projects. The est1mated leve18 of 
deliveries from such sourees through 1990 are set forth in Appendix B. 

Base case reQ.uirement estimates are tbe requ1rement8 or 
Priority 1 through Prior1ty~. The estimated range or sueb require
ments through 1990 1& set forth in Appen~1X c. 

The level or supply estimates and the range or Pl through P4 
requirements set forth in Appendiees B and C torm a reasonable base 
upon wh1ch to eonsider the need tor deliveries from supplemental . 
supply projects. 
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. 
Base case supply-requirement relationships 1nd1cate that. 

it ~ auppI!mental supplies are acquired .. curtailment or natural 
ga5 aerv1ce would occur a~ rol1ow~: 

Southern California 
Warm Weather Conditions 

l. 1>5 is totally curta11e~ in 1919 and p4 curta1~ent ~eg1ns. 

2. P2B. P3 and p4 are. as a total. over 50% curtailed ~y 
1981 and totally curtailed ~y 1984. 

3. Tr~~srers trom PG&E 'to protect Pl and P2A service begin 
in 1984. 

4. P2A curtailment begins in 1981. 

Cold Weather Conditions 

1. P4 curtailment 'begins in 1978. 

2. P2B. P3 and P4 are totally eurtailed by 1981. 

3. ~ransrers trom PG&E to protect Pl and P2A service begin 1n 
1981. 

4. P2A curtailment begins in 1986. 

Northern California 
Wa~ Weather Conditions 

1. P5 is su'bsta.nti8,lly curtailed 'by 1980 and totally cur
ta.i1ed by 1986. 

2. PZB. P3 and P4 eurtailments begin in 1986 and total 
curtailments result in 1987. 

3. P2A curtailment beg1n~ 10 1990. 

Cold Weather Conditions 

1. P5 is totally curtailed by 1982. 

2. P4 curtailment begins in 1982 and P2B. P3, and P4 are 
totally curta1le4 by 1985. 

P2A eurta1lment begins 1n 1987. 
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S1% long-term base load supplemental supply projects are 
pre&ently b~ consi4ere4 to alleviate the unacceptable ~eel1ne -in natural:s8.S service itemized above. These b~5e load supply 
projects are: 

1. Canadian "Bubble Gas" 
2. Mexico 
3. Indonesia LNG 
4. S. Alaska LNG 
5. Algeria II 
6. North Slope-Prudhoe ~ay 

The potential ~uantit1es and t1m1ng associated with the six 
projects are set forth in Appendix B. Quantities and t~1ng are 
~~certain. No contracts' exist tor North Slope or Mexican gas 
~~d the reserves under contract tor the S. Alaska project are~ as yet~ 
insufficient to support the SCheduled vol~es. None of the' projects 
has final regulatory approval. 

In addition to the long-term base load projects discussed ab~ve~ 
short-term supplements.may be avai1able~ from t1me to time 1n un
predictable amounts, £rom supplies under contract and temporarily 
surplus to the needs of others. An affiliate ot SoCal bas entered 
into separate agreements providing short-term deliveries from sup
lies te~porar11y 5urplu& to the needs or two 1nterstate pipel~~e 
co=pa."'l1es. Additional Short-term supplements may be available trom 
the ~~trastate market~ particularly ir the present provisions or 
the proposed National Energy Act are enacted. Short-term supplements 
ca.~ot be conSidered 1n the same context as long-term base load 
supple~ents but~ instead. provide a ~ackup supply until long-term 
supple~ent5 come "on stream". or a "last resort" it needed long
term supplements rail to materialize. 

Supply-requirement relationships based on the assumption that 
~ long-term base load supplemental supply projeet5 come on stream, 
at the times and 1n the quantities listed in Appendix B. ~cate. 
that curtailment ~r nat'lJral gas service 'Would occur as tollo'W8: --
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Southern California 
Warm Weather Conditions 

1. ~sign!ricant quantities or gas are available for P5 
until 1984. 

2. No sign1r1cant curtailment or P4 throughout the fore
cast period. 

3. Large q,uant1 ties· or P5 gas available 'beg1nn1ng 1984-
approximately 64% or average 1972-11 reQ.u1rements
a..."ld declin1ng to appr,oXimately 41% or such reQ.u1re-

1. 

2. 

1. 

ments 'by 1990. 

Cold Weather Con~1t1ons 

P5 is totally curtailed through 1983. 

P3 and P4 extensively curtailed through 1983'~ a..'"'ld 
no curtailment thereatter through 1990. 

Large quantities or PS gas ava1lable beginning in 198~-
42% or average 1972-11 requirements-and declining to 
approximately 11% or such requirements 'by 1990. 

Northern California 
Warm Weather Conditions 

PS gas available in all years through 1990. 

Cold Weather Conditions 

1. 75 gas avai1a'ble in all years through 1990. 

Even under the unrealistic as~umption that all 'base load 
supply projects come on stream. the SoCal P3 and P4 customers still 
race the possibility or extensive curtailment during the period 
ending 1983. Delays 1n the Mexican,and Canadian "bubble" projects 
would potentially extend curtailment to the P2A category. Short
term supplements may be available in surricient quantities to rill 
the supply "gap". However. the as~urance or relatively eont1nuous 
e.erv1ce to Pl through P4 eU8tomers requ1res that moc11t1cat1ona be 
made to the PG'E-P~ 1ntert1e system and the mutual assistance 

agreement or~ered by D. 85189. 
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B. Comm1s~1on policy on Long-term Natural Gas Service 
The par~1es in Case No. 10342 have provided. the Commission with 

forecasts or the natural gas available to Califo~a through the 
period ending 1990. Although the rorecast~ differ in detai1_ all 
agree in a fundamental area: The natural gas available to the state 
from traditional domestic sources has been declining since 1912 and 
will continue to decline. 

The result~ to Qate~ or the decline in available natural gas 
has been the utilization of ruel oil to satisfy a large portion of 
the statets enormous fossil ruel require~ents tor electric genera
tion - a portion once satisfied by natural gas. Absent supplemental 
gas supplies~ the continued decline in natural gas trom traditional 
sources would~ in the short-term~ force fuel dependent indu~trial 
facilities in California to coal or oil~ and~ in the long-term~ 
force smal! commercial concerns and residences to petroleum products 
or electr~~ity. 

As a matter of policy the Commission concludes that an economy 
which depends largely on solar and other clean~ renewable energy 
so~ces is in Californ1a t s best long-term interest and should be our 
ultimate goal. Because or the importance or this long-term energy 
goal as a basis for our decision on the issues in this investigation, 
we have not been deterred from referring to it here by the lack of 
a~equate evi~ence in this record as to the prospects for future use 
of such energy forms·!! 

Our commitment to a position favoring long-term dependence on 
solar ~~d other clean~ renewable energy sources is associated With 
a corollary decision as to this state's chOice or a primary source 
or energy in the interim. We believe that California can best reach 
its long-term energy goal by making direct use or natural gas. 
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including LNG and SNG rather than by turn1ng to"Oil and coal. To 
this end. we are pursuing a policy of turtbering acquisition or 
maximum available quantities of gas, to reduce to the lowest 
possible level the need for California to convert from direct use 
or gas to either direct or indirect (for electric generation) use 
or coal anc1 oil. 

We have chosen natural gas use as the interim period primary 
energy source tor this state principally because of the adverse 
effects or most alternative fuels on our environment, in particular 
on California's air quality. However, we have also been impressed 
by the weight of other evidence ~ which in our view overwhelmingly 
supports the gas use option as the one which is in the best interests 
of both the consumer and the economy. When gas use is compared 
with use of tbe available alternate energy sources tor the inter1m 
perio~~ the ~~acceptability of the alternatives becomes immediately 

til apparent: 
Oil - Substituting increased use or oil tor gas in Californ1a -

woul~ adversely affect air quality, require development of improved 
distribution systems and worsen the U.S. 'balance of payments and 
national security problems by increasing our dependence on oil imports. 

Coal - ~~rning to coal in place of gas, while it would use -abundant Ameriean coal resources~ would also, like oil use, result 
in a~ded pollution - 'both 'by dispersion as dust while 'being trans
ported and as particulate matter resulting from burning as fuel tor 
electriC generation. Movement of coal from distant locatiOns to 
Californ1a would also put a strain on the national rail system, and 
deface some areas within California With unSightly coal stockpiles. 
Furthermore. coal use would require the construction or costly 
facilities to reduce polluting emi3s1on3 and dust dispersion. 

The use of natural gas as the interim fuel. on tbe other band, -
otfers significant a~vantages. Por example. in california gas 
comes wi tb an in-place. efficient gas tranl5mission. distribution 

4It~ and storage system. This system serves us well. Moreover, even 
tbough LNG must be imPorted it has a less adverse impact on balance 
or trade than tbe imPortation or oil. 

The economics and logistics or LNG also make 1 t superior to 
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oil 1n terms ot aeeurit:y tactors. LNG requ1res massive capital 
investment a on tbe part ot the producing nation. In addition. the 
design ot l!quefact1on and terminal facilities ~d tankers are 
closely 1n~grated for an:y given project. to ~m1ze costs. so 
that d1v~r810n ot LNG shipments is more difticult than diversion or 
crude oil and related products. The tact that the cost or providing 
for extended atorage of LNG is prohibitive. when taken with the other 
factors mentioned. makes interruption in LNG suppl:y unlikely. in 
contrast to chances of interruption ot oil deliveries trom OPEC 
countries. 

The Commission's selection of gas as a primary tuel tor Cali
fornia. to the extent possible. until renewable energy sources can 
come into play. meets the specific needs of this state. This choice 
diverges from the monolithic approach to energy use which has until 
recently characterized federal energy policy. We are hopeful that 
recent federal initiatives (as in the first of tive sections ot the 
National Energy Act relating to coal conversion). indicate a realiza
tion on the part of federal energy policy-makers that various regions 
o~ the United States can solve the energy problems related to their 
areas only when they are able to use different energy mixes. Though 
we acknowledge that some areas can readily and economically rely on 
coal or oil rather than gas. we are convinced. as we have indicated 
above. that other areas. such as Californ1a. are better served by 
continued direct use of gas to the tullest extent possible. 

We regret that our evaluation of the gas supply options open 
to this state has been impeded by failure or the Department or 
Energy (DOE) and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 
to deciae many ot the important is~ues relating to gas supplies 
trom source~ other than Indonesia and SOl,lth Alaska .. includ1ng, 
Algeria and Mexico. We had hoped that many or these applications 
still pend1ng before the DOE and PERC would have been decided b~ 
the t1m~~ the investigation 1n Case No. 10342 concluded. :Failure or tbe 

. tederafgovernment ,to act expeditiously in these important' casej-'h&s~-- . . - -_." . - .. ' -., _.' -. 
made our'· decision on Western Terminal's application mucb more difricult. . ' . .. . .,. .. 
The need tor a coherent DOE LNG policy is pOinted out 1n the 'recent . . . " .. .. . - .. ~ ....... 

. , _._. ... ... -- .-_ ...... _ ... _... ~ "~. _. -_... ----
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" e U. S. ~o~tr~ller General's Rep~~ to Congress.!! Arter an e~;~~e 
invest1gat1Qn. 'the report recommen4e4 to the U.S. Congress that ~t 
should "~~1re the Secretary or Energy to rep~rt w1thin a given 
time period the role liquefied. natural gas zshould pla:y in zsatis
tying U.S. energy needs. This should be supported b:y a systematic 
a.~a17sis or the various alternative energy sources or natural gas 

substitutes." 
The Comptroller General's report notes that in the absence or 

a te~eral pol1c:y "Californ1a. for example. recently implemented a 
comprebensive review process ror deciding on a proposal to import 
LNG and legislatively estab11shed siting criteria ror this LNG 
receiving terminal." It pOints out that "lack of es~ab11shed Federal 
criteria and gui~ance for proposals to import LNG and to construct 
receiving termin;9.ls has caused concern at the State and local levels 
a.~d contributed to the time-consuming pr?ces~ing of LNG import 
proposals." The report comments that other countries which it 
ex~~ec1 1n its LNG review "seem to be mOving more quickly" than 

(,~ the United States to import LNG. 
tt Although we are disappointed in regulatory delays at the federal 

level. we share with tederal regulatory agencies the problems result
ing trom the delay or the U.S. Congress in passing national energy. 
legislation. 

Tbe Com=ission believes that the natural gas policy expressed 
herein is not only rational .. but achievable. For example. if 

California acquires all or the long-term supplemental supplies 
1~entiried in Case No. l03~2 .. by 1985-86 natural gas service to 
California consumers could return to- 1972 levels. Tben.. ad~1tional 
LNG from Australia and Ch11e or other areas in the Pacific baSin, 
and SNG from coal.. could provid.e the time necessary to eonvert to 
renewable sources.. such as solar. 

-
!l United States General Aecounting Orfice .. Report to the Congres~ 

by the Comptroller or tbe United States .. Need to Improve 
Regulatory Review Process tor Liquefied Natural Gas Imports. 
ID 78-17 .. July l4. 1978. p. 29. 
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e IX. PROPOSED POINT CONCEPTION PROJE~ 

e' 

A. Site Deseription 
The P~1nt Conception area is a promontory where the California 

coastline. which generally runs north-south. turns eastward rorming 
the Santa Bar~ara Char.ne 1 between the mainland and a chain or 
1s1~~ds approximately 20 miles orfshore. POint Conception and the 
offshore islands offer th~ site ~ome protection from the open waters 
of the Pacific Ocean. The water ofrshore is deep and naVigable 
with a 50-foot mean lower low water (MLLW) depth at approximately 
4.600 feet from land. An existing buoy mooring system is located a 
short distance west of the property for loading crude oil from a 
s~all storage facility west of Little COjo. 

The terrain in the Vicinity ascends rrom a rocky beach to 
the foothills or the Santa Ynez Mountains approXimately th:ee miles 
to the north. This range runs generally in an east-west direction 
and has a maximum elevation in this Vicin1ty of 1.600 teet. The 
S~~ta Ynez Mountains rise steeply from the coastal terrace and 
generally restrict man's use or the land to a narrow strip between 
the ocean. the first foothills or the Santa Ynez range. and a 
portion or the inland Jalaca Valley. Much or this l~~d is u~ed tor 
pasture and cultivation. On some or the higher portions or the 
coastal terrace. and against the foothills. citrus crops are grown. 
There are a few scattered farmsteads. 

For the most par~. the soils or the area are relatively recent 
depOSits derived from the underlying bedrock through the nor.oal 
process or weathering ar.d ma3S wasting. Because or their co~ara
tively recent origin and mode of' accumulation. the surficial 
depOSits tend to be loose. porous. unconsolidated. or poorly , 
conSOlidated. The soil or topsoil consists ch1efly or clayey 'and 

sandy loams. ranging in th1cknesa b-om less than one root to- greater 
than rive teet. Terrace depOSits !or.m a thin mantle. generally lesa _ 
than 60 teet in thickness on the wave-cut erosional surface or the 
underlying S1aqu¢c shale bedrock. A linear depression which tran
sects the site baa recently been ident1t1ed u a possible tault. 
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An. elevate4 wave-cut bench~ rang1ng from 0 to 50 teet above aes. 
level. is ~sed 1n the aea cl1tta. Wave act1~n' continues to 
erode the iea clitfs. 

The proposed site is in a coastal drainage region that extends 
from the cre~t or the Santa Ynez Mountains to the Santa Barbara 
Channel coastline. The =ajor drainages for the site are Canada del 
Cojo on the west an~ Barranca Honda on the east. Water beneath the 
land surface collects in large underground ba~1ns. It can be 
assumed that the water table will be near the surface during parts 
of the year. 

The Wildlife resources of the Site itself are not considered 
expecially significant; however, because the area is remote and 
relatively undeveloped, it is in general, an important Wildlife 
habitat. Terrace vegetation at the site is presen~ly disturbed by 
cattle graz1ng. The riparian woodland in Canada del Cojo is an 
import~~t regional reso~rce and, in aQdit1on, proVides habitat for 
~ule ~eer, coyotes, raptors, and other large animals. 

The POint Conception area is considered a sacred place to 
local Chu:ash Indians, as well as other Native ~erican groups. 
Relig10us ceremonies continue to' be eonducted on, or near, the 
proposed site. A n~er of arehaeologieal sites have been identified 
1n the area of the site, ineluding the historic village of Shisholop. 
These sites are important because they are relatively ~~distu:bed 
~~d some are thought to contain cemeteries. 

The proposed LNG terminal site is situated apprOXimately 3.5 
miles east or Point Conception on the eoastal terrace between two 
canyons, C~~ada del Cojo to the west and Barranea Honda to the east. 
The ship berthing facility. together with the seawater 1ntakeand 
discharge pipelines, will occupy approximately 30 aeres or le~ed 
offshore sub-tidal lands. Most of the land Within a five-mile 
radius or the site is open and undeveloped. The storage and vapor1- _ -zation plant will be located on a 209-acre pareel. Approximately 
120 acres of this parcel will ~e developed. The site terrain alope~ 
to tbe north ~th a 15 percent gradient after a~ruptly rising to 
the 40-!00t level :.rom tbe rocky beach. A mainline or the Southern 
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Pac1't1c Railroad crosses the property. running along the coastl1ne 
just nortb or the sea clirt'. 'l'he plant will be constructed north 
or the ra1ltPad track. The roadway and pipe rack'to connect the , 
dock and t~~stle with the onshore t'aci1it1es will cross under the 
track. 

The site is part of a 975-acre parcel or undeveloped property 
owned ~y Southern California Edison Company (Edison). Ton1s property 
~~d most ot the near~y area are now being used tor cattle grazing. 
Edison estimates that a maximum or 200 head or cattle may use its 
property. 

Situated within the local area are Oil storage taci11t1es 
near Government Point and a Coast Guard Reservation at Point 
Conception. The Coast Guard facility, located approximately 3.1 
~les trom the Site, is tully automated, with no permanent 
personnel. A small~ unpaved, private airstrip marked unsate is 
located approximately halt a mile east ot the site. 

L!ttle residential development exists 1n the local area. 
The nearest res1d~nce to the proposed plant site is located 
apprOXimately 4,000 teet to the ea!lt •. This appears to ~e a small 
su:mer cottage or "second" home, Situated ~etween the railroad 
right-of-way and the coastal ~lurts. Other structures near the site 
~~clude: (1) a small beach cabana just to the west ot the mouth ot 
Canada del CojO and 500 teet eouth or the site which is occ~p1ed 
~~te~ttently during warm months; (2) oil storage tanks, equipment 
sheds, an~ a earetaker's shack clustere~ on the eoast 2,000 ,teet 
west or the site; and (3) reSidences, ~arns. an~ sheds at tbe Cojo 
Ranch approxicately 9.000 teet northwest or the site. Most ot the 
existing res1~enees are loeated on the Hollister Ranch, north and 
east or the site. The Hollister Ranch Corporation controls the 
largest or the few large land hold1ngz in the area. 

Pu~l1c access to the Sol11ster Ranch is rigidly controlled. 
and recreational use or the beaches is denied to the public by the 
property OWers wtlo. hold title to the land to the mean high tide 
line. 
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Scuba d1ving is popular in the Point Conception area because 

or the concentrated abalone~ spiny lobster~ and fish populations. 
Access for~1v1ng is by small boat trom launchi~g facilities at 
Gav10ta Beach State Park situated approximately 11 miles eazt o~ 
the propo~e4 site. 

The offshore area immediately adjOining the proposed LNG 
site~ Cojo Reer, has been ranked by the Western Surfing Association 
as "fair". COjo Po1nt, west or the Site, is conSidered "classic". 
Lefts and Rights, east or Barranca Honda and Gato" is rated "good". 
These areas are used by surfers, despite the vehicle access restrie
t10ns across the Hollister Ranch, which makes it necessary tor 
surfers to boat to local beaches. 

The main portion or the proposed LNG plant Site has been zoned 
by the County as lOO-AL-O, a L1m1ted Agricultural District. Per
mitted ~es include normal agricultural and rarming operat1o~ (but 
with special l1m1tations upon certain animal raising activities) and 
single-family residences. The minimum lot size is 100 acres~ and 
t~e height limit or structures is 35 teet. The portion or the site 
lying between the mean high tide line, and the base or the blufts 
overlooking the ocean is zoned ED (Beach Development). The BD 
district is highly restrictive in the uses permitted and according 
to Orciinance 651 (Santa Barbara County), as amended July 16~ 1973, 
is "designed and intended to preserve and protect a l1m1ted natural 
resource, oce~ beaches, which are an important resource in the 
economy or the County for the benerit of the general pu~lic, a.~d or 
~each and bluft property owners •••• " 

the 1966 General Plan for Santa Barbara County envisages the 
continuation or the existing open space and grazing uses throughout 
the local area. The plan does allow tor Oil-related actiV1ties in 
the local area subject to conditional use perm1ts and review by the 
County. However~ th1s does not constitute automat~c approval to~ 
all Oil-related development. 

Section 5582 or the Act establishes the eriteria to be applied 
tor determ1ning "remoteness" !rom human population. ~e reeent 

91 

.. 



A. 57626 et ale ~ 
population survey made by Western ~erm1nal. detailed in EXh1bit 
A-8 sub:c1tted pursuant to S@seetion 560l(a), shows that the 
Point Coneeption :site meets these er1ter1a. Aec?rding to· Western 
Terminal's survey there are an estimated seven people, or tour 
per~on~ per square :m11e, living W1th1n one m11e or the term1nal 
site. An estimated 84 people, or 3.3 per:so~ per :square mile 
live within four m11e~. No eVidence to the contrary was presented 
1:)y a:ny party. 

The terminal site1:s &130 remote in term= of trar~1ent 
populat!o~s. There are no public roads nearby and rail passenger 
operations inelu~e only two trains ~aily. 

No curre~t efforts are being made by local, state, or 
feceral agencies to acquire nearby lands for public recreational 
purposes. ~he Open Space and the Recreation Elements of the Santa 
Barbara County Comprehensive Plan (publi~hed in Novemb~r 1974 and 
December 1974, resrectively) both recommend continue~ lOW-intensity 
use and continued pu1:)11c access restrictions for the Point Conception 

C area. 
4t B. Description of the Propose~ Facilities 

1. DeSign of the Terminal 
The proposed terminal is designed to receive LNG transported 

by ship; to unloa~ and transfer the LNG into insulated storage 
t~~s; and to withdraw, vaporize, odorize, and deliver the regasi
tied LNG into a gas transmission pipeline. In addition to its 
ult!cate avera~e da1ly input ea~ac1ty of 1.3 billion eubic feet 
per day (Bcfd) or natural gas, the plant will have a vapor1zation 
peaking capacity ot an ad41tional 300 MMcrd. This base load 
capacity will reqUire three 550,000-barrel storage tanks tor the 
LNG. The capacity or the plant~ as set forth in the design and 
the requested permit, complies with the eapaeity 11m1tationa set 
torth in the Act. 

As proposed in Application No. 57626, the projeet would t>e 
~u11t to an ~1t1al (and tinal) average input capacity or 1.3 
Bcrd. As developed on the record herein, bowever. Western 

( . ~erm1nal in tact, 1ntend5 to bU11d the projeet up to that capae1ty 
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in ~everal construction stages. each or which would be related 1n 
magn1tu4e and t1m1ng to the development or additional increments or 
gas 8upply~ Indonesia and Alaska. As now env~:Sioned, Western 
Xer.m1nal ~ll first construct a ter.minal complex with an average 
input capacity or 500 MMcrd .. the volume expected to be received at 
the outset from L~donesia under a 20-year contract. In the expecta
tion that it will be able to contract tor sufficient reserves in 
south Alaska, as well as to o~ta1n increased deliveries from 
Indonesia, Western Terc1nal has' applied to this COmmiss1on tor a 
per:1t for a facility with expansion capability up· to the full 1.3 
Bcfd average input capacity. 

As designed .. the project facilities consist of the follow1ng 
ele:ents: (1) marine facilities, (2) L~G transfer facilities .. 
(3) LNG storage tanks .. (4) LNG regasi!ication system" (5) onsite 
ter:1nal support systems" (6) offsite terc1nal support facilities, 
~~d (7) gas transmission pipeline system. Summary descriptions or 
these facilities are set forth below. 
(1) Marine Facilities 

The marine facilities will consist of one ship l:Ierth located 
a~out 4,600 feet offshore at the seaward end or a concrete trestle 
supporting a roa~way .. utilities .. and piping. The ship berth Will 
be provided with a loading platform e~uipped with articulated 
B-~" a service platform with a crane to load stores aboard ship .. 
a control tower .. gangw-ays .. berthing dolphins .. walkway bridges ... and 
mooring dolphins. Deck elevation Will be 40 feet above MLLW. 

Alongside the trestle a small boat dock will ~e s1tuate~ 
for use by service craft. It will ~e equipped with boat darts to 
s'ecure the llne-han~11ng ~oats when they are not in us.e. Buoys 
will be placed shorewar~ on the LNG ~erth, east or the trestle. to 
moor three tugboa.ts.. one work boat, and for small crart seeking a 
harbor of retuge. 

The marine facilities are l1m1ted by the number or ships that : 
can be orrloaded •. An estimated berth occupancy or 40 percent or 
berthing capac1 ty is reqUired to handle ships carrying L~ LNG input 
averaging 1.3 Bcrd. 
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r (2) LNG Transfer Facilities 
~ The ship berth will have five articulated, ~load1ng arms. 

Four or thtFarms Will be tor unload1ng LNG trom ,the sMp. 'l'hey 
are to connect to a 32-inch 1nsulate~ cryogen1c'l1ne to carry the 
LNG along the trestle to the onshore storage tarJts. The LNG 
unloading line. when not in use~ is kept cold by recirculating LNG 
rrom the storage tanks. The fifth ar.m is to be connected to a 
lO-inch vapor retu.~ line. A vapor compression system is designed 
to h~~~le the LNG vapors pro~uced by ~isplacement. heat leak. and p~p 
energy. During ship unloading' some or the vapor will be returned to 
the dock ror use as makeup gas for the eb1p's cargo tanks and the 
re::a1nder will be handled by absorpt1on into· the sendout LNG. 
(3) LNG Storage Tanks 

The LNG will be stored onshore at minus 260 degrees F~~enheit 
(OP) at slightly above atmospheric pressure in SSO.OOO-barrel 
cryogenic tanks. each of which will be constructed with1n an e~then 
basin that will serve as secon~ary containment. Each tank will be 
protected from frost heaVing by an electrically heated base. The 
t~~s will be dOUble-walled steel with insulation in the annular 
space between walls. Two tanks will be reqUired initially, and a 
th1rd tank will be required tor the full 1.3 Bctd sendout. As 
originally proposed, the three tar~ were to have been in a quadra
ture configuration. Western Terminal has revised the design or the 
plant so that they Will be in an east-west linear arrangement. 
Each tank will be apprOXimately 240 reet in ~1ameter and 145 teet 
high. 
(4) LNG Regaz1t1cation System 

Regas1t1cation will be accomplished by seawater-heate~ 
vaporizers supported by gas-tire~ vaporizers. Transformation 'ot 
the LNG into gas Will be accomplished by heat exchange with sea
water tor base loa~ volumes an~ by gas ~1ring tor load leveling 
up to 300 MMctd. N1ne seaws.ter vaporizers an4 three gas-!1re4· 
vaporizers will be,proV1~e~ tor operation at the 900 MMctd level. 
Four a~~1tional seawater vaporizers w1l1 be added later to increase 
the capacity or the regasiricat10n system to the ult1mate base load 
or l.3 Berd. The total ruel gas usage or the terminal v1l1 be 

apprOximately 2 MMer4. based on an average da11y input or 1.3 Bctd. 
,4 
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Xbe LNG will ~e 1n1tially pumped out or the storage tanks by 
mean5 or submerged pr~~ LNG pumps which will supply secondary 
LNG pumps ~~ated outside tbe tanks. Tbe secondary pumps will 
raise the LNG pressure suff1c1ently to achieve ~he reqUired sendout 
pressure while alao provid1ng tor the internal pressure drop within 
the regasitication system. 

The system will require the intermittent operation or a 
gas-f1red trim heater to ensure that the gas te:perature is no 
lower than 50 0 F upon delivery to, the gas transmission system. Tbe 

gas will also ~e odorized and metered prior to sendout. 
Seawater will be p~ped to the LNG vaporizers through a 

9-toot diameter concrete pipel1ne extending seaward 2.500 teet 
tram the onshore pump to an intake at an ocean depth or 30 feet 
below MLtW. The seawater return line will be an 8-toot diameter 
concrete pipeline extending 4.600 teet trom shore to a depth or 
50 teet ~elow MLLW. The lines will be buried through the surf zones 
to points oftshore where littoral sar.d dr1tt is not aftected. 

After heatins and vaporizing the LNG. the seawater effluent 
will be returned to the oee~~ in a once-through mode approx~ately 
l2°F lower 1n te~perature as a resul~ or being Circulated through 
the L~G regasir1cat1on system. A hypochlorite compo~~d will ~e 
used to prevent fouling or tbe regas1!!cation system. The volume 
or water requ1re~ to vaporize the ultimate ~ase-load capacity or 1.3 
Bcfd Will ~e on the order or 150.000 gallons per minute (gpo). 
(5) Ons1te Terminal Support Systemz 

The ons1te terminal fae11ities will ~e grouped within a 
l20-acre portion or the 209-acre property. The onshore elecents 
will be enclose~ ty a security tence. Acces$ will be eontrolle~. 
PaVing will be l1m1ted to internal roa~s and accessways tor equip
ment. A system or open ~1tches with some underground piping and 

culverts will collect an~ disCharge rainfall. Areas where hydro
carbon spills may occur Will be graded tor drainage t~ a containment 
area. 

The terminal will be monitored ~ a continuously operating 
control system with an automatic shutdown capabil1ty. Emergency . 
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sh~t4own stations Will be loeated throughout the terminal at 

strategic operating pOints. Critical vnlvea Will ~e designed to 
I 
( shut down ~a sare position 1n the event or r~lures. Detectors 

to identify unusual conditions will ~e 1nstall~d throughout the 
te~nal. 

An earthen wall containment basin will be constructed around 
each LNG storage t~~ to, contine any spill. Each basin will have 
a containment capacity in excess ot the storage volume of the 
related tank. E~u1pment will be ~esigned and positioned to, isolate 

, , 

outbreaks of fire and fire-resistive coating will be use~ on critical 
e~~1pment. Foam an~ chem1cal fire extinguishing systems which ean 
~e activated manu~lly or automatically Will be POSitioned at critieal 
locations. A conventio~al seawater tire protection syste~ will pro
vide protection th:outhout the terminal. This system will also afror~ 
fire protection to the LNG t~~ers while moored at the te~!nal. Two 
fire trucks will be provided, one with water an4 foam capab11~ty, and 
the other with dry chemical capability. 

A n1~~t illumination system will serve the berth, trestle and 
work areas or the terminal. 

A liquid nitrogen system will be provided for te~inal use, 
supply to the L~G tankers, and purging and inerting the L~G unloading 
fac!lities. The l1qu1d nitrogen will be produced onsite ~y an air 
se,arat1on ur~t and ~e11vered ~y truck to a storage tank on the 
trestle. 

Pl~~t and 1nstru:ent air W1l1 be supplied by three air eom
pressors. Two will normally ~e operating ~~d one will be on standby. 
&~y two or the machines will ~e capable or satisfying all or the air 
ne~ds of the entire terminal, excluding the marine facilities Which 
will use nitrogen as ~eseri~ed a~ove. ~he nitrogen system W1ll ~e 
tie~ in with the instrucent air system to serve as an additional 
backup. An a1r drier capable ot drying twiee the volume ot the 
1nstrument a1r requirement will be prOVided. It will be regenerated ~ 
by electric heating elements. 

Diesel tuel tor the tugs and other service cratt# emergency 
equipment, and certain uses on the LNG tankers will be delivered to 
the site via railroad tank car or coastal tanker. The diesel tuel 



A. 5762~ et ale • 

will be etored onshore 1n a 5,OOO-barrel tank, which will be 
connected to the $hiP berth and ~mall-cratt ~erV1ce dock by a 
~esel tuel line •. 

Bunker-e·tuel oil tor the LNG ships will ~e.delivered to 
the site by ra1lroac! or coastal tanker. ~he B'W'iker C fUel 'Will 
be stored onshore 1n a lOO,OOO-barrel tank, wh1ch will be con
nected to the LNG tanker berth by pipel1ne. 

Natural gas will be used tor the gas-fired vapor1zers, the 
trim heater, and for the Bunker C fuel storage tank. The natural 
gas will be taken from the terminal product stream with a backup 
sou:ce from the odorized stream. 

The water supply system tor general term1nal purposes will 
be served from onsite wells. Water storage will be provided by a 
5,OOO-barrel t~~k. Potable water requirements for the ter.oinal and 
L~G ships will be met by treating the well water and storing it in 
a 20,OOO-gallon onshore tank. 

Raw sewage from the terminal and LNG sh1ps will be eollected 
~~d treated 1n a waste treatment system. ~he treated effluent will 
be d!sc~arged into the seawater return system. 

A helicopter pad will be constructed at a point near the edge 
or the site. 
(6) Orfsite Tern~nal Support Facilities 

The orrsite support facilities consist or the access road, 
railroad spur and rail serv1ce, and an electriC power transQission 
line. 

As finally proposed by Western Terminal, the access road route 
follows the existing Hollister Ranch Road and is located near the 
coastline in the Point Con~eption area. It extends approximately 
11.3 miles 1n a generally east-west direction from Gaviota Beach 
State Park to the proposed LNG ~1te. A stag1ng area adjacent to 
an existing commercial c!evelopment along Highway 101 and a~out one 
mile east or Gaviota Pass will be developed ror the LNG tacilities' 
construetion work force to park its vehieles; workers will be bused • 
!rom this area to the LNG s1te along the access road. The purpose 
of the road is to provide needed aecess tor construction and opera-

\ . tion of the LNG facilities. The staging area will be required only 
" ~ during the period that the latter facil1ties are being constructed. 
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Th~ proposed access roa~ involves upgra~ing the existing Hollister 
Ranch Road to accommodate an average speed or 25 mph. ~e road Will 
be a two-la.J:le black top and will be upgraded to accommodate the 
volumes an4 vehicle weights or trarric reqUired, ror project con
struction. Western Terminal proposes to continue the limited-access 
character or the road by restricting trafric to the Hollister Ranch 
and the LNG project vehicles. 

The single ra11 line track which serves as Southern Pacific 
Ra1lroad's main coastal corridor· between northern and· southern 
California passes a~jacent to ,the propose~ site. Temporary spurs 
~i11 be constructed tor rail ~elivery ot construction materials 
and equ.1pment. A permanent spur W111 be bu1l t to serve the terminal 
u~on completion of construction actiV1ties. 

An electriC trans:!ss.1on line to the POint Conception site 
is proposed as a necessary ancillary part of the LNG project to 
~rov!de up to 50 :egawatts (mw) of power for operation or the 
ter.Q!nal facilities at the ult1mate delivery volume of 1.3 Bctd 
~1th 3000 MMctd of load leveling. Gas turbine generators Will be 
installed onsite to provide electriC power to meet the full load 
or the te~nal in the event or interruption of service over the 
tr~~sm1ssion line. In the event of total power failure, a battery 
powered system will instantly provide power to· all instrumentation~ 
co~trol~ and emergency lighting. 

Edison will construct, own~ and operate the power line as 
part or its electric utility system. The line will operate at 66 
kilovolts (kv) and will extend approx1cately 35· miles from Edison's 
existing Goleta substation to the terminal. The general route 
Edison favors is 1n the vicinity or the coastl1ne !n the area from 
Goleta~ west or Po1nt Conception. The route procee~s ~n an eazt
west direction !rom north or Glen Annie ReservOir to about Cana~a 
del Cementer1o~ turns south to approx1mately Vista del Mar School. 
heads west to Gav10ta Pass. turns north and parallels Highway 101 

to its intersection with Highway 1. and then crosses Highway 101 
and continues ~ an east-west an~ finally north-south direction to 
the LNG site. 
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. Aa conceived by Ec11son. the power line will be supported on 
steel tower structures that ma1 V8r'1 in height :"rom 80 to 120 
teet. The "d:1stance between structures is expected to range rI-om. 
100 to ~.5ao teet. depending on spec1tic topographiC characteristics 
along the route. Edison states the proposed power line Will neces
sitate modifications to the existing Goleta electrical substation 
and the construction ot a new substation near the POint Conception 
site. Edison has a 66-kv steel-tower structure right-ot-way 
(50-root W1~th) between Goleta and Gaviota. with the exception or 
a gap ot about two miles. If. Edison's concept is followed. a r1g..~t

of-way will have to be obtained from Gaviota to the intersection 
of Highways 101 and 1. A 500-kv steel tower structure right-ot-
way (SOO-toot Width) exists from Highway 101 to the LNG Site. 
(7) Gas Transmis~ion Pipeline System 

PG&E and PLS propose to construct. own. and ope,rate a ~uried 
34-inCh natural gas transmission pipeline that will receive the 
regasif1ed LNG !rom the metering station at the outlet of the 
LNG terminal. The proposed pipeline will transport the oc1or1zed 
natural gas to co~~ections tirst with an existing SoCal pipeline 
at Buellton. then with an existing PLS 34-inch transmission line , 
at Coles Levee through the planned Ten Section gas storage field. 
~~d tinally with an existing PG&E twin 34-inch pipeline near 
Gosford. ~he line will be 4esigned to operate at allowable pres
sure ot 1.440 pounds per square inch gauge (psig). No c~pressor 

", 

stations are proposed. 
Only one 34-inch line Will'be required tor the t1rst phase 

of the project. When the LNG project is brought up to its ultimate 
pla..'"lned level or 1.3 Bctd (plus 300 MMctd loa(j-level1ng ca.p-!',eity). 
a second 34-inch pipeline will be required beginning at a po1nt 67 
miles trom. the LNG terminal and. continuing tor the balance or the 
112-m1le route to ita termination at Gostord. 1.5 miles aouthwest 
or the city ~ts or Bakerstield. 

Right-or-way ~11l be acquired as an easement. Por the r1rst 
phase or the pipeline. a loa-root right-of-way will be reqU1red. 
tor conatruct1on and. a 50-root ~1ght-ot-way will be maintained. as 
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a permanent right-of-way. When the second 34-1nch parallel pipe
line is constructed. a right-ot-way 100 teet wide will aga1n be 
re~u1red. b;t this can be expected to extend the'orig1nal eon-. 
struct10n right-of-way by only 25 teet. the normal spacing between 
the two l1nes. ~he permanent right-of-way maintained for the 
double pipeline will thus ~e approx1mately 75 feet. 

2. Construction Schedule 
Western Terminal state~ that the actual ons1te construction 

of the project will ~eg1n at P~int Conception on March 1. 1979 
~~th installation or support facilities. In August 1979 excavation 
will be u.~dertaken to prepare the site for the LNG tank fo~~dations. 
This step will include all necessary surveying of the site tor 
construction. In Nove~ber 1979 pouring of the fou.~dations tor the 
L~G tanks will begin. 

According to Western Terminal's schedule the next step will 
co~~ence in J~~uary 1980 with the construction of the marine 
facilities and the seawater system. ~e marine facilities will 
~e com~leted ~y August 1981 and the seawater system will ~e com
plete~ ~y January 1982. The LNG tanks will be indiVidually erected 
begi~~1ng in Febru~~ 1980. The cocpletion or the last of the 
th:ee tar~s will be completed by July 1. 1982. following projeet 
startup. One month after the start of construction or the first 
L~G tank. installation or the vaporization ~ystem. as well as 
construetion ot the utilities and o!fsites, will begin. 

If Western Terminal is able to achieve this construction 
schedule. startup of the terminal will oceur on. or about 
J~~e 1, 1982. and the plant will become operational Nove~er l. 1982. 

3. Service Life of the Term1nal 
The physical service lire or the terminal is estimated to 

be not less than 25 years. In~1vidual eomponents of the terminal 
facil1ty may not have a 25-year lire. but their periodic replace
ment will be a part or the normal maintenance of the terminal. 

4. Gas Supply for the Terminal 
~he LNG whieh will ~e received at the proposed LNG terminal 

will orig1nate trom natural gas 11~uefied in Indonesia ~~d natural 
gas l1que~1ed 1n south Alaska. 
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PacIndoneaia has entered into a 2o-year contract With 
Pertam'i na ~or the purchase or an average or 620 ,bi1110n Btu or 
LNG per dar in Indone~1a. Paclndones1a w11~ r~'ce1 ve the LNG at 
~h1pside 1n Arun. Indonesia. The LNG Will be transported to 
Western ~erm1nal'a facil1ties 1n southern California by LNG vessels 
chartered by PacIndones1a. Thia will result 1n the delivery or the 
equivalent or approximately 500 MMc:d or gaz at POint Conception. 

Construction or the liquefaction facilities in Indonesia Will 
not commence until the necessary federal approval~ are o~ta1ned 
~y ~estern Terminal. and the required financing is secured by 
Pertam1na. It is reasona~le to conclude that a delay in securing 
a pe~t from this Commission to construct a receiVing terminal 
would correspondingly delay start or construction or the liquefac
tion facilities in Indonesia. 

The condition of the Pertamina contract requiring all neces
s~y United States permits and authorizations to be o~tained before 
the proJect may proceed has been extended on three separate 00-

(: casions. The last extension expired October 6. 1977. Thus. e Pe:"tam1na now has the right to cancel the contract at 8,."y time. 

l 
e 

but has not yet done so. The SoCal vice president responsi~le for the 
gas supply contract between Pac Indonesia and Pertamina. addressed 
this utter as :follows in h1s testimony in Case No. 103-42: 

. 
"Based on discussions that we have had with them 
(Pe~ta:1na), not only within the last two weeks. but 
within the past year ••• I think that would cause them 
to cancel the contract because they know that there 
would be further delays there, and they're anticipating 
a project that begins sometime in the first half of 
1982. Xhey have those revenues planned. 

"And they recognize that if the California site at Point 
Conception is not chosen in that time trame. it's un
real1stic to expect those revenues to begin. 

"So. tram the atate standpOint that's the critical 
th1ng with them." 
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Pacirie Alaska LNG Associates (Paciric Alaska)!! bas entered 
into contracts with several natural gas producers 1n the Cook 
Inlet ue~r Alaska. The gas will be c!telivere<% to· Pacific Alaska 
at a central point 1n the various pr04uc1ng fie'lds. It Will then 
be transported Via pipeline to Pacific Alaska's proposed liquefac
tion facilities at Nikisk1. Alaska. Arter liquefaction. the LNG 
will then be transported in LNG ships to Western Terminal's 
facilities ~y Pacific Marine Associates!!! 

Pacific Alaska has also entered into separate agreements with 
PG&E and SoCal agreeing to .4e11ver and sell at the tailgate of tbe 
L~G receiving terminal to each utility one half of all quantities 
of gas Pacific Alaska is o~11gated to take and/or pay for under 
the terms or its gas purchase agreements less the amount or gas 
consu=e4 1n tr~~sporting. 11quefy1ng, shipping, an4 regas1ry1ng 
such gas. Through these gas purchase agreements, the south Alaskan 
gas producers have agreed to sell and deliver to Pacific Alaska 
~~d it has agreed to take or pay for an average daily quantity or 
gas determined ~y dividing the quantity of est1mated proven reserves 
in the field by 1,300 days (20 years). This obligation commences 
on the date of the first deliveries. or June l. 1981, Whichever is 
earlier. 

Both parties to these contracts have rights to terminate 1.f 

the Federal Energy Regulatory Comm1ssion (PERC) approvals are not 
receive~ by July 1, 1978. the buyer has six months after receipt 
0: the PERC approval, but not later than January l~ 1979, to· 
receive all state an~ local approvals or additional rights to 
te~inate arise. Thus. the contracts for South Alaskan gas could 
~e lost by delay ~eyond January 1. 1979. 

Pacitic Alaska is a partnership consisting ot PacAlaska~ a P.LS 
atti1iate. and Alaskan California LNG Company. a PG&:E su'b- .: 
si4i&r1. Pacific Alaska Will own and operate a liquefaction 
term1nal in Alaska. It will purchase and liquet,. south Alaskan 
natural gas and sell the regas1f1ed LNG to SoCal and PGn:. 

.~ Pacific Marine Associates is a partnership, the parties to which 
nre Pacific Gas Marine Company. a wholly owned sU~51d1ary or 
PG&E and Pacific Lighting MArine ~ompan1, a Wholly owned 
subsidiary or PLS. 
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It is Western Terminal's position that it Po1nt Conception 
j,s not approved as the a1te tor the LNG reee1 V1ng term:.nal, the 

exi~t1ng gacsupply contracts Will ~e lost. Western Terminal's 
pre.lS1~ent ~eat1rie~: . 

"It we don't get Point Conception 1n this per
mitting proce~s, 1t the CPUC recommends another 
lSite~ we have lost th.e galS supplies that cause 
o~ urgency 1n gOing forward." 

c. Construction Costs 
1. Phase~ Construction Contemplate~ 
As developed on the record~ the Phase I of te~nal construc

tion will provi4e for 1mportation and regasiticat10n or an average 
daily volume of 500 MMctd gaseous equivalent of Indonesian LNG. 
Western Terminal's exhibits show that this phase or construction 
will be completed by April 1982. P~se II will accommodate the 
PacAlaska LNG project. The first increment ot the PacAlaska 
project will require taci1itie~ to process an additional 200 MMcrd 
~~d is scheduled tor completion 1n November 1982. However. as 
stated above, it does not appear likely that Pac Alaska will secure 
sutficient gas supplie~ tor Phase I of its project until at least 
198~. ~he second increment or the PacAlaska project ~~ll require 
terminal capacity for another 200 MMcfd. Western Terminal's 
showing 1n~icates completion or Phase II 1n November 1983. Com
pletion or Phase III~ the final &tage of construet1on, increasing 
ter:inal capacity or 1.3 Berd. however. will occur only after 
Western Terminal is a~le to secure additional supplies or LNG. 
This final phase will ~r1ng the terminal up to its ult1mate capae1ty. 

2. Construction Costs or Terminal 
Western Terminal est1mates ter.m1nal construction costs to 

process In~onesian LNG (Phase I) will be about $334.8 m1l1i0n in 

m1d-1977 dollar$~!1 It w1ll cost an additional $13.1 million to 
~~crease the terminal capacity to handle the rirst 200 MMer~ 

~ The CO&t figures in this paragraph are base construetion COstlS 
whieh do not 1nclu~e tbe rollowing: eont1ngencielS, lStart-up 
costa. tiling fees. in-house costs. spare parts. tinancing 
fees. 'Work1ng capital. and allo .... ance tor tunds used during " 
cOlUtruct1on. 
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increment or the PaeAlaska LNG pro.1 ect. Handling the second incre
ment or the PacAlaska project Will cost another $4.3 mill1on~ re
sulting in e term1nal capacity or 900 MMcrd (Pha~e II) costing an 
estimated t352.2 million. Increasing the terminal to its ult1mate 
capacity or 1.3 Be!d. (Phase III) will eost $39.8 m11lion~ 'bring1ng 
the total construction cost~ to $392.0 million.!! 

Phasing of project construction a~ds approximately $13.2 
~llion over what it would cost to construct the ultimate 1.3 Bcrd 
ter:1nal 1n one phase. The cost 'of phasing. or project construction 
has ~een ~~clu~ed 1n the a~ove 'figures since we believe this would 
'be the m~~er in which construction would actually proceed. (Exhibit 
A29) 

3. Construction Cost of the Pipeline 
In consonance with the phased construction of the terminal~ 

PG&E ~~~ PLS plan to construct initially only a single transmiss10n 
pipe11ne over the 112-m1le route from Point Conception to Gosford in 

Ke:n County. The single pipeline will provide sufficient capacity 
to tr~~port up to 1.2 Bcf~ of regas1fie~ LNG - 900 MMcfd base-load 
~~d 300 MMefd peaking. ~hus. the single l1ne will allow the two 
utilities to transport to the1r gas distribution system3 the full 
output of the terminal through the construction of Phase II - 500 
MMc!d rrom Indonesia and ~OO MMcfd from south Alaska. ~en additional 
vol~es of gas supply are obtained (Phase III), PG&E and PLS w11l 
loop ~5 ~les with a second pipeline. The line will then be eap
able of transporting (without re~uiring compressors) the ult1mate 
output capacity of the ter.m1nal - 1.3 Befd base load and 300 MMcfd 
peak1ng. Western Terminal estimates the construction cost or the 
looped pipel~e with three m~tering stations to be $101.8 million. 

!I Western Terminal subsequently subm1tted Exhibit A-99 which 
provides costs associated with the a~dition or eertain enViron
mental 1mpact m1tigating measures. ~he mitigation measures bave_ 
a total estimated cost ~pact or $~,555~000 for the l.3 Berd 
term1nal. Th1s additional cost is assoeiated with those 
measures planned to reduce adverse air quality 1mpacts. reduce 
access road environmental 1mpact~ minimize effects of the 
seawater system on fish population, and m1n1m1ze disturbance 
of archaeOlOgical deposits. 
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. 4. starr Review or Project Costs 
The Commission atatf presented an analysis of the reason

ableness o~the cost estimates presented ~y Western Terminal • . 
Statf mad&·ita review ~y evaluating the high cost components or 
the LNG term1nal. The component costs reviewed ~y the starr 
included the LNG unloading system~ LNG storage~ the LNG regasifica
tion system, the seawater system, utilities and ortsites~ and the 
~ock a.~d trestle. 

The Commission statt basieally agrees with the cost est1mates 
ca~e ~y Western Terminal tor the LNG unloading system~ for the 
L~G regas1tica:ion system~ and tor the utilities and otrsitcs. 
Statr also ~elieves that the eost estimates for the LNG ztorage 
tanks are reasona~le. It noted~ however. that these tanks are 
presently designed to a 0.4 gravity (g) seismic eriterion. If 
these t&~S were desi~~ed for a O.6g seismie criterion as recom
~ended ~y starr's env1ronmental consultants, the costs of the tanks 
could increase substantially. Based upon a work paper supplied to 
the stafr ~y Western Ter:inal~ the costs for three storage tanks 
could increase as mucb as $34 million. Inground1ng of the tanks 
would cause the costs to go even higher. 

With respeet to the seawater system cost est1mate~ statf 
ro~~d the material cost, $14 m1111on~ to be fairly accurate. The 
sta!f noted~ however~ that the installation cost ot the system~ 
est1mated to ~e $47 ~ll1on~ could vary considerably. The $tarf 
pointed out that the 1nstallation cost estimate is ~ased upon a 
sandy ocean floor soil con~1t1on. The starr conclu~~d that if the 
soils investigation revealed a rocky ocean bottom~ or if the loca
t10n or the seawater system was moved~ su~stant1al eost increases 
coul' occur. The starr also noted that the fish return system was 
conceptual only. and its costs could be accurately estimated only 
when a final design was made. 

As to the dock and trestle cost est1mates~ $78 million. 
the statr believes- "there exists the potential tor a large cost 
overrunft • The stafr pointed out that the eost estimate tor this 
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component was ma~e by Fluor Ocean Services located 1n Ho~ston. 

Texas. Although req~ested~ the stat! did not obtain aecess to the 
design bas!i used and the work papers developed in sufficient time , . 
to prepare ~t3 report. The starr also noted that the cost est1=ate 
shown 1n the application was based on a steel piling s~pported 
trestle as designed for Oxnard. whereas Western ~erminal testified 
that it planned to construct a concrete trestle for Point Conception. 
The start also noted Western Terminal had. at that time. only 
recently Signed a eontract with Raymond Technical to design tbe 
trestle tor Point Conception. 'but that this design has not been 
cocpleted and was not the basis tor the cost estimate as it appears 
~~ the application. Starf requested to review the design developed 
by Ra~ond Technical and the resultant cost estimate tor the ~ock 
and trestle. This information was provided subsequent to prepara
tion ot the starr report on cost analysis. 

In its report start also pointed out that the exact seawater 
~~d seismie eonditions to be used in the deSign ot the trestle have 

(~ not ~een esta~11shed. nor had the soils report for the ocean bottom 
4It been completed. The statf engineer testified that soil conditions 

will atrect the installation ot the piles and their length. thus 
their costs. Based upon the forego1ng. he made the reasonable 
conclusion that there was a potential for a large cost overrun on 
the dock and trestle. 

( 
e 

~he start ~elieves that Western Terminal's cost est1mate 
is adequate tor a prel!m1nary estimate. However. the starf also 
believes a nucber or contingencies could occur berore construction 
or the project is completed which would arfect the construction 
costs. Such contingencies 1nclude revised seismic design criter1a~ 
revised LNG satety reqU1rements~ relocation or terminal facilities. 
and construction prOblems and delays. The star! pOinted out that 
each of these factors presents the potential for signiticant cost 
overrun. and that only when !inal location. ~esign criteria. and , 
8afety standards have been established. can reasonably aecllrate 
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cost estimates be made. Western Terminal seems to agree. One or 
its witnesses testified that appropriate contingency for construc
tion cost .. t1mates could be as high as 15 to 16 ,percent. 

The &taft takes the pos1t1on~ however~ that once a tinal 
site has been chosen and a final design has been made for the 
term1nal~ Western Term1nal may be able to construct much or the 
te~nal without experiencing substantial cost overruns. This 
conclusion ~s hased on staff's review or the type or eontract 
Western Te~nal intends to enter into with its main contractor~ 
Fluor Engineers an~ Constructors~ and the m~~er in which Fluor 
Engineers and Constructors intend to carry out the actual con
struct:.on or the terminal. Starr also believes that its role in 
I:lon1tor1ng construction costs will also help prevent significant 
cost overruns. The starf points out that the truly relevant cost 
test to be utilized in determining whether to issue a permit to 
cor.struct and operate~ is the relative unit costs of gas from an 
LNG project as compared to other gas supply projects. 

Star! recoQmends that Western Terminal be required to subI:l1t 
updated cost estimates when authorization is sought by So Cal and 
PG&E to guara."ltee the construction loan o! Western Terminal. 
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D. Cost, Safety and Construction Monitoring Plans 

Tbe Act requires the Comm1ssion to "esta~lish a monitoring 
system to ~sure that any terminal authorized •• '.18 constructed 
~~d operated 1n compliance with all applicable regulations adopted 
~~d terms and conditions established ••• " (Section 5637) and 
to "~onitor costs incurred in the construction • • • of any termi
nal • • • in orQer to determ1ne ir the costs are in the best 
interests or the ratepayers." (Section 5638) 

In response to these provisions, the staff introduced the 
following exhibits into evidence in these proceedings. EM~ibit 

A-46, "Re~ort on Cost Monitoring," is a plan which would establish 
a staff cost monitoring team composed of auditors and other profes
sionals ass1~~ed to the project on an ongOing basis to assure that 
all costs are prudently incurred in accordance with the plans and 
specifications approved for the project. Exhibit 0-76, "Report on 
the Sa~ety and Construction Monitoring Progr~ or Western LNG Ter
:inal Associates' Li~uefied Natural Gas Facilities at Point Concep
tion," pro~oses the establishment of a starr mon1toring te~ to 
e~sure that the plant is deSigned, constructed, and operated in a 
safe ~~d reliable ~~er. 

1. Cost Monitoring Plan 
The staff's cost ~onitoring plan would establish a cost monitor

ing team co~posed or auditors and other professionals assigned to 
the project on an ongoing" basis to assure that all costs are pru
dently 1ncurred in accord~~ce with the plans and specifications 
a~~roved for the project. Un~er the stat! plan. the members or this 
team would need to be thoroughly familiar with the scope ot the 
project and the project'~ budget. ~hey would need to be made aware 
or changes in the scope of the project so that they could identit,y 
potential cost overruns. budget changes, or prOblem areas as they 
arise. The stafr states that the intent or its plan 1& to york 
closely with Western ~erm1nal's project management team, conferring _ 
on an1 problemz as' they arise, thus g1ving Western Terminal the 
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opportunity to address the problem areas betore incurring costs 
wb1ch could conceivably be di&allo'Wed ror ratema.k1ng purp08,es. 

Under-1ts plan, the statr proposes to submit to the the Com
mission ~d other regulatory authorities, monthly PrOgrea~ reports 
which would state the percentage or project completion, percentage 
or t.1:me elapsed in the overall &chedule, summary or work accom
plished, cost overruns or potentials for cost overruns and an1 other 
facts necessary to determine whether the construction costa or the 
te~nal were pru~ently expen~e~ in the ratepayers' interest. 

According to the start, Western ~erm1nal has not considered 
interaction With the Commission in the preparation or its manage
ment plan. The starr recommenda that, 1! Western Terminal 1& 
granted a permit for construction ot the project, it submit a manage
ment plan to the Commission which would 1nclu~e the following: 

1. Organization charts identifying project 
management starring to the project. 

2. A list of all contractors, SUbcontractors, 
and major equipment suppliers, accompanied 
by performance criteria tor each company. 

3. Western Terminal's latest eost estimates 
including any necessary supporting 
d.ocuments. 

4. The latest detailed construct1on 8che~ules 
including network plans. 

5. Provisions 1n all specir1cat1o~s tor 
prospective b1d~ers that the Comm1ss1on 
reserve$ the right to audit their records 
should they be granted a contract to 
perrorm a portion or the work or supply 
some or the materials or equipment. 

6. Complete doeumentation ror each ehange 
requ1ring a contract change order. 

7. Provision tor weekly meetings between 
Western Terminal and/or its contractors with 
the Comm1aa1on Coat Monitoring ~eam. 
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8. proVi~io~ tor on~ite oftice 8pace~r the 
Comm1~~1on Co~t Monitoring Team. 

While no party presented evidence 1n opposition to the 8tatt'8 
co~t monit~ing plan. Western ~erm1nal 1n its In~er1m Briet voiced 
except1on~o the portion of the 8taf! monitoring report wb1ch 
provides ;the CPUC ~ta!! ~hould be pre~ent at all meetings Where 
e~~ges in seope are being proposed". EVen though. on cross-e%am
inat1on. the starr granted that it~ only interest at any such meet
ings would be to obzerve. Weztern ~erm1nal take~ the position that 
start's view is entirely unacceptable. and that ~uch an intrusion 
into the management o! the terminal 15 unwarranted and totally out
si~e the scope or the monitoring envisioned by Section 5638 or the 
Act. Western ~erm1nal contend~ that. because it is willing to pro
vide all the information necessary for the timely and proper func
tioning of the Cost Monitoring Team. there is no reasona~le ~as1s 
for this procedure ~uggested ~y the starf. 

Staff presence at meetings where changes are being proposed' 
is essential to its ability to form a valid judgment as to the 
reasonableness of the action taken and therefore to make appropriate 
reco~~endations to the Commission with respect to the proper rate
caking treatment that should be utilized. We are not indieating 
that starf should be any more than a silent observer at these meet
ings, staff members should not ~eeome involved in any way in the 
discussions and resultant action. Providing m!nutes or these meet
!ngs to stafr is not an a~equate alternative to attending the meet
ings. Minutes structured after the fact. would do nothing more 
than bootstrap the deeis10n reached after verbal give and take. 

We conclude that the starf's cost monitoring plan is reasor4ble . 
and should be adopted. 

2. Safety and Construction Monitoring Plan 
During Phase I or OIl-I. Western Terminal was not prepared to 

cross-examine or prepare direct evi~enee w1th respect to the &tartys 
safety an~ eonstruction monitoring plan. Based on applicant's -
re~uest, this matter was deterred to Phase II. 

The terms a.~d conditions and the environmental mitigation 
measures adopted in this deeis10n requ1re that the 1mpacts or the 
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(' construction of the ter.m1nal. access road. gas transm1~s1on pipe-e line. and !,lectric transm1ss1on line be monitored during construc

tion so t~t procedures. locatio~. and/or meth~ds employed can be 
modified to m1tigate these 1mpacta to the extent teasible. Based 
upon the record in this proceed~g, it is clear the Commission must 
monitor the costs, safety. and environmental aspects or the project. 
We are, therefore, ordering that Phase II or OII-l shall cons1der 
the extent to wh1ch staff's proposed monitoring program (safety and 
env1ronmental) shall be implemented. 

( 
e 

C 
e 

The record also shows that to obtain the necessary expertise 
for this endeavor, the Commission will have to go outSide or its 
own starr occaSionally and contract w1th priv~te consultants, other 
state agenCies, and appropriate county agencies to assist the Com
~ssion sta!r 1n reviewing the planz an~ specifications an~ to 
prov1de other serv1ces as required. 

The mon1toring programs will help to ensure that the ratepayer 
receives a reliable and sate source ot gas at the miniQum cost pos
sible. The ratepayers will receive the benefits from any new gas 
supplies received by PG&E an~ SoCal and should, therefore, bear 
the cost or the new supplies, including the cost or establishing 
and implementing the programs. These monitor1ngprogr~ are man
dated by the Act and apply only to this specific proSect a.."'ld, tbere
fore, should be subject to reimbursement by the applicant (Western 
Terminal). 

Therefore, Western Terminal Will be required to re1mburse the 
Cocmission for the continued costs of processing these applications 
and investigations, as well as the costs associated with the estab
lishment and implementation or the cost, ~afety, and enviro~ental 
monitoring programs ult1mately adopted by the Commission. 
E. Financing 

1. Capital ReqUirements 
T.be instant application a~dresses only the construction or an -

LNG terminal and 1t& associated pipeline 1n Calirornia. However. 
the LNG terminal is merely a part or an overall project to deliver 
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LNG to Calif'ornia !'rom Indonesia and South Alaska. When analyz1ng 
the f1nancial requirements ot the terminal project. it is necessary 
to review~he financing requirements of the applicant and its spon
sors PG&E: and PLC tor all aspects of tbe Pacln~one:Sia and Pac-

Alaska LNG projects. 
Western Terminal':s Exhibit A-17 showS the total investment for 

Paelndonesia project will be $596 million and for the first and 
seeon~ phase of the PacAlaska project to be $886 million and $386 
~~llion, respectively (based on mid-1917 dollars). ~he eost of' the 
gas transmission pipeline from the terminal has not been included 

in those investment requirements. 
The following tabulation shows a breakdown or the various 

ele~ents or these two LNG projects: 
Working 

Plant Capital Total 

(M1c1-l977 $/Thousanc1:s) 
Paelndones1a Pro~eet 

Paclnc10nesia Project $ $24,000 $ 24,000 

We'stern Terminal 56~,544 1,556 572.100 

$ 564,544 $31,556 $ 596,100 

PacAlaska Project 

Phase I 

PacAlaska LNG Associates 
Liquefaction Facilities $ 466,255 $29.592 $ 663:,,500 
Alaskan Pipeline System 167,653 

Pacific Marine Associates 195,720 l,47l 197,191 

Western Terminal 24,250 1,250 25_500 

Total Phase I $ 8SS,S,78; $32,313 $ 886,19l 

Phase 2 

PacAlaska LNG Associates 
Liquefaction Facilities $ 140_091 $14,081 $ 186'.500 
Alaskan Pipel1ne System 32,32'2 

1~476 Pacitic Marine Associates l27.22l 1~21~2! 

Total Phase 2 $ J70.~40 $151227 $ ~821827 

Total PacAlaska Project $1.224 1218 $47.870 $1.272.1088 

Total LNG Projects $1.788,.762 $79.426 $l,868 .. 188-
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r ~e above tabulation indicates that the total investment in 

~ the PacIn~ones1a and PacAlaska LNG projects will be $1.87 billion. 
Exhibit A~ of Western ~erm1nal shows that ot the $1.87 'billion. 
the amount or $1.65 billion will 'be cash requirements that must be 
financed. Also~ Exhibit A-18 indicates that $l~S: million will be 
the required equity investment of both PG&E and PLC. 

The pipeline facilities tor the tranzmi~sion or the regas1tied 
r~tural gas trom Point Conception to PG&E's line at Gostord. Cal!
rornia~ is estimated to cost $117 million. (Ex. A-14. p. 4) This 
pipeline will ~e jOintly owned 50% by PG&E and 50% by PLS. T.he pipe
line will be financed conventionally with no special.financing ear
~ked tor the pipeline construction. Rather~ the capital w1ll be 
provi~ed from general corporate financing as ~art or PG&E's and Ptc's 
overall construction programs. 

2. Project Financing Proposed 
Western ~erm1nal proposes to finance the terminal facilities 

with project financing. In project financing, lenders rely chiefly 
('. on assurances of adequate revenues flowing trom the project itself 
tt through contractual arrange~ents or tariffs, rather than on the 

d~rect general credit of the sponsoring companies" in this case" 
?G&E and PLe. Although the sponzors' credit is in4irectly 1nvolve4, 
the chief recourse or the security holders is through operations or 
the project. 

Moreover, project financing or this LNG terminal will permit 
the p~oject to be financed while at the same time pe~tt1ng the 
financial integrity of the sponsoring companies to be preserve4. 
Project finanCing is particularly appropriate for new. single-pur
pose endeavors such az herein proposed. 

The record shows that project financ1ng is the least costly 
feasible method to rinance the term1r~l. Both stafr and Western 
Terminal's financing analyses demonstrated that pro~eet t1nane1ng 
result& 10 lower costs to the consumer becau~e it permits tbe use 
or a greater portion of lower cost de'bt in the capital structure 
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of the project 1n comparison to other conventional types or financing. 
T.he proposed capital structure is 25 percent e~u1ty, to be invested 
by PG&E and PLe, and 75 percent debt. Western Terminal has est1mated 

.- -
a 10 percent cost of debt for these LNG projects. 

I 

T.he record shows, however, that such financing will be available 
only if the required revenues assurances for lenders are built into 
Western Terminal's contractual arrangements and tarirfs. 

Western Term1nal's financial witness testified that to be able 
to project finance these LNG supply projects, it will be necessary 
for PG&E ~~d SoCal to obtain a~thor1zation from this Commission to 
o~ar~~tee the Western Term1nal construction loan. Commission approval 
will als~ be necessary to allow the sponsoring companies to recoup 
all of their reasonable costs. He stated these assurances must be 
forthcoming before actual r1n~~cing takes P~ace, and that the lenders 
will require assurances that the sponsoring companies will be able to 
tleet their eCi,u1ty investment requirements. He said, "The tact of 
equ!ty having to go in conc'I.1%'rently or just ahead or debt is just a 
ract or lire • • • your equity is going to have to, be in there. That 
is just a baSic principle." . .. • .--..._..t ...... H •• •• 

~ 

~1li1e it is-not necessary for us to resolve this issue in this 
~ecision inasmuch as PG&E and SoCal will have to file a separate 
application with the Commission to obtain such assurances, we would 
be remiss it we did not clearly point out to all concerned that this 
Co:-.::l1ss1on does not intend to deviate trom its policy ot delineating 
the rights and duties or investor and consumer. 

We have state~ in the past that the Calirornia consumer will 
not be required to become an involuntary investor, With no control 
over management~ in projects that lawrully must be initiated by the 
ut!lity owner or debt hol~er. The project t1nancing that we ~ll 
a~prove by subsequent decision, atter all other regulatory approvals 
have been obtained, ~ be able to meet the foregOing criteria. 

-
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3. Review or the Financing Plan 
~e starr introdueed a n~er or exh1b1tz on the rinaneial 

aspectz or ~e applieation. It should first be pOinted out that 
starr's analysis or the financing techniques propo·sed for the LNG 
projectz clearly establ1sheZ that projeet finaneing iz the bezt· method 
to utilize •. T.ne key econom1c ind1eators reviewed ~y the starr 1n its 
analysis are h1~~es~ in those tables assuming project rinancing. 
Also. starr asserted that PG&E will. even assum1ng its large eapital 

-
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r- reQuirements over t~e ne~ t1ve years.'be able t~ t1~ee ~ts 
~ . ~qu~~1.~~~~stment·1n the LNG projects. 

(: 
e 

Star~a presentation indicated that it 18 concerned about the 
ability or PLC to finance its share of its investment 1n LNG 
projects., Stafr raises this issue l)ecause applicant has stated 
that before any financing or LNG projects takes place, the eqU1ty 
investment mus.t 'be tied down. T.bizs. concern was based on PLC's 
statement to starr that its investments in gas supply projects Will 
'be t1nance4 with common stock and that 1n escalated dollars, this 
financial burden over the next five years will 'be l708 million. In 
light or this response, it appeared to starr that when realiZing 
Ptc presently has 23 million shares of outstanding stock, PtC might 
experience difficulty in marketing 31 million additional shares. 
Starr. was concerned that if at some point Ptc was unable to market 
its stock to raise capital tor its equity investment in the projeetz, 
SoCal would require extraordinary rate relief Which would have sig-
nificant effects on SoCal's ratepayers. 

Based upon rebuttal test1mony of Western Terminal, it now 
seems that some of starf's concerns are unwarranted. 

Western Terminal's rebuttal shows that PLC has financed approx
~ately $75 m1l1ion alrea~y tor propose~ gas supply projects. ~ese 

~ounts will serve to reduce the amount or new equity required to 
'be issued after construction starts. Moreover, it also demonstrates 
that PLe W1ll f1nance its portion or the required investment in the 
LNG projects with issues or common stock, preferred stock. or con
vertible debentures. Also. stra~ght 4e'bt will likely be used on a 
short or medium term 'basis to le~gthen the period over whicb equ1ty 
runds are to be obtained. 

This rebuttal also indicated that it is unlikely that the 
convergence within the next ~1ve years Will occur as state4 1n the 
capital bu~getzs. subm1tted to t~e star!. We~tern ~erm1nal's W1tness 
1ndicated that its 5ubm.1ttal to starr represente4 PLC'8. goals and _ 
did not necessarily reflect real world con4it1ons. 

ll5 



A. 57626 et al. a · 
( In fact. Western terminal's t1nancial w1 tness testified to the 
.~ current status or the various gas supply projects or PLe. It is not 

neceasary~o descri~e the various stages or the projects identified. 
It does appear. based on the testimony or Western's financial 
witness. that due to delays being experienced with other gas suPPl1 
projects. PtC will not require all the financing within the time 
frame shown in the projected capital budgets supplied to the statt. 
The record is not clear when the other gas supply projects or PtC 
will reach the s~age or requiring additional financing of the ~g
r~tude indicated in the capital ~udgets supplied the starr. When 
PG&E and SoCal come before this Commission ror authorization to 
guar~~tee Western Terminal's construction loans. more definitive 
facts may be available to indicate the status or all PtC's gas 

sl..:pply projects. 

( 
e 
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The Paclndonesia project has been determined to ~e in the public 
interest by the DOE. In Opinion No. 1 of ERA. an all-events. cost
Of-service tari!! as requested by applicants was found not to be 1n 
the publiC interest. ~s finding and conclusion was in agreement 
With th1s Commission's continuing position on the subject and as 
reflected in the Commission's briefs in the Paclndones1a filing 
before the appropriate federal regulatory bodies (FPC. ERA. FERC). 
The Cocmission adopts the positions set forth in its briets betore 
the FPC. ERA and FERC in the Paclndones1a proeeedings (Dockets 
Nos. 77-001-LNG; CP74-l60, CP74-207, CP75-83-3.) 

The Paclndonesia project, including the Point Coneeption termi
nal, ap~ears to be the most viable gas supply project, and the first 
project that will have to be financed. The evidence is eonvincing 
that ~he proposed ~erm1nal can be finaneed, assuming that market 
conditions are normal. that security arrangements and return on 
equity are deemed adequate by the investors, and that regulatory 
authorities approve the tariffs and other matters essentiallr as 
proposed. Given the same eond1tions, the record indicates that the 

. -PaeAlaak& project .• whieh will follow Paelndones!.a. ean also· be 

f1nanced. 
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In this procee~~~ ~t ~s the .contention or Western Term'nal 
that costa had been 1ncur.re~ to 4ate tor the deve~opment or termi
nal sites ;ther than Po1nt Conception. There were two sites men-. . 
tioned1n ·part1cula.r~ Los Angeles Harbor and Oxna.rd~ that had been 
under consideration tor an LNG Term1nal in California. The record 
indicates that the costa 1ncurre~ tor these two· potential sites 
~~clude elements or the ~evelopment or a terminal that would be 
appl1cable to the Point Conception site. Since the t1lin~ of this 
application, expenditures for.other sites have also been incu.~ed 
by Western Terminal. 

It is the intention ot this Commission to recognize all l'ru
dently expended costs tor LQs Angeles Harbor~ Oxnard~ Point Concep
tion or any other potential sites as part ot any LNG terminal 
project ultimately constructed in California. However~ in connec
tion with the staff's Cost Monitoring Plan, all costs being incurred 
for the development of an LNG terminal in California are being 
examined and will continue to be examined to determine their prudency. 
P. Cost or SerVice 

Western 'I'erminal' a Exhibit A-29 presents an estimate or inve~t
ment reQ,uirements and cost or service ror 5·00, 700, 900~ and 1,300 
~crd capacity incremental expansions ot the LNG term1nal facilities 
10 m1d-1977 dollars. ~e total investment re~uirements tor each 
phase ot development of the LNG tacilities is: $572,100,000 tor 
500 XMcfd; $59l,276,000 tor 700 MMctd; $597,600,000 tor 900 MMc!4; 
~~d $050,100,000 tor 1,300 MMcrd¥ Should the faeilities be con
structed without phas~~ them, as shown in Exhibit A-l~, the total 
investment requirement is $681,000,000 tor 1,300 MMct4. 

Under the phased approach or Exh1bit A-29, the firth-year 
~~1t cost or 8erv1ce or the term1nAl, not 1ncluc11ng the pipeline, 
is 56 cents per m1l11on Btu (MMBtu) tor 500 MMcrd; 45, cents per 
MMBtu tor 100 MMctd; 36 cents per MMBtu tor 900 MMcrd; and 3l cents 
per MMBtu tor l,300 MMctd. ASSuming no· phasing or construction. • 
the t1rth-year uni~ cost or service 115 34 cents per thousand cubic 
teet (Met). 

117 



.. " 
A. 57626 et ale J' -'Q.cb * .' r' .w 

Exhibit A-14 shows that the estimated annual cost of serv1ce 
related to the p1peline is $1176627000 in the first year of opera
tion, and $18,561,000 in the f1fth year or operat10n. According to 
Exhibit A-14 7 the un1t cost of service for the pipe11ne is $0.02 
per Mcf in the first year, and $0.04 per rilcf in the fifth year. 

Exh1bit A-37a illustrates the cost impact on SoCal's average 
consumer price of gas 1n mid-1977 dollars. Th1s exhibit demon-' 
strates that in the anticipated first calendar year of full op
erations (1984), the cost impact of 450 MMcfd~/ upon SoCal's 
average cons~~er price of gas is 27 cents per Mcf; 1n the fifth 
year the cost impact is 13 cents per Mcf. 

Exh1b1t A-47 illustrates the LNG cost impact on PC&E's aver
age consumer price of gas. In the first calendar year or full op
erations (198~), the cost impact from receiving 450 MMcfd 1s 19 
cents per Mci'; in the fifth year the cost 1mpact will be 21 cents 
per Mer. 

Exh1b1t A-48 sets forth the cost impact of the Indonesian 
LNC alone on SoCal's average consumer price of gas in m1d-1977 
dollars. The cost impact in the first year of full operation is 
20 cents per Mcf and in the fifth year the 1mpact is 12 cents per 
Mcf. Exhib1t A-47 demonstrates the cost impact of the Indonesian 
LNG alone on PC&E's average consumer price of gas. In the first 
full year of operation:., the average consumer cost impact is 
12 cents per Mcr and 21 cents per Mer in the fifth year of operationz. 

The evidence presented by Western Term1nal shows the LNC 
project:.' impact on the rates that the gaz distribut10n companies 
will charge the natural gas consumers in California. Thiz impact 
depends upon the cost of new gas supply to the distr1bution companie~ 
a~d upon the then existing quantities and costs or all their other 
supplies of' gas .. 

~/ This represents SoCal's 50 percent sho.rc of the project gas 
supply of 900 ~1cfd S~s from the PacAlaska and Pac Indonesia 
projects. 
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This op~on presents an opportunity to put Western Terminal 
on notice ~th respect to an important cost of service element. 
federal income tax expenses. The cost or service passed from 
Western Terminal to its pu~11c utility afriliates (PO&E and SoCal) 
Will receive careful scrutiny. Potential tor abuse exists wherever 
regulate~ utility monopolies have procurement transactions W1th 
non-~ublic utility affiliated companies. Accordingly, when Western 
Te~1nal co~~ences delivery or gas to PG&E an~ SoCal we must decide 
it the price paid by the publie utilities to their supplier affiliate 
is a reasonable expense for ratesett1ng purposes. 

Western Terminal Will have the option to· account tor accelerated 
ce~~eciat1on and investment tax cre~it (ITC) by either flow through 
or normalization. If Western Terminal flow, through the tax deferral 
and savings from taking accelerated depreciation and ITC, it will 
have a reduced revenue requirement and gas users Will have lower 
rates. The normalization route, if elected, will mean the effect 
of accelerated depreciation and ITC are largely ignored, an~ tbe 
cons~~er gets the prize of higher gas rates resulting from ficti
tious tax expense being passed his way. We are certain that the 
public utility partner s in Western Terminal are aware of our long
standing position on the normalization versus flow through issue. 

Western Terminal is hereby put on notice that it it elect~ to 
no~11ze we will make a ratemaking adjustment to SoCal and PG&E 
ex,ense tor Western Terminal gas to reflect the flow through of tax 
sav~~gs. We may not make Western Terminal adopt flow through and 
we may not direct PG&E and SoCal to' not pay their affiliate a gas 
price that reflects normalization. But we can impute tax savings 
available to Western Terminal and pass the bener!t~ on to Cali
rorn1a'~ ratepayer~ in our ratemak1ng process. 
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x. THE ALTERNATE SITES 
A. Ca .. np Pendleton 

1. ~e Description 
Th1a ~ite is ranke~ first among four in the final report 0: 

the CCC. It is on a southwest-facing eoastal terrace in San Diego 
County within the bound.arie, of the Cam~ Pendleton Mar1ne Corps 
base, about 10 ~iles north of Oceanside and five miles south or 
the Edison nuclear power plant at San Onofre. It is bound.ed by 
H1gh~~y 5 on the east and Homo Canyon on the north. The site 
itself is barren except for scrub grasses. 

The site eneo::npasses about 100 acres of the coasta.l terrace 
which has a gentle southwestern slope of less than 5 percent. 
Bluffs hav~~g an average height or 90 feet front the beach, whieh 
r~~ges 10 width fro~ 40 to 100 feet. 

The terrace deposits of Sa11nas clay loam ten~ to 'be loose, 
porous, ~~consol1dated or poorly consolidated, ~~d. expansive. They 
average three to five feet in depth and are ~~derlain by Monterey 
ro~at1on ~~d San Onofre formation bed.rock materials. This area 
1s prone to soil creep, soil exp~~s1on, and large landsli~es. The 
cli~fs are actively eroding, largely as a result of l~~dslide 
activity. L~~ds11des r~~g1ng from a few feet to 400 feet are not 
~~eo~~on in this region. 

The site is not located within ~~y major gro~~~water basin. 
Surface drainage is effected predom1nately through sheettlow (otf 
~he terrace to the oeea~) and through Dead Dog Canyon, the south
west trending ~arranea that transects the site. This barr~~ca 
has shown an average erOSion rate of 15 feet per year. 

No active faults have been identified within the C~p Pen~leton 
area. The nearest active fault is the South Coast Offshore Zone 
or Deformation which is six miles west and is a$cr1bed a maximum 
ere~ible earthquake (MCE) of 7-1/4 magnitude (0.5 to 0.67g). ~e 

Cr1st1an1tos fault lies three miles north of the site. It eXhibits 
no evidence or any fault movement in the past 500 .. 000 years. 
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•• • W1n~s exceed 25 knots tive days & year. Wave height~ exceed 
six teet nine ~ays each year. 

2. Conceptual Layout of Terminal 
At the request of the stat!, Western Term1nal produce~ con

ceptual layouts for a terminal at each ot the alternative Sites 
r~~ked ~y the CCC. In each case the terminal is ~esigne~ to 
receive, store, regas1fy. and deliver to a transmission pipeline 
the same ultimate capacity as planned for Point Conception. As 
the ~asis for developing the conceptual layouts, Western Ter=1nal 
used the engineering design for· the proposed Point Conception 
ter~~nal modi!ied to fit the topographical, environcental, ~~d 
other peculiarities of each particular site. 

There are certain major modifications in design involved 1n 

rn!t1ga:1ng measures desired ~y local and state authorities at 
each site; therefore, the stafr requested Western Terminal to pro
Vide design and cost data on these modifications. ,At Cam? Pendleton 
these :itigating measures concern: ~uilding an undersea t~~el 1n 
lieu or a trestle between ship berth and onshore facilities, plac-
1ng the L~G storage tanks ~elow grade, and ut1lization of nuclear 
~ower pl~~t cooling water 1n the vaporization process. 

In the follow1ng descriptions of conee?tual layout at each of 
the three alternate sites only those portions of the terminal which . . 

are signirica.~tly ~irferent from the 'ba.sic Point Conception design 
are d1scussec. .. 

Ma~ine Facilities 
The ship berth at the Camp Penc.leton site would ~e 8,700 feet 

o~rshore at the seaward end of the trestle. ~he cryogenic transfer 
line which carries LNG from unloading arms at the ship 'berth to 
the shore facilities would re~u1re a pipeline 36 inches in 4iameter 
~ecause or the longer trestle length. The seawater 1ntake line 
'Would have to extend 3,,200 feet offshore to reach a water 4eptb or 
30 feet. The cooled seawa.ter discharge line would exten~ 8,500 
teet to 'reach a water ~epth or 50 feet. 
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Western ~erm1nal's 4es1gn tor an undersea tunnel as an alterna
t1ve to t~trestle at Camp Pendleton calls tor ~ two-chambered 
structure~ One would be used for LNG transfer, reCirculation, and 
vapor-return lines; the other would proV1de for 'maintenance, com
munications and electric lines, service piping, etc. A barge dock 
would be added to the berthing facilities for receiving and unload
ing ship stores and li~u1d n1trogen. During construction or the 
tunnel, a bulkhead and temporary marine trestle would have to be 
bUilt 1n the surf zone. 

In constructing such a tunnel at Camp Pendleton, one million 
cubic yards 0: san~y soil would have to be dredged ~~d disposed 
of offshore. Also, one-half million cubic yards or backfill an~ 
25 thous~~d cubic yards of foundation stone would need to be 
barse~ to the site. The requirement to construct the undersea 
t~~el would add 28 months to the construction schedule for a Camp 
Pendleton terminal, delaying the on-line date from October 1, 1984 
until Februa.~ l, 1987. (See Figure l.,-!I infra.) 

Seawater Exchange 
~h1s m1tigation measure tor Camp Pendleton would re~u1re the 

diversion of 137,000 gpm of heated seawater effluent from the San 
Onofre nuclear generating station. The original propo~al tor this 
:1t1gation measure enVisioned obtain1ng the heated seawater dis
charge from the power plant. pucp1ng the water 21~OOO feet to the 
LNG pl~~t~ passing it through the vaporizers. then returning this 
water, l4°F cooler, to the power plant outfall system tor discharge 
to the sea. This proposal was modif1ed by Western Terminal to 

... !/ P1gure 1 ha~ ~en ~eveloped rrom the starr EXh1~1t~ A-115 and -
A-120. as well as related testimony. It assumes that all 
neeessary regulatory approvals for an alternate site could 
~e o~ta1ned 1n one year rrom the date or riling an applica
tion tor the alternate site. 
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el1m1nate returning the cooled eeawater to the power plant by 

utilizing an 1n~epen~ent outfall system for discharge d1rectly 
from the ~ plant to the sea. ~he modif1ed proposa~ would req~e - , 
p~ps tot~l1ng 15,500 horsepower. 

Construction or a seawater exchange system would not affect 
the overall construct1on sche~ule at Camp Pendleton. 

LNG Storage Tanks 
To re~uce the hazards or locating the three 5S0,OOO-barrel 

L.~G ta."lks in proxim1ty to the h1ghway and railroad, Western Terminal 
would construct concrete dikes around each tank. As a mitigating 
alternative, the tanks could be placed so that two-thirds or their 
outer wall height would ~e ~elow plant grade. Under this arrange
ment, the tanks would be surrounded a~ove plant grade by an earthen 
berm W1th a top elevation equal to the max1mum LNG level. Inground
ing the LNG tanks 1n this fashion woul~ add seven months to the 
ti~e required to bring an LNG racility at Camp Pen~leton on-line, 
coving the est1mate~ operational date, as estimated by the starr, 
from October 1, 1984 to May 1, 1985. (See Figure 1.) 

Electric SerVice 
Electric service woul~ be readily available from SDG&E. SDC&E 

has a.."l exist1ng 230-kv line ru."'l.n1ng w1th!n l,500 yards or the pro
posed Camp Pendleton site. 

Access Road 
H1ghway 5 and The Atchison, Topeka. and Santa Fe Railway run 

along the coast adjacent to the site and would be available to 
t=~"lSport personnel, material, and equ1p~ent to the s1te. Because 
p:esent roadway access to the site is 1nadequate~ Western Terc1nal 
would construct on the beach side or Highway 5 a new two-m11e 
access road from the Las Pulgas 1nterc~"lge to the site. 

Gas Transmission P1pelin~ 
Th1s pipeline would be con~tructed over an 84-m1le route trom 

the metering station at the Camp Pendleton terminal to the eX18t1ng 
PLS twin 36-:1nCh. tran~m1s$ion l1nes at Fontana :1n San Bernarc:11no :: 
County. with intermediate connections to existing SoCal 12-1nch 
(30 MMcfd) and l6-inch (350 MMcrd) lines serving San Diego County. 
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~ ~he new tran~m1ss1on line would consist or one 3~-~~ch buried 

line. whicl'r 'Would carry the peak output or the t;erm1nal w1 thout 
re~uir1ng ~ompressor stations en route. 
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3. Major Environmental Concerns 
The Camp Pendleton site has easy access to both an interstate 

freeway and a ra1lroad line. Highway 5 is one or California's 
major highways. Approximately 68·~OOO cars per day pass directly 
by the site. The LNG faCility would be visible rrom Highway 5. 
Two ~les to the northwest o~ the site there is a customs-immigration 
check pOint, the operation of which causes northbo~~d traffic 
frequently to be backed-up along the highway for a considerable 
dista.."'l.ce. 

Military operations at Camp Pendleton would interfere with 
tbe operation of an LNG terminal and vice versa. Camp Pendleton 
is one of two remaining Marine Corps bases in the United Statez; 
it is the only site on the west coast that can acco~oc!ate train
ing exercises in amphibious landings. The Marine Corps is firmly 
opposed to use or the site for an LNG terminal. The Navy Depart
~ent contends that continuation of the present use of the beaches 
near ~he Site tor co~ined marine and naval assault training is 
essential to the national defense. 

Marine barracks are located 3.8 miles from the site. Includ
!ng Marine Corps personnel~ there are over 6~500 reSidents within 
four miles of tbe Site. This denSity exceeds the population 
cr!teria of the Act. The record showS that i~ would cost 50 to 
75 million dollars to qualify this site by relocating the Marine 
Corps facilities outside the four-mile radius. 

The socio-economic impacts at this site would probably be 
~nor. Camp Pendleton is within commuting distance or a large 
labor pool 50 the socio-econom1c impacts produced rrom in-migrant 
labor populations would be minimal. 

There is extensive public recreational use in and around the 
proposed Camp Pendleton 51te. San Onofre State Eeach~ hav1ng an 
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annual att.endance of nearly half a million peopl~', 1a within one 
mile of tie site. Within two miles of the propo~ed site is a 
recreational vehicle campground, known as Red Beach, wb1ch accom
modates approximately 2,000 recreational vehicles per year. Con
tiguous to the proposed Site there is a highway turnout and view
pOint. !mmed1ately northwest of the site is a bicycle path, and 
the site itself is within the one half-mile corridor proposed by 
San Diego County for riding and hiking trails. 

In general, the site does not support significant marine 
resources, although Exhibit 00740 introduced before the CCC by 
the California Department of Fish and Game Report shows that the 
site is more heaVily used by sport fishermen than the other sites. 
Also, the site does not support significant land re~ources and the 
~jority of land crossed by the pipeline is d1sturbed land. More
over, the development of an LNG term1nal at Horno Canyon would have <: ~n1mal or no, impacts on archaeolog1cal or sacred/religiously 

4t significant sites. 

It is clear to us that Horno Canyon, as With the other two CCC 
. reco:::::lend.ed Sites, d.oes not meet the sp1r1t it the letter or s.s. 1081. 

Section 5552 is crystal clear as to the need tor, and rea30n tor, 
requiring a remote site. Section 5582 prOvides specifically the l1m1ts 
of acceptable population density. It Section 5582 standard.s ca.n."'lot be 
~et the site is not lawful. Horno Canyon does not qualify because of 
the perm~"'lent personnel within the tour mile l1mitation. Furthermore, 
we will not ascribe to the legislature the 1nconsistency or mandating 
a remote site ••• "to provide the maximum possible protection to the 
pu~l1e against the posSibility or aecident" while expecting the CCC 
and. th1s Commission to ignore significant tra.nsient public exposure 
faz beyond the 60 person per square mile limit or Section 5582 but ~ 

with1n the tour m1le proscription. No site ean be remote that liea 
within the tour m1le range or heavily used state parks and a.n 1nterstate 

( highway with the volume or trarfie aet forth ~ our record. 

e 
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At th1~ t1me it appears that operat1on or an LNG ~ae111t1 

at the s1~ would not contribute significantly t~ the em1ssions 
1nventory:1n the San Diego· air basin. Em1ss1on~ from ship traf
tic would ~ m1n1m1zed somewhat since tankers would be berthed 
about two miles from shore. 

4. Investment Regu1red and Cost of SerVice 
The staft's Exh1bit A-120 shows that the investment (in m1d-

1977 dollars) re~u1red for a terminal at Ca:np Pendleton would be 

$1.016 b1llion. Ingro~~d1ng the LNG tanks would require an addi
tional $85 million, the subcar1ne tunnel would re~uire an additional 
$366 million, and the seawater tie-in to' the San Onofre nuclear 
generat1ng stat10n would require an add1t1onal $29 million. Incor
porat~ng these three mitigating measures 1nto the plant would 
increase the total investment requirement for a terminal at Camp 
Pendleton to $1.~3S billion. 

Accord1ng to Exhi~1t A-120 the fifth-year cost of service tor 
the terminal at Camp Pendleton would be $O.52/Mct without the m1t1-
gatL~g measures, $O.55IMct with 1ngrounding of the LNG tanks, 

" $O.69/Mcr With substitution or a submarine tu.."mel tor' the trestle, 
~~~ $O.53/Mc! With a seawater tie-in to the San Onofre nuclear 
generating station. Ineorporating all three m1t1gat1ng measures 
into'the project would increase the firth-year cost or service to 
$O.7l/Mcf. 
B. Rattlesnake Canyon 

1. Site Description 
, 

Rattlesnake Canyon is ranke~ second among the tour sites 
~~cluded in the final report ot the CCC. It is located on a 
southwest-facing coastline 1n San Luis O~1spo County, two m11es 
northwest from Point S~~ Luis and four miles southeast or PG&E's 
Diao,lo Canyon nuclear power plant. 'rhe Bite &rea. is· a 1-1/4-m11e 
portion or a six-mile stretch or coastal terrace which is currently -~art1ally used f9r the eultivation or snow peas. -

'rerra.ee elevations vary !rom 50 to 100 teet at the top, or 
" . the coastal l,)lurt' to 160 teet at the lJase or the mounta1ns. 1nereas-
\. 

41' 
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(' 1:1g at a gentle slope or 2 percent. The terrace is incised to e a depth or 30 teet through the center by Pecho Creek. 'J:!he sea 

cli!! atan~ near vertical at the surf line where'a wave-cut bench 
1:'1 the bedrock protects the terrace from rapid ,e'::'os1on. 

c e 

AlluVial terrace depo~1t~ are underlain by competent sand
stone an~ claystone. The area north of Pecho Creek is well graded 
~~d soils are granular with low compress1~111ty. South of Pech~ 
Creek. depOSits from Rattlesnake Creek eXhibit landslides and 
slu:::ping. These depOSits are compressible. The surface soils 
average three to seven teet and are composed of sandy silt with 
a ~oderate percentage of elay. These soils are unsuitable for 
foun~at10n materials and would have to be removed. The terrace 
mater!als would be subject to frost heave it exposed to extreme 
cold from LNG. 

Ground water is probably as deep as the interface between 
the 60- to 70-foot terraee deposits and the underlying bee:ock. 
However, there is water seepage at the 10-foot level south or 
Pecno Creek, an~ multiple lenses or water arter heavy rains 1n~1-
cate a need for mitigating measures to preclude li~ueract1on 
problems. 

The Hosgri Fault lies five ~les offshore. It is ascribed 
~~ Met of 7-1/2 magnitude with peak accelerations at the Site or 
O.Ss to 0.62g. 

Pinnacles abound in the orfshore a:ea, where the 60-root 
depth is reached 3,500 feet from shore. Pecho Rock is plainly 
Visible as are other rookeries ror sea otters, seal~. and birds. 

Winds exceed 25 knots 41 ~ays per year. Wave heights are 
in excess or six feet 34 days per year. Swells exceed safe limits 
37 day$ per year. 

2. Conceptual Layout of Terminal 
As at Camp Pendleton, the conceptual layout for Rattlesnake 

C~~yon vas developed using the proposed Point Conception term1nal • 
modified for local con~1tions. As an env1ronmental mitigating 

• 

l e 
measure. the conceptual layout 1ncludes the alternat1ve or a seawater 
~xchange system With PG&E's Diablo Canyon nuclear generating station. 
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Rattlesnake Canyon is unique among the four sites in that. 
because or its hostile marine enVironment, it would require con-- . 
struct1on:~r a massive breakwater, a major civil engineering under-
taking, to protect berthing tankers from the sea. 

Marine Facilities 
The ship berth at Rattlesnake Canyon would be 1,800 !eet 

offshore at the end or a trestle. In Western Terminal's conceptual 
deSign, the breakwater would be t-shaped, with the comb~ed length 
of its two legs totaling 9.30~ feet. This breakwater would pro
vide a 3,Ooo-root diameter turning basin for LNG tankers, as well 
as a protected area where tug~oats could meet and maneuver the 
tankers. In order to develop the nearshore tanker berth, a num~er 
ot pinnacles would have to ~e blasted and three reefs would need 
to 'be retloved. An estimated total of 1 .. 6 million cub'ie yard~ of 
~~derwater roek would have to be removed and barged to a disposal 
site. 

Seawater Exchange 
This mitigation measure ror Rattlesnake Canyon would require 

the diversion or 131,000 gpm or heated seawater effluent from the 
Diablo C~~yon nuclear generating station. The original proposal 
for this C1t1gation measure envisioned obtain1ng the heated seawater 
discharge !rom the power plant, pu=ping the water 22,000 feet to' 
the L~G plant, pass1ns it through the vaporizers, then return1ng 
this water, 14°F cooler, to the power plant outfall system tor 
diseharge to the sea. th1s proposal was modified by Western 
Te~inal to eliminate returning the coole~ seawater to' the power 
plant ~y utilizing an independent outfall ~ystem for discharge 
direetly to the sea from the LNG plant. The mod!tied propo~al would 
re~u1re pumps totaling 14.000 horsepower. 

!' 

Construction of a ~eawater exchange sy~tem would not atteet 
the overall construetion schedule at Rattlesnake Canyon. 

LNG Stora ge Tanks 
Western Terminal's coneeptual de~1gn at Rattlesnake Canyon 

calls tor a concrete dike. rather than an earthen ba~1n around eaeh 
or the 550,OOO-barrel LNG tanks. 
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Electric Service 
Electrie power woul~ ~e supplied by PG&E Via a 11-m11e long 

l15-kV l1n~h1ch would parallel the 50a-kv transm1ssion l1nes from 
the D1a~lo;Canyon nuclear power plant. Connection to the 500-kv 
transmission lines. which pass within three m11e~ or the LNG site. 
is precluded by the high cost or a transformer station required to 
step down 500 kv to a lower voltage and ~y a reduction in relia
bility which would result from dependence on those particular lines. 

Access Road 
The PG&E access road~ which was improved during the con~truc

tion or the Diablo Canyon nuclear generating station. passes by 
the LNG site. The road should require no improvements other than 
the poss1ble need for construction or a box culvert at Pecho Creek. 
Th1s access road co~~ects with Highway 1 via AVila Road. 

Cas Transmission Pipeline 
As proposed by Western Terminal. a tr~~sm1ssion pipeline would 

be constructed rrom Rattlesnake Canyon to the existing PG&E twin 
34-inch tr~~sm1ss1on lines at Gostord in Kern County. with inter
mediate co~~ections to an existing SoCal l6-1nch line serving Santa 
Earbara County ~~d an existing PLS 34-inch line serving the San 
Joa~uin Valley. The pipeline woul~ be designe~ to carry a 1~300 
Y.Xct~ base-load and a l.600 MMc!d peak load. From the metering 
station at the LNG terminal. 68 mile~ to the eastern edge or the 
Carrizo Plain. it would consist ot one 34-1nch buried line. From 
~he::"e. two 34-1neh 'bu::01ed lines would traverse the remaining 3·3.4 
=!les to Gos!ord. No compressor stations woul~ be require~ in the 
o,e~at1on or this transmission line. 

3. y.ajor Env1ronmen~al Concerns 
Sa.~ Luis Obispo Bay is two miles east or the Rz:.tt le snake, 

Ca.~yon site. This is a popular recreation area which 1ncludes the 
Port San Luis Harbor District and the town of Avila Beach. ~e 

latter baa a shoreline park used ~y almost one m1ll1on V1sitors --. per rear. The pe~ent population within a four-mile radius or 
the site is about 800. The growth. or Port San Luis. and surrounding 
areas would be 1mpacted by the population density l~ts or the Act. 
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~ As with Homo Canyon. the Rattlesnake Canyon s1te cannot be. 

~ 

zaid to me~t the "remoteness" criteria man~ated ~y S.S. 1081. Avila 
Beach and Port San Luis lie within two miles or'the site. Irre
spective or the permanent population within the tour mile exclusion 
area the recognized transient population at any given time 
must exclude Rattlesnake Canyon trom qua11fying as a remote ~1te. 
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High 'd.:sual impa.et would result trom the pl~cement or an LNG 

terminal at Rattlesna.ke Canyon. 'l'h1& woulc1 ~ m1t1gate4. in })art, 

by tbe lim1ted access that the public would have to the s1te and 
that it 15 h1eden by the a.dJa.cent hills anCl mountains. The break
water and trestle would 'be visible to the public sou.th ot Po1nt 
San Luis. 

Construction activities w~uld 1mpinge heavily on Avila Road 
~~d F~ghway 1, which is used by 25,000 ears per day. No railroad 
facilities exist near the site; therefore, all construction equip
:ent ~~d materials would need to be transported by barge or truck. 
Furt~ermore, it appears that construction at this site would reqU1re 
in-m~gration of. a Significant number of construction workers an4 

might result 1n per10ds of tight tr~~s1ent housing markets in the 
San LUis O~1spo County area. 

Archaeolog1cal remains of Chumash Indian Villages are locateCl 
on the Site. These remains could not be avoided 1t a terminal 
were constructed on this site. Rattlesnake Canyon, moreover, is 
cons1~ered sacred by Native Acer1cans (althOugh less s1gn1:1cant 
than Point Conception) ~~d is used tor such purposes as burial ot 
the dead. It, therefore, is clear that the potential cultural 
resources impacts at this site should be cons1~ered to be ver.y 

s1g::.1f1eant. 
Severe enVironmental 1mpacts at Rattlesnake Car.yon would ar1se 

from the effects of construction of the breakwater and trestle on 
the diverse and a~undant marine fauna and flora offshore of tbe 
site. Blasting of offshore pinnacles would have a 5ign1t1cant effect 
on marine biology. Based on the experience at Diablo Canyonnuelear 
plant, ha.r~or seals might not return. The grea.ter throughput ot 
seawater which would be requ1red at this s1te. beca~e or lower 

~ 

ocean temperature,. would result in grea.ter fish entrainment. Starf's 
EIR consultants &&serted that marine b1olog3" impacts at this site 

(. would be greater than tho~e at Po1nt concep~1on. e.... Development or the Bite and pipeline would alter or destroy 
hundreds or a.eres or und1stur~ed land including riparian habitat. 
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Also. operation or an LNG terminal at Rattlesnake Canyon would. 
'contribute pollutants to a large a1r ba.sin witb a high inventory 
of exi~t1ng~m1ssions but with goo4 assimilative capaeity. 

As stated. above, the NRC has a~vised this Co~ssion that tbe 
siting of an LNG terminal at Rattlesnake Canyon may preclude the 
operation ot a nuclear facility at Diablo Canyon because or the 
potential hazard to the nuclear facility from LNG vessel traffie. 

4. Investment Required and Cost of Service 
The start's Exhibit A-120 shows that the investment require

ment 1n mid-1977 dollars tor s1,ting an LNG term1nal at Rattlesnake 
C~~yon woul~ be $1.564 billion without, and $1.578 billion with, 
the mitigation measure of a seawater exchange system with PG&E's 
D!ablo Canyon nuclear power plant. The firth-year eosts of service 
incurred by these 1nvestments would be $O.76/Mct an~ $O.11IMcf, 
respect1vely. 
e. Deer Canyon 

l. Site Ranking 
(: The Deer Canyon site is r~~ed fourth in the t1nal report ot 

4It the CCC, if several mitigation measures are adopted at Point 
Conception. It these measures are not adopte4 the Deer Canyon 
Site is ranke~ th1r~. T.nis is specified on page 21 of the cec 
final report dated May 21, 1978 (Appen~1x n to the Decision): 

"With conditions 23 throu~~ 28 which ~rohibit 
a seawater intake system an~ electric transmission 
lines at the Site, re~u1re ~artial 1nground1ng of 
storage tanks, an~ prov1~e for public access to 
the area, the overall adverse impacts of a terminal 
at this site would be moderately more severe than 
at the higher ranke~ Rattlesnake Canyon Site, but 
slightly less severe than the lower ranked Deer 
Canyon site. If the PUC does not 1mpose the 
s~ec1r1e cond1t1ons recommended for a terminal 
at t1ttle Cojo, Little Cojo would be ranked fourth, 
with mode~ately more adverse 1mpaets on Coastal 
Act objectives than Deer Canyon, which would then 
'be ranked third." 

As 4iscussed 1n Section XIV or this 4ee1sion, the POC is 
not adopt1ng "the specific conditions recommended tor a term1nal 

(
. at (Pt. Conception)." Tberetore, the Deer Canyon site should 

e 'be eO%l$14ered to be ranke4 th1r<1. 
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2. Site Descr1ption 
Deer ClPYon is located on the Ventura County coast, 12 miles . 

from Oxna.r¢ and two miles !rom the Los Angelea County line. It 
is 4.5 miles east of Point Mugu, between Point Mugu State Park 
~~d Leo Carrillo State Beaeh. The ~1te is 1n a narrow. steep-sided 
canyon with complex and varied geology that 115 moderatelY suscep
tible to landslides. The canyon extends two miles inland !X'om the 
coastline in a roughly north-sou~h direction. It has a relatively 
wide bottom at its mouth for a'bout 1.000 feet 1nland. There are 
many tributary canyons With elopes which rise steeply. as much as 
500 feet. Ridges in the surrounding area reach heights or 1.500 
feet. 

Access to the site is Via Deer Creek Road and Highway ~, 
which passes through the site near the shoreline. The site is 
privately owned and is not now developed or used. 

The principal onshore geological formation is the Topanga 
fo~ation which consists of moderately landslide-prone sandstones 
~~d conglomerates. It is locally intruded 'by igneous rocks. The 
soils range from a classification of highly erodi'ble at the mouth 
or the canyon to very highly erOdible further inland. A broad 
east-west trending. faulted anticline underl1ea the Santa Monica 
Mountains in the vicin1ty of the site. 

No significant groundwater 1& present although minor amou.~ts 
of perched groundwater appear after heavy rains. 

Deer Canyon is on the uptbrown block or the Mali'bu Coast 
Fault ~~ch passes one mile offshore and may dip beneath the area. 
The epicenter of th~ Point Mugu earthquake of 1973 was approximately 
two m11es west of the s1te. The MCE for the Malibu Coast Fault . 
is 6-3/4. An unnamed offshore rault.w1th an MCE or rive. lies 
four miles from the site. 

The 60-toot water depth is reached one-halt m1le otfshore. 
Rocks and aome pi~cle5 are exposed to the southeast. There are 
scattered kelp beds. 

Winds exceed 25 knots aiX <1a.ys a year. while wave he1ghts in 

excess or six teet occur 11 daya a year. 

131 

.. -



( 
e 

c. 
e 

A. 57626 et al. - ~ 

3. conceptual Layout or Terminal . 
The ~-reliet terrain or the site requ1res.& more complex 

~esign t~ is needed ror the rlat coastal terrace sites. At Deer . . 
Canyon. extensive grad1ng would ~e reQ.uired to develop & rlat pad 
or 100 acres. or several pads totaling that area. Tbe distri~ut1on 
or se~1mentary and igneous rocks at Deer Canyon may complicate 
gra~1ng and may require development or borrow areas or unknown 
d1st~~ces from the pad. 

Western Terminal's concept would create over 22 million cubic 
yards of excess cut material because ma~sive excavation would be 

re~uire~ to develop terminal facilities to an elevation or 200 
feet. The problemz associated with disposal or excess cut material 
could be significantly reduced by a design layout that would put 
the LNG ~torage tanks· at a h1gher elevation; however, this would 
re~uire additional booster pump capacity .. 

Marine Facilities 
The ship berth at Deer Canyon would lie ~,300-feet of!~hore 

at the end of a connect1ng trestle. It would carry a 32-1nch cryo
genic pipeline which would transfer the LNG to terminal facilities 
ashore. The Western Terminal concept would have the tre~tle and 
pipel1ne cross Highway 1 overhead. An alternative would be to 
have the LNG lines pass under the highway. 

Seawater System 
Western Te~nal proposes a difrerent seawater 1ntake system 

than it proposes for the other sites. A caisson-type seawater 
intake structure would be constructed 2,000 teet otfshore in about 
30 teet or water. The screening and pumping e~uipment woul4 be 
located 1n this etructure.. From th1~ intake. seawater woul~ be 
r11tere~ and pumped to onshore vapor1:er~. Arter passing through 
the vaporizers. the cooled ettluent seawater would be discharged 
through a 4.000-toot outflow line ~~to & 50-toot water depth. 

LNG Storage Facilities 
Un4er the Western Term1nal concept, concrete dikes would be 

constructed around each or the 550,OOO-~arrel tanks to ~1m1ze the 
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amount or blasting and excavating required. An. alternative would - . 
be to crea~e a higher level area tor tbe tanks With till material. 
thereby eliminat1ng tbe need tor the excavation 'and the construc
tion or concrete dikes. 

Electric SerVice 
A 66-kv electric transm1ssion line. 14.5 miles long. would 

be constructed between Edison's Ormond Beach generating station 
~~d Deer Canyon. The proposed route goes 1nland. ratber thsn 
following the coast. Only 1.S'm11es of the line would follow 
existing rights-of-way. 

Access Road 
Access to the site would be obta1ned by the construction of 

a short road to Highway 1. Highway 1. itself, would be altered 
by the elim1nation or a southbound passing lane and the constru~
tion or a 1,OOO-foot lett-hand turning pocket. Actuated traffic 
signals would be installed, and they would remain in operation after 
completion or eonstruction. No railroad rac1l1t1e~ are available 
near the s1 te .. 

Gas Transm.1ssion PiR'eline 
Western Terminal proposes a 141.3 m1le ~ipeline from Deer 

C~~yon to Arvin 1n Kern County. The line ~ould be routed over 
the mounta1ns to an intermediate connection with an existing PLS 

pipel1ne a~ Quigley. From there it would go northward to a ter
~~ation at PG&E's twin 34-1nch transmiSSion lines at Arvin • 

.1;. 'Y.aJ o:r Environmental COn'eerns 
EXhibit 00481 and other eorrespon~ence introduce~ 1n the 

cee proceed1ngs show that the commander of the Navy's Pac~r1c 
Miss11e ~est Center at Po1nt Mugu takes a t1rm pos1t1on that the 
siting of: an LNG terminal at Deer Canyon 'Would have a severe 
adverse 1mpact on that naval facility, and that it would interfere 
with tleet maneuvers. ~h1s site is proximate to large ur~an popu- -

, 
lations and several state parks. ActiV1ty involved 1n developing 
the site would adversely arree~ near~1 recreational areas. 
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'the visual ~pact or an LNG terminal at Deer Canyon would 
be relativel:y low becau~e the terrain would conceal ~ch of the 

- . 
facility; however. the trestle and berth would be visible from 
Oxnard. A trestle crossing at Highway 1 would have a Visual. 
1mPact near the crossing. but this ~pact would be 11m1 ted 1n 

extent by the w1n~ing characte~ or the road. Visual impact would 
also be l1m1ted by virtue or the sparse local population consisting 
or six permanent residents within one m11e and 304 within rour 
m11es or the site. Perhaps the greatest impact would 'be upon the 

users or near~y Leo Carrillo State Beach and Point Mugu State 
Park. each or which attracts over 300.000 visitors annually. ~he 
Calirornia Department or Parks and Recreation has expressed an 
interest in acquiring the entire coastline between the two state 

pa.rks. 
Once more we are faced with considering a site which clearly. ralls 

outside the standard or"one that is remote. Lying between two state 
parks with a combined annual population or over 600#000 people# within 
less than one mile of one# an~ little over two miles or the other we 

f1nd it inconceivable that anyone could ~elieve we have complied 
with the legislative intent if we seriously considered Deer Canyon 

ro~ an LNG facility. 
The Deer Canyon site is wit~ commuting 41&tance ot 

la~ge labor pools and construetion activ1ties would not produee 
s1gn1!icant socio-econom1C tmpacts. However. since there is no 
rail service to the site~ Highway 1. which passes a~acent to the 
site would experience significant increases 1n road tra~rie during 

construction or the LNG term!nal. 
Development at the site mar also haye ~or imPacts. although 

probably less serious tba.~ at Po1nt Conception and Rattlesnake 
C~~yon. on sacred areas. Alteration or destruction or archaeolog1cal .-
resources at the a1te could not be avoided during the construction 

or tbe terminal. 
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Kelp~ commercial rish. and other marine resources are sparse . 
near the site. The State Water Resources Control Board has desig-, . 
nated the waters offshore to the lOO-toot 1so~ath as an Area or 
Special Biological Sign1f1cance~ but it has not yet determined a 

policy tor controlling lowered temperature discharges 1n areas so 
designated. Furthermore. the massive earth movement required for 
preparing the site would also distur~ the riparian community 
lining the canyon ~ottom. including two rare plant species and 
local populations or coyote. bobcat. and cougar. 

, 
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Air pollution em1ssion~ at Deer Canyon during Santa Ana 

Wind conditions could make a significant eontribution to worst
case smog fprmation in the Oxnard plain. Also, since the site 
lies between the Los Angeles and Ventura air basins, potential . 
emissions trom this project would be subject to broa~er regulatory 

review. 
5. Investment ReSUire~ and Cost of Service 
~he starr's Exhibit A-116 shows that the investment requ1re

ment 10 m14-l971 dollars or an LNG terminal at Deer Canyon, with 
the la."l~ facilities of the terminal at the 200-:!'oot level a.s 
proposed by Western Terminal, would be $l.50 billion. The invest
ment requirement, with the land facilities at the GOO-foot level. 
would 'oe $l.l5 'o11110n. The rifth-year eosts of service related 
to the soo-root level investments, as shown in Exhi'oit A-120, 
would 'oe $O.58/Met. Exhibit A-120 shows that 1t a subcarine 
tur_"lel were constructed as a mitigation meas~e in lieu or an 
ove~ter trestle, the investment requirement tor the 600-foo~ 
level would i."lcrease to $1.2'9 billion, with a firth-year eost or 

serViee or $O.6S/Mcf. 
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--- XI. SI'I'E SELECTION 
-

A. The Feasibility Te~t 

l. Sites Considere~ in Order of CCC Ranking 

This Commission must select the h1ghest ranked site subm1t~ed 
by the CCC - unless it makes a specific finding that "with respect 
to each h1~~er ranke~ site that it is not feasible to complete con
struction and cocmence operations of the terminal at such h1~~er 
r~~ked site in sufficient time to prevent significant curtailment 
or high priority requirements for natural gas and that approval.of 
the lower ranked site will significantly reduce such curtailment." 

Further. the Commission is precluc1ed from issuing a permit tor 
construction or operation of a terminal at any s1te unless it finds 
that to do so is "cons1=tent with ~ubl1c health. safety and welf~e." 

2. Factors to be Considered 

Contrary to the po~1t1on taken by Hollister Ranch Owners 
Association (Hollister) that the only factor the Commission can 
consider is project timing and not such other factors as the relative 
costs or alternate sites D the Act requires the Commission to consi~er 
other faetors. Section 5559 defines "feasible" as meaning "capable 
of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 
period of time, taking into aecount: (a) economic, environmental, 
SOCial, tech..~ological, safety, and reliability factors. (b.) gas 
supply contracts, (c) gas supply and demand forecasts, (d) federal 
regulatory reqUirements, and (e) alternative sources or nat~al 
gas." (Emphasis added.) 
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Accor~gly. we will make our selection by examining the sites 
in the order of CCC ranking and by taking into ~ecount those factors. 
aeong the ones designated. which are pertinent to each site 1n 
determin1ng its reasi~i1ity as the location tor an LNG ter.m1nal. 

3. General Timing Consideration 

In undertaking the site selection proeess~ we are ~ndrul of 
the general consideration that •. as discussed above~ a substantial 
~~o~~t or time would ~e required ror preparing new or amended 
applications and obtaining regulatory approvals, particularly federal 
approvals ror a site other than POint Conception. The resulting 
delay would siS?1f1eantlr increase: (1) the potent!ality of losing 
the LNG su~ply contracts, ?artieularly the Pertamina eontract; 
(2) the required investment in the project through escalation and 
increased allowance ror runds used during construction (AFUDC). and 
(3) the likelihood or curtailment or high priority requirements for 
natural sase 

The principal item in the record relating to project tim1ng 
is the starr's "Alternate Siting Report"~ Exhibit A-115.'v Chapter 
III of this report develops estimated time schedules tor bringing 
an LNG terminal on-line at each of the fo~ CCC ranked sites. These 
time schedules are based upon a critical analysis by the statr or 
detailed estimates or project scheduling ror design engineering and 

!/ During the hea.rings~ on May 3~ 1978~ the presiding ALJ denied 
a motion ~y Fred H. BiXby Ranch Company (Bixby) to ~trike 
Cl".a.pters II and III or this report on the grounds tha.t they 
consist or hearsay and conjecture. In its June 9. 1978 riling 
Wi th the Comm1ssion c:o=nenting on the final CCC report. Bixby -
renewed this motion to strike. Bixby has turn1shed noth1ng 1n 
the interim to support a reversal or the earlier ruling. T.ne 
motion is again denied. 
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construct1on requirements tor a 1.3 Bctd base-load LNG terminal at 
each alternate site. The detailed estimates were made at the 
starr's re~est by Western Terminal's engineering ~ontractor and 
were based:upon prel1m1nary planning and coneeptual plant layouts 
tor eaeh or the alternative terminal locations. The report ~ualit1es 
the estimated time sche~ules tor the alternate sites as being "based 
upon extremely ~1ght engineering and construction schedules and With 
the assumption or an exceptionally optim1stic regulatory approval 
process.~ 

Were we to select an alte~nate site in this ~ecis1on~ 
Western ~erminal~ it it so chose. would have to prepare and 
tile an amended application, and th1s Commission would be 
re~uired to sche~ule and hold turther hearings. Although prepar
ation time would be reduced somewhat because part or the environ
mental work on alternate sites has been done~ the reports are 
incomplete and rragmentary~ and extensive further environmental 
impact studies would be required. While action by th1s Comm1ssion, 
as lead agency. would certainly occur within the one-year period 
re~uired by AB 884, we cannot agree With Hollister that state 

~pproval could be obtained in six months. Mln4ful or the n~ed to 
avoid delay resulting in curtailments to high priority users an~ 
to avoid impairment of contracts tor supplies of natural gas~ this 
CO~~ission~ however~ would be obligated to expeditiOUSly process 
an application for an alternate site. Nor can we agree that 

federal approval could be obtained Within one year. as estimated by 
the starf in torculat1ng its time schedules in Exh1bit A-115. We 
are convinced by the reasoned analysis ot the federal regulatory 
process put forth by SDG&E~ in its June 9. 1978 filing. that a two
to three-year delay tor regulatory approvals would be mueh closer to 
reality than the one year assumed by the staft. SDG&E's review or 
the regulatory approval process that an alternate site would be 

re~u1red to undergo shows that the statf was ~exceptionally opt1m1s-
tic" in this instance. 

While Point Conception has not yet cleared all federal regulae tory hurdles, it 115 at least well down the road·. Ass1.lm1ng Western 
~ Terminal would not, in prudence. begin eonstruction (field move-in) 
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until the n~essary federal approvals are in hand~. the two- to 

three-year ~egulatory delay would·make the operational dates at the . 
three alternate sites one to two years later than estimated by tbe 
starr. Fortuitously, this ~oes not ~etraet from the usefulness or 
the staff's timing estimates tor purposes or the comparisons we are 
making here; rather, it may enhs..\'lCe their value because the time 
differences between Point Conception and each or the alternate Sites 
a~e ~~derstated as developed by the starr. Thus, to the extent that 
the starr errs, it is to the disadvantage of Point Conception in 
relation to the three alternate sites; w~ereas, tor comparisons 
a~or.g the three alternate sites, the time ~irrerences shown by the 
start are unarfected, because, to the degree that there is an 
unde~statement or regulatory lag, the operational date or each is 
there~y displaced by the same amount or time. 
B. Ca~p Pendleton 

1. Timing 
Figure 1 shows that the earliest date a plant could reas~nably 

be expected to be in operation at Camp Pendleton is October 1, 198~. 
This would not be soon enough to avoid the curtailment or h1gh
priority gas use according to the supply and requirement determina
tions made in Case No. 10342. Furthermore, it either or two mitiga
tion measures (ingrounding of LNG tanks· and substitution or a sub
~~1ne tunnel ror an over-water trestle) were require~the on-line 
date would be delaye~ tor an ad~it1onal seven to 28 months.. 

2. Gas SUPR1Z Contracts 
In a~~ition to resulting in the foreseeable curtailment of 

high-priority gas requirements, the plant availability date tor 
Camp Pendleton (with or Without the mitigation measures) is extended 
rar enough into the future as to make probable, as a result or 
Indonesian and Alaskan contract cancellations and expirat10M~ the 
loss or tbe very LNG supplies which a Camp Pendleton terminal would . 
be eonstructed to receive. 
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3. E~onom1c Factors -For comparative purposes, most of the cost tigures presented - ' , ; 

~ur1ng the hearings in the applications, as well as in this deei-
sion, are in mi~-1977 ~ollars. For purposes or the site selection 
we are here engaged in, any constant dollar baSis for determining 
capital requirements 15 inappropriate ~eeause the construction 
sche~ules'of terminals at the alternative sites are noneoinc1dent 
w1th and are extended over greater periods of time than the sehe~ule 
tor Point Conception. 

To be realistic. we must give recognition to the etfects or 
in!"lation on the costs of goods and servi,ces during the time of 
project construction. In determining capital requirements tor the 
Site selection process. we will escalate m1d-1977 dollars by an 
ar~~ual figure of 8 percent-!l to arrive at a more meaningtul deter~ 
:1nat!on of the econo~c factors involved. When this escalation 
factor is applied, the grand total of capital costs required for 
the Pac Indonesia and PacAlaska LNG projects with a terminal sited 
at Caop Pendleton is $2.807 billion. The comparable figure for 
Point Conception is $2.111 billion. Thus, Western Terminal's sponsors 
would have to raise well in excess of one-halt of a billion dollars 
=or~/ in the siting of the terminal at Camp Pendleton. ~s 
~eater capital re~uirement results» not just from inflation, but 
rro~ design changes and increased AFUDC re~u1re~ent$ arising !rom 
the delays attendant upon locating the terminal at the alternate site. 

The record in this procee~ing is not without ~uest1ons as to 
PLCfs financial ability to participate in an LNG project calling 

*/ - We ~elieve 8 percent to be a conservative rigure. The evidence 
in these proeee~ings indicates that 10 percent per year 1~ 
closer to the level or cost inflation that may reasonably be 
expected in constructing an LNG terminal. 

This capital reQ.uirement dirference reflects the starr's 
"exceptionally optimistic regulatory approval process." 
Regulatory approval delays beyond one year would. ot course. 
markedly increase this difference. 
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tor the construction or a term1nal at Point Conception. ~e con
struction or the terminal at Camp Pendleton would further complicate 
FLe'a abilitY to !inance its halr or the LNG projects because or 
the greater:capital cost and longer lead t1me. .' 

4. Jurisdiction 
Western Terminal asserts that the tTn1 ted States govenment has 

exclusive jurisdiction over the Camp Pendleton Military Reservation; 
that such jurisdiction was acquired in a series or transactions in 
the 19~O's; and the validity or the federal government's exclusive 
jurisdiction over the realty it' holds in tee w1tll1n the boundaries 
or the State has been u~held in the courts. Western ~erm1nal cites 
California v. United States, (9th Cir. 1956) 235, F.2<1 641, 655-656, 
in which the court stated as follows: 

...... , .. - .. - ..... - ....... _._._, .. ~. _ •• _,_ I •• ' ........ I I. ,.. • •• 
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"No sovereign rights over tb1s land ex1st~d in tbe United 
States~xcept as proVided by the dual system until tbe 
State 9t california ceded exclus1ve ~urisd1ct1on over the 
tracts or land acquired by condemnat10n. By ,rederal law~ 
thereafter. the United States held paramount and exclusive 
control and ~urisdiction over the land and water which at 
any time 1s upon the land within the l1m1ts or this en
clave. The process or the state courts could not run 
there1n unless by consent. The executive and administra.
tive bodies and re~lat1ons have no control therein. 
State law. substantive and procedural. had no force over 
persons or objects within the boundaries •••• " 

The Secretary or Navy has the authority to lease property Within 
the Camp Pendleton Military Reservation, if he considers it advan
tageous to the United States and the terms or such lease will promote 
the national defense or be in the publiC interest. (10 USC Section 
2667.) However~ the Secretary or 'Navy has already indicated 
opposition to the siting or a facility at Homo Canyon, thereby 

.. .. '.. ." 
~~ng it doubtful that the necessary approvals would be forth-
coming. (CCC'Exhibit 00730~ Dept. or Navy Letter.) It the Navy 
Department will enter into a lease, an act of Congress would be 
required for Western Terminal to acquire the right to construct an 
t~G terminal on the marine base. Furthermore, by letter dated 
July 1, 1918, Joseph M. Hendrie, Chairman or the Nuclear Regulator,y 
Co:z1ssion advised the Commission that the siting or an LNG terminal 
at Camp Pendleton (or Rattlesnake Canyon) may preclude the operation 
of existing nuclear facilities at San Onorre (or Diablo Canyon in 
the case of Rattlesnake Canyon) because of the potential hazard to 
nuclear facilities from LNG vessel trar~ic. A copy of this letter 
was mailed to all parties of recor4 in Applications Nos. 57626, 
57792, Case No. 10342, OIl l. This letter expands upon points 
raised in previOUS correspondence between NRC stafr and the Coastal 

COmmission. 
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If E41son's experience in siting its nuclear power plant at 
San Onofre provid~s an example~ the delays resulting from eontronta-

~ . 
tion with the Navy and ultimately obtain1ng Congressional approval 
for ac~ui~it1on or a part of Camp Pendleton would be or such dura
tion as to probably cause the los~ of the g~ supply contracts for 

the ter:n1nal. 
Edison made its first contact in Mayor 1960 with the Marine 

Corps Coc.-nanciant regard.ing a specific site on the base. In December 
or that year. the Marine Corps .suggested. that Ec11son cons1<!er 
another site located elsewhere on the base (San Onofre), although 
the Marines were still opposed to a:tlY site on the base. In Dece~er 
of 1962, the Navy Department agreed not to oppose the San Onofre 
site. In.May of 1963. after legislation had been introduced in the 
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House and Sena.te. the Navy wrote to the Houae Armed Services Com--m1ttee atat:2:ng that it had no objection to the San' Onofre site. . . 
Negot1at1o~ with the Navy alter December or 1962 concerned the 
terms or the easement, but the easement was not rinally obtained 
until May 1964. 

Western Terminal conten~s that .. since Horno Canyon is W1th1n 
exclu~1ve re~eral jur1s~1ction, the CCC excee~e~ its authority by 
even consi~ering 1t as a possible LNG terminal site; that the CCC 
went beyon~ the explicit powers granted it by the State or California 
in the California Coastal Act or 1976 an~ the Act; and that for the 
CCC to consider Horno Canyon is not only contrary to California law .. 
but 1$ contrary to federal law since the State is not allowed to 
legislate over federal property. 

The CCC's authority to rank potential LNG sites is found in 
Section 56ll or the Act. It is to rank "any onshore sites proposed 
by any person" by a.pplying the policies, goals, and o'bject1ves in 

Chapter 3 of Division 20 of the Public Resources Code (part or the 
California Coastal Act of 1976). Section 30200 or Chapter 3 of 'the 
PubliC Resources Co~e states that the policies must be consistent 
with the goals or Section 30001.5 or that Act. Part (8.) or that 
section declares one goal to be to "protect .. maintain ..... the 
coastal zone environment •••• " "Coastal zone" is 4ef1ned ror pur
poses or this Act as those lands over which the State of California 
has jur1s~1ct1on. Section 30008 or the PubliC Resources C04e 
excludes from the coastal zone "lan~, the use or which is· by law 
subject solely to the 41scret10n or or which is held in tru~t by 

the ~ederal government. its officers or agents. ft 

It is legally arguable that (1) the CCC cannot regulate lands 
on the coast or California that are wi thin federal ownership. and 
(2) the CCC has authority only over coastal properties Within the 
jurisdiction of the State or Cal 1 forniaand can only consider sites ~ 
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over which the State or california haajurisd1ction. Ass"m
1 
ng 

arguendo th~ validity or this contention~ the CCC·would have no 
authorit7 io nominate and rank any location on the Camp Pendleton 

M1l1ta.l7 Res~rvation as a site ror an LNG terminal. 
This Comm1ssion, however. does not wish to engage in a juris-

dictional dispute with another state agency especially as it relates 
to that agency's authority vis-a-viS the rederal government. The 
Cocm1ssion believes that it is not rea~ible to complete eonstruc
t10n and eommence operation or an LNG terminal at Camp Pendleton in . . . 

sufficient time to prevent signiricant curtailment or hiSh priority 
requirements ror natural gas and that selection or Camp Pendleton, 
based on the evidence or record, would not be consistent with the 

public health, safety and welfare. 
Because or all the forego1ng and in partieular because Horno C~~yon 

does not qual1ry as a remote site pursuant to· Seet10n 5582(a)(2) or the 
Co~e it must be rejected from further consideration. 

C. Rattlesnake Canyon 

1. Timing 

As Figure 1 shoW3, May 1, 1985 is the earliest date on wh1ch a 
terminal at Rattlesnake Canyon could reasonably be expected to be in 
operation. This would not be soon enough to avoid the curtailment 
or high-priority gas use according to the supply and requirement 

determinations mad.e in Case No. 10342. 

2. Gas Supply Contracts 

Because or the longer t1me 1nvolved, the potential tor loss 
or the gas contracts through delay 1& considerably greater ror 
Rattlesnake Canyon than 'tor MY or the other sites. The 11kel1h~ 
of the Indones1an and Alaskan supp11ers staying w1 th the amended 
project through the period required tor necessary regulatory approvals I 

would be cons1dera~ly d1m1n1shed by the prospect that the earliest 
date the terminal coul~ receive their gas would be in tbe year 1985. 
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3. ~onom1e Factors 
As 'We =d1d 1n the e,ase ot Camp Pendleton, we ,will esealate the 

m1~-1977 eapital cost rigures tor a term1nal at Rattlesnake C&n1on 
by an annual 1nflation rate or 8 percent. When this escalation 
factor is applied, the granO total or capital costs required tor the 
PacIndones1a and PacAlaska LNG projects with a terminal sited at 
Rattlesnake Canyon is $3.114 'billion. The comparable t1gure tor 
Point Concept10n is $2.171 'billion. Thus, Western Terminal's sponsors 
would have to ra1se in excess or one and one-halt 'billion dollars 
more it the terminal 1s s1te~ at Rattlesnake Canyon. 

Allor the adverse economic aspects that would evolve from the 
10cat1on of the terminal at Camp Pen4leton, would pertain to 
Rattlesnake Canyon, 'but to a degree that would be much more severe. 
In any case, 1t 1s doubtful 1r the project could 'be financed in 
view or the huS! cap1tal cost, the large amount or AFUDC result1ng 
from the extended lead t1me, and the higher cost or capital related 
to the increased risk. 

4. Reliability Factors 
In the CCC's tinal report, there 1s only ind1rect rererence 

to the sea-state cond1t1ons at the Rattlesnake Canyon site. The 
report obliquely ment10ns that a breakwater would be constructed 
at this s1te. It should be noted that there 1s 1nsuff1c1ent evidence 
in the record to determ1ne what k1nd or breakwater 1s needed to 
make this site re11able. 

In the starr's Exh!b1t A-103, Rattlesnake Canyon's sea-state 
1s compared to other sites as rollows: 

"This site is located some ~5 miles north or Point Con
ception on a portion or the coastline tully exposed to sea 
and swell attack trom the west and southwest and~ to· a 
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lesser extent. from the south and northwest. Waves are a 
s1gn1t.teant factor in berth availability duri,ng all 
mont~; however, poor V1~1b1l1ty becomes very important 
in the summ.er and tall. Its exposed location combined 
With cond1tions or poor Visibility ~e this site a rival 
with Guadalupe Dunes tor the lowest berth availability 
ranking. Provisions or an effective ~~eakwater would 
reduce the site's vulnerability to waves. However, the 
poor visibility would still prevent it !rom approaching 
the highest berth availability ranking." 

The record in th1s case su~ports the conclusion that the w1nd
wave conditions at this site are relatively severe compared with 
sites just below Po1nt Conception. However, there is no specific 
onsite ~ata tor Rattlesnake Canyon in the recora as there is tor 
Point Conception. Wide-ranging estimates or sea-state conditions 
tor Rattlesnake Canyon have been presented in the record of OII 1. 
Because no specifie ons1te wind-wave measurements tor Rattlesnake 
Canyon eXist, there is no reliable evidence indicating the extent 
to which a breakwater would improve berth availability. However, 
the record supports the conclusion that the sea-~tate is more 
severe at Rattlesnake Canyon than Point Coneeption. It tollows then 
that sea-state conditions at Rattlesnake Canyon could make it 
~~acceptable both as to safet1 and reliability. 

In OII 1, the staft 1ntro<!uced EXhibit 0-91, a report on berth 
ava1la~ility and reliability. The study concludes that "the 
Rattlesnake Canyon site would not be capable or sustaining an 
ave~age throughput or 1.300 MMc!d without a breakwater." It implies 
that even W1th a breakWater, maintenance or long-term throughput 
is uncertain. This conclusion seems reasonable, especially 80. in 
view of the lack or onsite data for Rattlesnake Canyon. The .statr 
pointed out that throughput capacity tor th1s site with a breakwater 
could probably be increased to over 1,300 MMcrd by an additional 
tNCi tanker or a second berth. Either or tbe~e would. or course. 
entail substantial additional investment • . 
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The CCC report rails to addresa the p~esence or reers, roeks, 

and p1nnacl:a, which compound the' sbipping problems at Rattlesnake 
Canyon. ~le many or these hazards would be re~oved in order to 
clear a path to the berth, the rema1ning reefs, rocks, and pinnacles 
would still endanger LNG tanker tratt1c. 

5. Summary 

The Commission will enter !1nd1ngs that: (1) it is not feasible 
to complete construction and commence operations or a terminal at 
Rattle~nake Canyon in su!f1cien~'t1me to prevent significant curtail
ment 01' high-priority re~uirements tor natural gas; and (2) selection 
or Rattlesnake Canyon would not be conz15tent with the public health, 

$afety, and welfare. (3) Rattlesnake Canyon does.not meet the criteria 
of remoteness requ1re~ ~y Section 5552 or the c04e. 

Rattlesnake Canyon is eliminated !rom further conSideration 
herein as a potential LNG site. 
D. Deer Canyon 

1. Tim1ng 

As Figure 1 shows, April 1, 1987 is the expected date a terminal 
co\:..ld 'begin opera.tion~ at Deer Canyon. In Exhibit A-115, the starr 
considered the pos51b1l1ty or advancing the operational start-up 
date to ~~y 1, 1985 it the LNG storage tanks were loeate~ at eleva
tion 600 teet rather than elevation 200 reet. ~e cbange in tank 
elevations would achieve a balance in earthwork cut and till opera
tions and a savings or 23 months in construction time. Even giving 
cons1~eration to the earlier start-up date or May 1, 1985. it 
wou14 still not be 500n enough to av01~ the curtailment or high 
~r1ority gas use accord1ng to the supply and requirement ~eterm1na
t10ns made in Case No. 10342. 

2. Gas SupplY Contracts 
S1m!larly as discussed tor the Rattlesnake Canyon Site, the 

selection or the Deer Canyon alternative also poses the potential • 
tor loss or tbe gas contracts through delay because of the longer 
project t1m1ng reqUirements. ~e probability or In~onesian and 
~outh Ala8kan contract caneellat10ns and expirations is considerable 
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in light ot~elay1ng the plant availability 4a.te to YAY 1985. at 
tbe earl1e~. 

3. ~conom1c Fae~ors 

The eapital·eozt and length or eonztruetion time tor a plant 
in Deer Canyon at the 500 toot elevation are greater than at Camp 

Pend.leton while le$~ than or equal to,) respectively. tho~e tor 
Rattlesnake Canyon. It is therefore apparent that the e~calate4 
to~al capital costs tor the Pa~Indonesian and Pac Alaska LNG 
projects with a terminal sited at Deer Canyon would tall between 
the escalated values ot $2.801 l)1111on tor Camp Pendle,ton and the 
$3.114 l)111ion tor Rattlesnake Canyon. The compa,ra'ble figure tor 
Point Conception 1~ $2.111 l)i11ion. Here again, Western Term1nal's 
sponsors would have to raise well in excess of one-hal! of a billion 
dollars more to site a terminal at Deer Canyon. 

Here too, all or the adverse economic aspects that would result 
from the location or the terminal at Camp Pendleton, would pertain 
to Deer Canyon, l)ut to a degree that would be more severe. In any 
case, it is doubtful it the project could be financed in View or 
the larger capital cost, the sizable amount or AF'JDC resulting 
from the extended lead time, and the ~gher cost or capital related. 
to the increased risk. 

4. Summa.,.. 
~he Comm1zsion will enter findings that: (1) it is not feasible 

to complete construet1on and commenee operations or a terminal at 
Deer Canyon in sufficient time to prevent sign1t1cant curtailment 
or high-prior1ty requirements for natural gas; and (2) seleetion 
or Deer Canyon would not be consistent with the public health, 

sa.fety, and welfare;. (3) Deer Canyon does not meet the criteria or 
remote~ess re~u1red by Section 5552 or the Code. . . , . 

Deer Canyon is el1m1nated from turther consideration herein 
as a potential LNG site. . 
E. 'Po1nt 'Conception 

In considering need and project t1m1ng~ the eVidenee demon
strates that Point Conception is the only feasible site ror the 
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. -commencement or operations 1n su£fic1ent time to prevent ~1gn1t1eant 
eu.~ai:ment or high-priority requirements tor natural gas. 

The earliest ~ate tor the start ot construction at any or the 
alternate sites would be February 1, 1981, compare~ to an e~t1mated 
f1e14 move-in 4ate for Point Conception or March 1, 1979. F1gure 1 
illustrates that the plant availability tor Point Coneeption is 
Nove=~er 1, 1982, compared to earliest possible dates ot October l~ 
1984 tor Camp Pendleton an~ May 1, 1965 for Rattlesnake Canyon. 

EVidence was presented in OII 1 whicb shows that, when evaluating 
the entire LNG transportation system tor the proposed project (from 
loa~1ng at the liquefaction plants to delivery to the p1peline at 
Po1nt Conception), 1nclu~ing particularly Wind-and-wave conditions_ 
a te~ina1 at Po1nt Concept1on could maintain a long-term average 
throughput in excess ot 1,300 MMct4. The ability or Rattlesnake 
Canyon to sustain such a throughput, even with a breakwater_ is . 
uneertain. 

Based on the record as made in Case No. 10342, OII 1, and 
Applications Nos. 57626 and 57792, the CO~i5sion must eli~nate 
the higher-ranked sites an4 grant Western Terminal a conditional 
pe~m1~ ~o construct and operate an LNG ter~nal at Po1nt Conception. 

Readers ot th1s opinion will notice that we have exhaustively 
explored many problems and complications with respect to the Point 
Conception site. This is not because there are fewer problems or 
oostacles at the alternative sites. Rather the tact is simply 
that Point Conception has received the closest scrutiny as a result 
or the application and EIR proeess. It may not be axiomatic that 
the ol4 grass-always-looks-greener saying applies when decid1ng on 
siting tor an LNG ~lant. but the tendeney surely eXists. Our 
~el1oerations on th~se proceedings has taught us that. It ean ~e 
said that we know a lot about Point Conception. although more 

t:' investigation and analysis Will be required in Phase II or OII 1. -
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XII. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AT 
POINT CONCEPTION 

A. The E!R Proe'es s 

1. l!ackgrou'nd 
~e environmental review process tor this project b~gan on 

August 30, 1976, when Western Term1nal tiled an application tor 
a general plan change with the Santa Barbara County Pla.nni~g COm

mission ll followed by an application for rezoning on October 19'" 
1976. In Nove~er 1915, the county assumed the responsibilities 
ot the lead age~cy tor the purpose ot preparing an EIR. ApprOXimately 
six months later, the county entered into contracts with various 
consult~~ts to gather and analyze the data necessary tor an EIR. 

On Se~tember 16. 1977. the Act became effective vesting 
exclusive juris4iction in this Comm1ssion to issue a permit tor 
the construction and operation ot an LNG terminal and deSignated the . 

• Co:mission as the lead agency tor purpose~ ot compliance with CEQA. 
On October l~. 1977, Western Terminal tiled its application tor a 
perm1t with the COmm1SSiOXl, an~ on October ~9, 1977, the contracts 
between the EIR consultants and Santa Barbara County were aSsigned 
to the Co~ssion as the new lead agency. 

2. Scope of Environmental Review 

On March l, 197811 the COmmission staft issued the DEIR and 
~a!led it to.various federal, state, an~ local agencies; ~ublic 
libraries; parties to, and interested parties in, the litigation; 
public interest and environmental groups; representatives ot the 
press, inelu~ng newspaper3~ United Press International, ~~d 
Associated. Press; an/! a number or st~~e and federal leg1zlators. 

Previously, during the period beginning in December, 1977, and 

enci1ng in Fe'oruary, 1978, the statr bad circula.ted 25 technical 
reports containing information supporting the DEIR. ~e reports 
were distributed to interested te~eral, sta.te» and loc~ agencies; 
interested parties in the litigation; libraries; and p~11e 1nterestl 
and environmental groups. 
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On Apr1l l~ 1978, the start is&ued and circulated two add1tional 
technical reports (Nos. 23A an~ 26) 5u'Pplelllent1ng the DEIR. ~e . . . 
pu'bl1e comment per10d on the DEIR~ which was to b:&ve closed. on 
April 15, 1~78. was extended to May 2l tor the receipt or written 
comments on the supplementary material. Public hearings on the DEIR 
and technical reports were held during the period March 14 throu~ 
May 5~ 1978 in the Application No. 57626 procee~1~gs and the OIl 1 
proceedings. 

In adM tion, miscellaneous reports were prepared in order to 

a~dress the concerns raised dur1~g the DEIR comment period. These 
were issued from t1me to time and included reports on geoseism1c 
hazards at Las Varaz 8.."'ld Rattlesnake Canyon 51 tes, environmental 
data on Deer Canyon and the ~acts on OCS development. !he Co~1ss1on 
held env1ro~ental hearings tor public input 1n each county in which 
a CCC-ranked site is located. These hearings were held during the 
week or May 8 through l2, 1978 in the cities of San Luis ObiSpo, 
Santa Bar'bara, Oxnard, and Oceanside. '!'he sta.rr incorporated all 
of the written comments on the DEIR) as well as comments rece1ve4 
d:uring the hearings or May 8 to 12) 1978~ into the l"EIR. The FEIR 
was tla"e available to the Comm1~sion on July 18) 1978~ and was 
!or::l.ally filed on July 28, 1978. 

This deCision includes, pursuant to Rule l7.l or the C0mm1ss1on's 
Ru1e~ or Practice an4 Procedure~ a series or .rin~ings ba3ed on the 
FE!R's coverage ot (1) the environmental impa.ct or the ~rop¢sed 
action) (2) any adverse enVironmental effects which cannot be avoided 
1f the proposal is implemented) (3) mit1gation meas'l.U"es prop,?se4 to 
~n1c1ze the 1mpact~ (4) alternatives to the propose~ act10n, (5) the 
relationship between local short-term U3e~ o~ man's enVironment an4 
the maintenance a.n~ enhancement or lo~g-term product1v1 ty~, (6) an,. 
irreversible env1rol'Ullental cha;'lge~ which would be involved 1t the . 
propose4 aet10n sbo\lld 'be ~le:nented#, (1) grow;:h~1nduci~g impact. 
o~ the action, and (8) plans tor tuture development. -

This decision'is to be eonsidere~ a Statement of Overriding . .. 
Consideration as req,-;1red by the CaJ.1forn1a .A.dmn1strat1.ve; tode ... 
Title 14, Division 6, Section ~50a9 vh1~ states:· . 
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"l5082. Statement of Overriding 'Cons1~erat1ons. 

~Ca) CEQA requires the 4ec1s1on-maker to balance the 
benefits or a proposed p~ject against its 
unavo1dab le enVironmental risks in det-erm1n1ng 
whether to approve the project. Where agencies 
have taken action resulting in environmental 
damage without explaining the reasons which sup
ported the decision, courts have invalidated the 
a.ction. 

"(b) Where the ~ecision or the public agency allows the 
oeeurrence or significant effects identified 1n 
the f1nal EIR without m1tigation~ the agency must 
state in writing the reasons to support its action 
based on the final EIR and other information in 
the record. This statement may be necessary it 
the ageney also makes a. finding under Section 
lS088(b) or (c). 

"(c) If an ageney makes a statement or overriding 
considerations~ the statement should be included 
in the reeord or the project approval and should 
be mentioned in the Notice or Determination. 

The Como1ssion~ as a basis for making an1 order pursuant to the 
p~V1sions or Seetion 762 or the Publie Utilities Code relating to 
location or structu:-es, is req,uired to give eonsideration to" and 
~~clude in its order findings upon, the following factors: 

(a) Community values. 
(b) Recreational and park areas. 
(c) Historical and aesthetic values. 
(d) -Influence on environment. 
These elements are tested 1n the FE!R and support1ng technical 

reports. Additional test1mony and exhibits bearing on these elements 
were introduced during the public hearings a!orementioned. 

3. Positions or Bixby and Hollister o'n the EIR Process ,. 
Bixby asserted that the DEIR !ails to· disclose the Commission's 

proposed d.ecision and ehoice or priorj,t1es and, therefore,. 40es %lOt 
reflect the independent evaluation and analysis or the lead agenc7 • 
as re~u1red by CEQA. These contentions are without merit aDd are 
based on an erroneous interpretation or CEQA and ~be CEQA Guj,del1nes. 
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, The EIR is an intormational doc\m1ent. the' :purpose o~ 'Whicb . 
1~ to 1dentitY s1gn1ficant effects or a proposed project and indicate 
how the sigriaticant errects can be ln1tigated or avo1ded. (Publ1c 

, , 

Resources cCde Sections 21002. 21002'.1(a)" 2l061. J.4 Cal. A~. 

Code Sections 15011.6(a). l5012.) ~ese sections make it clear 
that the EIR 18 intended to provide tG the decision makers and 
general pUblic the necessary environmental intormat1on on wbicb 
the deci$1on to approve or ~eny a project is based. Contrary to 
Bixby's assert1ons~ the EIR 1& not intended as the vehicle ~y which 
the lead agency ~enders its dec1sion and explain$ the reasons 
underlying such decision. 

CEQA Guidelines contemplate the lead agency's iss~~ce of a 
separate decision based on all the ev1dence~ including the FEIR. 
(14 Cal. Admin. Code SectiOns 1508S and 15089.) For example_ 
Section l50S8(b) expressly prOVides that if the agency decision 
allows the occur.renee o£ substantial adverse enVironmental con
sequences~ a statement or overr1d1~g considerations must be pre~ared 
to explain the agency's reason to support its action; however. 
"(t)his statement need not be contained 1n the EIR." 

Moreover~ under the Act~ the Co:rc:n1ss1on cannot issue a deCiSion 
until the CCC's evaluation an~ ranking or ~1tes ~az been completed 
a..."'ld the nIR is submitted. 'nlere is nothing !l'l either CEQA~ the 

CEQA GUidelines, or the Act to suggest that the CommiSSion must dis
close its preferences or value judgments before it makes its decision , . 
on the application ror a perm1t to construct an LNG te~nal. 

, , 

Bixby appears to contend tha.t. ~ecau~e outSide ,consultants have 
prepared portions or the DEIR and technical reports. the DEIR 1~ 
sO::lehow defective. First~ ~oth CEQ;. and. the Act contemplated. the 
e:t:ployment or outside experts to aid the lead agency in prepar1l:l.g . . 
the DEIR. (Section 563S.(b).) Second. it should. be noted that once 
this COmmission became the lead ~genc1 tor this project pursuant to 
the prOVisions or the Act. ~ts ztart assumed the function or over- I 

seeing all aspects 'or the :preparation or ,the DEIR. 1nc1ud.1~ 
researching and wri ti;lg certain sections. rev1ew!l'lg 'Work 40ne b1 
cons~ tants _ .and coord1na.t1;lg 'york done b1 both starf memb,ers and 

consul tants • 'l'.b.1rd~ each or tbe technical reports has uen a~ tted 
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into evidence and thereby =ade a part of the record 1n tbese pro-.. . 
ceecU%lp. ':he authors or these reports, 'Whether outside consultants 
or PUC starf: members, &l)l)eared as Y1tnesses at publ1c hearinp 1n .. . 
this matte%'C and underwent cross-exa.m1nat10n. P1nally, the entire . . 
record herein, 1nclud1;'lg the tecbn1cal reports. tbe witnesses' 
testimony. and the FEIR, wa.s submitted to tbe members ot thia 
Co::n1ss10n for their review betore the issuance or this decision. 

B1Xb1 also cla1~ tha.t supplement~ technical reports issued 
after March 1, 1978 were not made available tG the public for the 
m!n1:l\Un 45-day comment period re.quired by CEQA and the CEQA Guide
lines. Hollister raises a s1m1'ls.r point. 

The s~pp1emental material issued. after Marcb '1. 1978 cons1stz 
0: Techr~cal Reports Nos. 23A and 26. which were ~11ed to all 
interested parties, including Bixby and Hollister, on April 1, 1978. 
In the middle of April, the statt notified all interested ~arties 
that the p~~11e eo~ent per1od~ which closed 83 to the DEIR on 
April 15, would be extended for these reports to and including May 21, 
1978, more than 45 days after April 1. 

All of the s~pporting technical reports. 1ncludi;'lg Nos. 23A 
~~d 26, were sent to ~~blic libraries thro~out the state to ensure 
wi~e ~~~11c access to these document~. Between April 1 and May 2l, 
1978, the authors or the reports appeared and testif!ed at the 
hearings in the above matter and were subjected to cross-examination 
tbereon. 

The Co=1ss10n has complied with CEQA and the CE~ Gu.1del1nes. 
It ~roV1ded a minimum or 45 days each. tor the publ1c to co:rcment on 
the DEIR and on the a~d1tional technical reports issued after Mareh l, . . 
1978, and it took all reasonable steps to assure wide publie access 
to these doc'WUents. ',' 

In ra1s1~s another issue, BiXby asserts that rederal authorities 
have a.pproved Oxnard as .an LNG ter%ll1nal site. &?d that 'the DEIR'. 
d1sc~s1on or project alternatives is inadequate tor ta1~g to. ~:. 
into account ~h1s tact and the related issue or possible rederal 
preemption or site choice. 
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Bixby'a characterization or !'e4eral "approval" or Oxnard 1$ 

m:51eac11ng. In Op1n1on Number One~ DOElERA con~1t1ona.ll% approved -Oxnard as a:r LNG terId.nal site. proV1ded sarety and environmental. 
requ1rements are met. DOE/ERA expressly qualified its deci:5ion. 
stating "we do not. however. conclude that it 1a necessarily the 
only acceptable site." ~e DOE/ERA concluded that since Californ1a 
has a legitimate 1nterest 1n the outcome or the site selection pro
cess and may choose an acceptable or preferable site by July 31. 1978 
as ~rovided by the Act. the fe~eral government should deter to, 
California at least until July '31. 1978. 

~e Co~ss!on must operate under applicable Cal1rornia law 1n 

selecting ~~ LNG terminal site. It is. therefore. bound by the 
population density criteria 1n the Act. Oxnard does not co~ly with 
these criteria an~. therefore. cannot be conSidered under existing 
law. No p1.U'Pose would be served 1n discussing in the DEIR the 
possibility that at some future date the federal government W111 
itQose its prelim1nary preference tor Oxnard on California. The 
DOE/ERA has deferred to California's site selection process and 
is awaiting the Commission's decision 'based on California law. 

'Bixby asserts that the DElE is premature, because the applicant 
allegedly has not yet submitted sufficient ter=1nal design information 
to the CommiSSion. This assertion is without merit. BiXby ignores 
the provisions 1n CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines that are intended to 
preserve a reasonable degree or flexibility in the EIR process. 

Section 15l40(c) or the CEQA Guidelines provides that the EIR 
"shall include sm:unarizec1 technical data, mapzs~ plot plans. d,iagra::s, 
and s1m11ar relevant information sufricient to per.m1t rull assess
ment of significant environmental !=pacts by reviewing agencies and 
:ce=ers or the public." Section 1514(g) states: " (d)ratt1ng "an 

EIR necessarily involves some degree or forecasting." As & result. 
CEQA contemplates onl1 reasonable specificity or design 1ntormat10n 
and does not require cO:D:;)let1on or all details on the pro~eet design = 
before an EIR can be prepared. 
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Moreover. one or the purposes or the EIR process 15 to suggest 

changes in ~e project (and the design) which m1gnt reduce adverse 
env1ronmentjl. effects. "The CEQA reporting prooess 15 not designed 
to freeze the ultimate proposal 1n the prec1se'mold or the in1tial 
pro", ect; indeed, new' and untoreseen insights ru..y emerge during 
investigation, evoking revision or the original proposal." 
(County or Inyo v. City or Los An&~les, (1911) 71 CA 3d 185, 199.) 

Planning am,aJor project such as the LNG facility at issue here 
is necessarily an ongoing process which mar result in the diseover.1 
or new information after the ~raft or even the FEIR has been com
pleted. Provisions or CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines clearly allow 
tor changes 1n the project. Only in certain limited c1rcumztances, 
however) will such changes require preparation or an additional 
(subsequent or supplemental) EIR. (Public Resources Code Section 
21155; 14 Cal. Admin. Code Section 15051.) 

, 
In our opinion, sufficient de:Sign information has been su,pl1e4 

to permit the EIR to analyze the significant environmental 1=pacts of 
the project. 
B. Significant Environ."Tlental Impacts and PrepO'sed 

¥dtisat1on Measures 
~ a major industrial project, the Point Conception LNG project's 

construction and operation will lead to a broad range of significant 
environmental impacts. The most important significant impacts 
identified duri~g the environmental review process are h1ghl~ghted 
below. Also highl~ghted below are the most ~ortant m1tigation 
measures that were suggested during the EIR review.' The discussion 
presented herein relates to those facts developed duri~g the EIR 
process. 

Our EIR review process has demonstrated that the environmental 
impacts and technical factors and their ~t~gation measures are . 
cot:!plex. Por some issues such as air and water quality, objective 
standards exist which 'can be used to assess both 'the project .impacts .. 

, , -
and the e!1'ec'tiven'ess or various m1tigation measures..' However" 

f'. . t • 

with respect ~o other issues, such as visu~ or cultural resources 
impacts, no objective 'criteria are available 'tor ju~g1;lg the .severity 
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or the _acts or the de s 1rab ill t1 or a particular m1 t1gat1on 
measure. In tbese cases we have been required to exercise our 
sUbjective ~udgments. which is made even more d!r;icult '01 tbe 
fact that tbe propose~ mitigation measure can usually lessen. but 
not elim1na te. an enVironmental 1lIJpact. 

A~ditionally, mitigation measures identiried in the Final EIR 
~~~ supporting technical reports are summarized and referenced 1n 
Appendix~. This appendix also notes wb1ch measures were aecepted 
or rejected and the condition ~~er which accepted measures will be 
imPlemented. Co~d1t10n No. 33,' which is set forth later in this 
deCision, requires the implementation or a variety or lesser mitigation 
measures that are not inclu~ed in the other conditions. 

1. Soils! Geol0Sl t and Seismicity 
The Point Conception site will require approximately 1.5 million 

cuo1c yards ot earth to be moved, which will change the land torms 
or the marine terrace. ~his ~ortion or California is a seismically 
active region, and reSistance to seismic shaking and protection rrom 
soil liquetaction are major design criteria. Since publicat10n or 
the DEIR, evidence or active faulting has been d1scovered on the 
site. 

'l'he DR record shows that the geophysical hazards and impacts 
as~oc1ated with the LNG projeet can be reduced by the ~rop~r appli
cation or soils e~g1neeri~g practices, including stabilization or 
fin1shed slopes in graded areas. ~roper soil compaction and drai~ge 
or subsurface SOils, reliance on rock or well-stabilized foundatiOns 
for major structures~ and top soil eonservat1on and replacement. 
The proposed Safety Standards issued by the staff~ moreover, would 
require a somewhat more stringent design than that ~roposed by 
Western Ter.m1nalto mitigate the ~otent1al for ge?phySical hazards. 

As d1scussed elsewhere in this decision. bow~ver, further 
seismic investiga.tion is needed to resolve the. question concern1;lg 
the exact risks presented 'by .. the on-site ra.ulti;l3e We agree' With' 

the?EIR conclusion that "if the faults are secondary. the site. may 
be feaSible ir major components are relocated to· avoid the:s'e 1'eatures. 
It the seismc risk is ~gher than orig1na.llY ZlA'").ticipated • .an 
addendum to the PEIR wi'll be prepa:-ed." 
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2. Air Qual1tl 
'!'he P%'O'POsed LNG pro'.! ect w1l1 bave a 151gn1!"icant adverse a.1r - ' 

quality impact. The principal pollutant ~ources are the LNG ships' . , 

burning h1gh-sulfur fuel, with correspondingly ll1gh sulfur dioXide 
emissions, and the ga.s turb1lle power generators with high n1trogen 
oxide emissions, and the onshore vaporization facil1ties. 

BecaU3e or the elevated terrain a.round the term1nal Site, the 
effluent plume from the ships or turbines will result in high 
ground-level concentrations dur'1ng common meteorological conditions. 
An air quality model or the effluent plumes indicates that the 
state one-hour standards for sulfur dioXide and nitrogen dioxide 
will be violated 69 hours and 17 hours per year rezpect1vely in the 
Site Vicinity. Project emissions, then, would 'be a significa.nt 
increcent to the region or air basin emiSSions inventory. The LNG 
project as described in the application will emit pollutants at a 
rate wh1ch exceeds New Source Regulations or the Santa Barbara 
County Air Pollution Control District and the U.S. EnV1ronmental 
Protection Agency. 

Western Term1nal submitted on March l1, 1978 an application 
to the EnVironmental Protection Agency (EPA) for New Source Review 
approval or the Point Conception project. In this application, 
Western ~erm1nal has stated plans to use low-sulfur fuel 1ri the LNG 
ship's boilers and to use ottsite electrical power even for tbe 
initial phase or project development as measures to mitigate air 
quality 1mpact~. Ter.m1nal operations will. or course, be reqU1red 
to co~ly With the provisions or any permit granted by tbe EPA. 
The use or ofrsite power is discussed 1n greater detail under the 
heading "Mitigation Measures - Electric ~ransm1ssion Line". 

Air quality impacts can be substantially reduced tbrou~ the 
a.doption or mitigation measures. 'the Co:rcm1ssion, thererore, 
requested the Calirornia Air Resources Board CARS.) to per.torm a 
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NeW Source Review tor the proposed pro.1 eet and to recommend m1 ti
gation measures needed to bring the ~rojeet into eompliance with - , 

all applic8,.ble air quality standaNs. These recommendations are . 
included in Response Bll 1n Volume II or the FEIR. 

The ARB's propo'sed mitigation mea.sures are s:1m11ar to the ones 
that were developed for the Sobio project. ~e proposed measures 
seem to address cond.itions relat~ to oil transporters and. d.o not 
always seem applicable to LNG vessels. 'l'be estimated maximum 
emissions. as shown in ~able 4 "or Response Bll. disagree with the 
comparable levels shown j,n 'l'a'b"le 3.5-4 or the Dra!"t EIR. once 
Xable 3.5-4 has been corrected to reflect .25~ Sulfur fuel tor LNG 
ships inStead of the 3% as shown. Moreover. it is not clear as to 
what. if a.ny. trade orrs will be required to meet the Air Pollution 
Control District's new source criteria. Therefore, we a.re ordering 
further hearings on these recommendations to develop a record wh1ch 
will allow us to determine the extent to which these air quality 
:1t1gat1on measures should be adopted. 

3. Water 'Qua11ty!Mar1ne Biology 
The Point Conception marine environment is unique because 

colder waters rrom the north and warmer waters from the south meet 
and mix there. This unique enVironment is inhabited by an unusually 
diverse population or fish and invertebrate species, many or which 
a:re at their range l.1ln1ts or a.re round only 1n this biological 
transition zone. The waters offshore from the site have been 
identified as being within the "nodal point" or this transition 
zone. There is some evidence that the Po1nt Conception area 18 
also important to migrating gray whales and ma.ri'Oe ,birds. (CCC 
Final Report page 30) T.he marine environment near the site also . , 

supports important commercial resources. The proposed marine 
racilities are located 1'0 commercial Kelp Bed 32. the state's 
largest and most productive bed. The area is also used extens1vel7 
by commercial fishermen. 
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~ ~ee aspects or the propoaed LNG proJ ect will have s1gn1!'1eant 
.. impact on t~e marine environment: construction o~ the trestle and 

submarine s~water l1nes~ operation or tbe seaw~ter system tor 
vaporizing "the LNG, and operation or tbe LNG sMps m4 ~soeiated 

small craft. 
Construction of the trestle and seawater lines Will affeet 

rough11 30 acres or the rocky reef e~t of Canada del CoJo. Although 
most of the disturbance is te:cpo,rary (the construetion"per1O<1 is 
about one year), it will entail nearly complete destruction or kelp 
and bottom-dwelling marine organ1smz in the construction zone. 
Blasting, if any, can be conducted to minimize the potential iDjury 

to fish. Arter completion or the trestle and seawater l1nes~ the 
construction zone will be a rock sUbstrate suitable for recoloniza
tion 'by the same species present today. We expect substantial 
recovery ot the kelp and associated marine organ1s~ within a period 
of two to five years arter construction. 'Xb,e temporary loss~ 
however, will adversely affect the resource exPloitation of Point c: Conception which include~ kelp harvesting and sports fishing in the 

_ area east of CO'j 0 Bay. 

The ocean is the principal source or heat tor vapor1z~g the 
base load at the terminal. At full development~ the ter.m1nal will 
take in 160,000 gallons ot seawater per m1nute~ or 230 million 
gallons per day. AlthO~gh a large volume or seawater~ it is roughly 
one-~uarter of the intake rate or a typical electr1cal power 
generating station along the south coast. 

The seawater intake will entrain fish and ~lankton 1n the intake 
station. Western 'rermnal proposes to use a velocity ca~~ an 
1ntake structure which has proved to reduce rish entrainment at 
Southern California Edison power ~lant8. Nonetheless~ a reasonable 
high. estimate or entrainment is 40~OOO pounds of fish ~er year. 
Western Terminal further proposes to screen these fiSh from the 
seawater stream 1n an onshore screenwell and to pump the fish 
through a discharge ~1pe. An offshore sereenwell~ which separates 
the fish :!rom a seawater stream wbile they are still 1n the ocean .. 

( . 18 an al ternat1 ve. We believe that ,the offshore sereenwe"ll 15 
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feasible and has a better chance ot m1n1m1z1ng tbe impacts on the 
rish.' Purther discussion on th1s issue is present,ed under the 
heading "M1_~gat1on Measures - Seawat~r Vaporization System.w 

'l'he pl-ankton entrained will be k111ed by the co=1nat10n or 
mechanical injury and chlorination. 'nle dead plankton discharge 
will have little value to the ocean tood chain from which they were 
taken. Nonetheless, most ~lankton have a very h1gb rate or reprodue
tion .. and we do not expect M.Y significant imPaet on the popula
tions. The entrained plankton will include roughlY one-half to one 
ton or fish eggs and larvae per' year. For species which have small 
populations at Point Conception, the egg and larvae mortality could 
adversely affect a marginal population. Rare species could become 
even rarer. 

~o protect the seawater system from fouling by marine organisms 
such as barnacles and mU3sels .. Western ~erm1nal proposes to chlorinate 
the seawater at its intake point. The dosage will be roughly 1 to 
1-1/2 parts per million chlorine .. producing a residual chlorine of 
from 0.2 to 0.5 parts per million. T.h1s will require roughly one 
and one-halt tons or chlorine per day. ChlOrine will be generated 
onsite by electrolysis or a portion or the seawater streams. As 

the chlorine oxidizes organic materials, metals .. and ammonia, most 
or it will convert to chloride ion which is abundant in seawater. 
Any residual chlorine Will be destroyed by addition or sulfur 
dioxide. The water che~stry or seawater chlorination is complex, 
a."ld there is the possib1li ty that continual low levels or toxic 
sUbs:anees will be discharged. 

T.h~ seawater is cooled by passage through the LNG vaporizers. 
'!'he maximum temperature drop is l2°P. When discharged, the cold 
jet or $eawater rap1dly ~ntra1ns war.mer surrounding water, and the 
plume ~~ warmed. Organisms wh1eh float passively 1n the seawater . , 

will be exposed to the cold water plume as the water 1%1 ,,:h1eh they 
floa.t !a entrained. Average exposw:-e 'time is 30 zseconds" and typ1eaJ: 

, 

maXimum temperature drop is on the order or 4° to 6°1 ror the 
majori~ or the o~gan1sms a!reete~. Since this is a onee-thro~ 

~ impact, we do not expect it to have a significant efrect on plankton. 
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Even a te~erature drop o~ 12°P will have little effect on marine 
organisms tor short exposures. It the cold water plume were directed 
against the.:&ea ~loor. ~be benthic (or bottom dw~lling) organisms 
.... ould have 11. far greater exposure and could sutfer an adverse _act 
on population IStructure. 'rhe final studies or plume 4ynam1cs 1dll 
be used to ref1ne the des1gn ,to min1m1ze bottom impact. 

The LNG sh1p~ nll 'be fueled at Point Conception. The heavy 
residual fuel oil (Bunker C) .... 111 be delivered 1n roughly 20 ship 
loads per year to the ter.m1nal .and transferred to each LNG ship 
which ort-loads. The numerous transfers of tuel may result 1n 

operational spills. Most of these will be s~l. but there is a 
chance or larger spills. There is alrea~ much oi~ ~n this portion 
or the Sants. 'Barbara Channel from eXisting oil and gas development 
as well as from natural seeps. If some oil escapes containment. 
the principal impact will 'be on the immediate shoreline ot the LNG 
terl:1na.l; th~. this impact would be locally significant. The 
maximum credible oil spill could attect an area or shoreline between 
Refugio Beach and Point Arguello. but has an extremely low prObability 
ot occurrence over the project lire. Other che~cals which may be 
toxic to marine lite will arrive at the LNG site by rail and are 
not expected to pose a problem. 

~e vessel activity at the marine terminal will cause injuries 
to kelp similar to those at the eXisting points or ISmall craft 
activity alo~g the Santa Barbara Channel. The deep draft. large 
horsepower tanker propeller will disturb sediments a10ng the rocky 
reef, seaward or the berth. AltbO~ most or tbe impact 15 away 
from the pr1nc1pal area of the kelp bed. the operation or the 
POint Conception terminal Will cause a cont1nual lOW-level degrada
t10n or the kelp and associated reso~ces •. At prese?t~ ~ere'15 
no proposal tor a major exclusion zone around the trestle. To the . . 
extent that :vessels and d1verlS must avoid the area tor a~ety 
reasoM .. comerc1~ and sports r1sh1~g and comnerc1alkelp ba:rVest. = 
would be adversely afrected. 
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Although seasonally h1gh concentrations or the endangered 
California SJ:a"I Whales and some migratory b1rd:J occur ~ the terminal. 
Vicinity. atth1s time we believe the project sh?ul4 not have a 
:ajor adverse effect on such species. The entrainment or 40.000 
poWlc1s of fish or more per year is potentially m1tigable. Western 
~erm1nal is considering a fish separation mechanism in the intake sump 
(screenwell). Couple~ with a fish-return line. this mea~ure may 
reduce fish damage to an undeter=1ned extent. 

As ~ent1oned abOVe, an al~ernative mitigation measure 15 proVi
sion or a screen at the water intake at the 30-root water depth, . 
1/2-m.1le from shore. In principle. this method would more e!.fectively 
reduce fish d~ge and appears to be feasible. Chlorination or 
intake seawater to prevent rouling of equipment may result 1n dis
charge of low levels of toxic substances. The seawater system 
effluent should be monitored and the chlorination program mo~ir1ed. 
it necessary. Also, a supplemental method or. fouling control should 
be used to reduce the reliance on chlorine (see ~echnical Report 26). 
In addition, an oil spill contingency plan and spill containment 
and cleanup equipment at the site should be provided to' minimize 
the impacts or MY potential oil spills associated. with fueling 
the LNG ships. 

l+. Terrestrial B101osy 

The LNG project will result in activity on land tor ter=1nal 
construction at the Point Conception site, tor pipeline construc
tion trom POint Conception to Gos!ord 1n the Central Valley, tor 
roa~ construction from State Route 1 to the Site, and tor power 
line construction from Goleta to the site. Each of these activities 
will entail some ~egree or d1stur~ance t~ terrestrial biology~ 

Terminal construction at Point Conception will dist~ roughl1 . .' 

150 acres. two-thirds or which 'is. grassland and the rema1nder~ 
scrubland with some coastal sage.' Apart from the pipeline eross-

• • • f 

ing, there is no need to disturb the Cojo ra.vine. 'nl.ere is the 
POs&1~il1t1· that several rare or en~argered species o~ plants and 
a.n1mals are associa.ted with the site. OVerall" the 'terrestr1al . .' 

biol?81 impact o~ site construction 15 small 1n a r~g1onal se~e~ 
since the habitat attected is alre&~ d1stur~~d b1 graZ~g wh1eh' 
1& common in the V1c1n1ty. 

I 
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r The pipeline atretcbea ll2 miles ~ with a 100- to l25-root-w14e 
• eonstruet1on right-of-way. 'I'he eorridor afreet$ ,an area roughly 10 
./ times greater than the terminal eonstruction does. '!he pipeline 

is only able to use existing rights-of-war ror 'a small portion or 
1 ts length. Roughl1 one-third or the pipeline affeets disturbed 
agr1eultural or vacant land. or the rema1nder, only 5 percent is 
wooded, the balance 'being brushlan4 and grassland. 'I'hese eormnun1-
ties are expected to revegetate the pipeline scar. Woo~and will 
be excluded within 20 feet or the pipe. 

(' 

t 

Several r~e or endangered species are known to be along the 
pipeline route. These species include the San Joaqu1n Kit Fox 
and the Blunt-Nosed Leopard. Lizard in the Carrizo Plain. A detailed 
surveyor at least a portion or the pipeline route is necessary 
to determine whether the l~1pel1ne will impact eoncentrat1ons of 
tbese animals. 

Road access to the site erosses numerous ravines. Major eon
struct10n would adversely aftect several riparian zones and. patches 
of coastal sage. In a regional sense, road construction has a more 
significant 1Cpact on terrestrial biology than terminal construction 
does. The damage 'by road construction can 'be min1m1zed to the 
degree to which road. improvement is m1nimzed or r1ght-o,f-way eorridors 
are used. 

Construction or either a coastal or inland power line on steel 
towers will have a minimal terrestrial biology impact. Some brush 
will be cleared for road access to the tower Sites, but the right
of-way between towers need not be d1sturbed. The electrical eon
ductors pass h1gh above the more sensit1ve vegetation along the 
bottoms or the numerous coastal drainages. 

These terrestrial biological impacts at the project site "can be 
mitigated. by minimizing d1aturbance, tor 1n3tance, by protecting 
Canada del Cojo trom grading and tJy routing the aceess road to 

avoid major till 1n the coastal ravines. ~e land taken tor the 
proposed site can ~e compensated for by us1~ some ot the adjacent 
pasture land. as a large butter zone around the ter.m1nal and allow-
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• ing 1 t to revert to a natural vegetation comuun1ty. The J)ipel1ne 
impact can ~e min1mized by careful survey to av014 rare or end&;lsere<1 
species and-by a vigorouz ~evegetation effort wherever compatible . 
with pipeline maintenance. 

5. Noi~e 

Both construction and operations will create a new noise source 
in an otherwise extremely quiet rural area. ~e pipeline route is 
mostly through unpopulated areas~ and its construction will cause 
noticeable noise tor only a tew'days as the construction crews pass 
near several populated areas. Its operation produces no nOise 
i:pact. Terminal construction will increase sound levels up to 15 
~eci~els on the A scale (dBA) at 4000 teet trom the center ot the site. 

An alternative access road is presently being conSidered as 
a ~esirable mitigation measure. This alternative involves use or 
the Hollister Ranch Road, with some improvements to upgrade it to 
a 25-mile-per-hour (mph) speed. If this is done ~ construction 
'Workers would have to be bused to the Site, causing a~ditional llOi~e 
i~acts during construction. Access road alternatives V1a an 1mproved 
Jalama Road or the gas pipeline corridor would have similar noise 
impacts during construction. Dur1ng terminal operation with power 
generation by gas turbines, sound levels will increase by up to 10 
4EA at 3000 teet trom the center or the site. The sound levels 
outs1de the te~nal dur1~g operation will be around or below 
~~V1ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) criteria. 

6. Visual Aspects 
The i1C1ense bulk or the LNG storage tanks, the trestle, LNG 

Ships, and m1scellaneous structures on the site will appear 1n 

'Sharp visual contrast to the undeveloped setti~g at Point ,Conce~t1on. .. .~, " 

Since the public does not have easy access to the site~' bowever~ 
the terminal 1 tselr will not sigr..1tieantly 1lZlpact the' ~lic v1.ew.' . . . , 

'.!'he power transmission line, ,if' built AS a steej, tower line on the ' 

coastal ter.race~ will result in serious visual impacts. . --

e: 
1'he terminal structures can be V1sually ZJortened to a 11m1ted 

degree by camou!lage pa1nti~g and by proper lan<;Scapi;'lg to protect 
the principal scenic Vistas or Point Conception. Partial ~und-
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ing ot the tanka should also be cons1dered. When the power transm1s
sion line 1a constructed~ Visual impact can be reduced by locating 
the line ou~ or View trom the coast wherever possible. Also~ the . . 
alternative- ot proViding power to the site utilizing eXisting 
woo~en pole power lines and by undergroun41ng the line througb. 
Gav10ta State Park appears to be an attractive visual mitigation 
measure. 

We are, thererore~ requiring Western Terminal to provide the 
Co~~s1on with a study to determine the exact extent to which 
existing wooden poles can be utilized and the extent to which the 
transmission line can 'be undergrounded. In add! t1on, we are asking 
Western Terminal to submit a landscaping plan which would also 
mitigate visual impacts. 

7. Land Use 

The terminal itself will require slightly over 200 acres and· 
r1Sht-ot-way tor the access road may require another 75 acres. 
Cor~truct1on of the gas transmission pipeline will cause a short 
te:-m impact to over 1000 acres until the right-of-way is revegetated 
with native plant species. The project will introduce a new land 
use to the POint Conception area. 'I'h.is use is compat1"ble with con
tinued cattle graZing, the dominant present use. It is also com
pat1~le with the existing oil tank and oil tanker mooring "buoy and 
the Southern Pacific Ra11road. However, it is less compat1"ble with 
recreation and low-dens1ty reSidential development, wb1ch are 
cu.~ent l~~d use trends in the area. ~e terminal Will, of course. 
have a S1gn1,f1cant ~act on the open space character of the land. 
There will be no s1gnificant change in surroun~~g lan~ use as a 
result or this project. 

The basiC conflict 1n land use cannot be changed. However .. 
" , 

any reduction in cumulative environMental effects, includingv15ual, 
would m1t~gate the 1mpact. , .. 

It ahould be noted, however. that the Cal1:t'ornia ~g1slature •. • 
in enacting SB loai~ determined that the LNG te~nal could be 
located at auch a remote and un4eveloped locat1on~ since~ neces-
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sar1ly, there would l)e little residential or permanent working 
population. In ettect, the Leg1slature has made the decision that . 
siting a tePm1nal in a relativel1 undistur~ed location is both 
acceptable :and necessary tor this LNG project. . 

8. Socio-economics 
The total socio-econom1cs ~act w1ll not l)e adverse. Project 

construction will require a large number or worker3 over a period 
ot: three to six yea.rs. Although proj ect construction ,.."111 lead to 
tempora.-y large employment, there will .~e little long-term population 
growth in the area, since the facility operating starr is zmall. 

The urban areas wi thin and around Santa Bar~ara County can 
easily supply most or the labor needed for construction it this were 
the only project. However, cumula.tive construetion employment 
require~ents or the LNG project, the Vandenberg space zhuttle program~ 
and Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) development would result in a 

significant n~~er ot temporary in-migrant construction e:ployees. 
The projected vacancies 1n tr~1ent accommodations and permanent 
housing 1n the area, az retlected 1n county statistics, appear suf
ficient for the cumulative requirements of the projects as they are 
now scheduled. Adverse impacts could result With certain col:l}:)1na
tions of project schedules .. resulting in small reductions ~n tOUl"1sts 
accot::Qodated, further tightening or the local housing market, and 
increased use ~y la~or ot north county accommodation~. 

There will ~e some a.dM t10nal dema.."'lds on publiC serv1ces~ but 
these will ~e more than balanced ~y the increased economic benefit 
from e:ployment and the expanded ta~ base. Market attractivenes$ 
or property surrounding the site will be reduced, and residential 
land values may tend to decrease in thiS locale. 

The project impact on the socia-economies aspects or Santa 
Barbara Count1 is small and requ1res little mitigation. '~ost 

, important .1s tor the proj ect' eons tl'uctor and local '8.gericies. "to 
, '. 

discourage over4evelopment o! hous1;lg or services '1n the comun1ty. 
in false anticipation or lo~g-ter.m.growth. 
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9. Ancillary and Induced Develop~ent 
~e ~e¥elopment or the Point Conception site' will not, in - ' 

all pro~a~;l1ty, provide an incentive tor industry to move into 
such a remote location. Cryo-ut111zation will, at most, provide 
a ~as1s tor very limited 1nd\.1strial c1evelopment. It is Possible, 
however, that onshore S\.1pport facilities tor the development or 
outer cont1n~ntal shelf oil and ga$ leases could ~e at~racte4 to 

the area, since it will ofter power and pipeline infrastructures. 
'l'hese fac11ities are small com~a.red to the proposed LI~G project. 

10. Cultural Resources 
Known significant archaeological sites are within the bound

a:y or the terminal area, within the pipeline corridor, and along 
the proposed access road. The project as planned will result in the 
cestruction or many significant cult\.1ral resources. 

Point Conception is regarded as a sacred place ~y some 
A:erican Indians. Indians throughout the West are said to, believe 
that Point Conception is the ~Western Door" through which souls 
enter and leave this world. Tone local Chumash Indians consider 
themselves to be the keepers of the door, and they conduct reli-
gious ceremonies in the vicinity. The record does not show that 
~he specific site selected tor the LNG plant ha5 any particular 
religious significance as opposed to other areas in the vicinity or 
Point Conce~t1on. The project w1ll~act the religious values present 
~n the Po1nt Conception area. 

The proposed project's potentially major impacts on archaeo
logical Sites at Point Conception and along the ~1p~11ne and power 
line routes can ~e reduced substantially by shifting the location 
of proposed project facilities to avoid the significant resources 
~ite5. The access road has less rlexi~1l1ty 10 altering the route 
to avo14 maJor archaeological sites. In sensitive areas, road 
improvement a might be limited to avoid impacting cultural resources .. 
at the coat or increased traffic problems or the need to bus eon- -
struetion vorkers':o the site. Mitigation by salvage rather than 
by avoidance is a second. but tar less deSirable, option • 
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Altbough operation or an LNG termjnal at Point Conception 
will not necessarily 1ntertere v~th religious practices in tb1s - , 

area, the vfiual and' acoustical 1mpacts on tbe Ba,cre4ness or the 
: ' 

Po1nt Conception area to Native Americans are impacts tor which 

there appears to· ~e no remedy. 
11. Energy 
The project will consume significant quantities or eleetricity; 

however, its net energy impact will ~e a major increase in gas supply 
to California. 

Energy use at the terminal ean ~e reduced slightly by actions 
sueh as energy recovery in the seawater outfall and use of seawater 
for peakload as well as ~aseload vaporization or LNG; however, 
these measures would increase cost and reduce reliability. A major 
energy saving might ~e realized from cryo-ut1l1zat1on to· generate 
power without additional fuel. At present, the feasibility or this 
process L~d its impact on reliability remain unproven. Other 
energy-use reduction alternatives, such as the use of all gas-
fired vaporizers or solar power,w111 be further evaluated 1n the ARB 

he:a:1.."'lgs to be held at a'later da.t'e. 

12. Marine Traffic 
The Santa Barbara Channel is an active transportation corridor 

tor coastal maritime trade. ~e LNG ship~ and associated supply 
s~1pp1ng produce only a small 1ncrease 1n existing channel traffic. 
The LNG Ships bound for and departing !'rom Point Conception must 
cross the western portion o!' the Santa Barbara Channel vessel 
trarfic lanes.; however, Simulation ~r possible vessel encounters 
1n~icates that the impact or LNG ships on exist1ng trafrie is 
neglig1~le. 

AJs mentioned sMp tra.ffic 1n tbe Santa Barbara Channel lias 
a1mulated to evaluate the potential tor marine accidents aasociated 
v1 th '193 LNG ship deli ver1es per year. 1'he simulation indicated ~ 

that the chance or'an LNG ship being involved 1n any sort or an . . 
accident while approach1ng tbe site is an event With a recurrenee 
interval or more than 10,000 yeara (leBa than 10-4 chance or 
accident per trip). Alao, because the double hull design or the' 
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LNG sh1p makes the ships more resistant to m1nor accidents such as 
bumps and scrapes~ accidents severe enough to cause an LNG spill 
are expecte~ to· be very rare. Analysis indicated that tbe prob
abil1ty ot:losing the contents or one ship's tank or LNG. based on 
about 190 s~pments per year, is an event with a recurrence interval 
or 12.500 years (approx1mate1y 8 x lO-5 per year). 

The low probability or a serious ship casualty. coupled ~th 
mitigating measures to further increase vessel safety and the low 
population density in the vicinity or the terminal and the marine 
approach lanes, makes Point Co~ception a suitable site with respect' 
to vessel trarric safety. 

Further reduction in the alrea~y low risk ot vessel casualties 
=1ght be achieved by further improving communication and navigation 
procedures tor the ship's approacb to tbe Santa Barbara Channel and 
the LNG berth. Contingency plans for responding to· minor inci~ents 
to prevent their escalation are also likely to further mitigate 
:ar1ne traffic risks. 

13. Terminal Reliability 
As stated, the proposed project is designed to supply up to 

an ~~ual average volume equivalent to 1.3 BCF/D ot LNG to Californ1a 
gas users. The reliability of this supply depends on a number or 
factors: The reliability of the liquefaction plants supplying the 
LNG. the reliability of the LNG ships with respect to delivery or 
LNG w1tho~t ~elays long enough to cause a temporary disruption in 

gas availability to Calitornia users or to cause an inability to 
accept annual contract quantities of LNG, an4 the reliability of the 
receiving terminal facilities. 

Historical evi~ence 1n~icates that 11quetaction term1na15 
and shipping operations can be consi~ered to ~e essentially 100 
percent reliable. ~s reliability, to so:e extent, is due to 
excess capacity typical for liquetaction facil1ties and to the 
ava11a~i1ity or extra ships ir an occaSional additional shipment 
is required. 

Occasional unfavorable comb1nations ot weather conditions 
(wind. waves. and rog) may prevent the LNG ship t.rom docking as 
soon as it arrives near the terminal. Based on currently available' 
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1ntormation the long-term average berth availability!! at Point 
Conception will be 1n the range or 84 to 93· percent. 'l'b1a 1a more 
than the 83,:percent 11m1t estimated as the m1n1mum level at which 
a long terDf throughput or 1.3 BCP/D can ~e ma1n~a1ne<1. Additional 
data on the sea state at Point Conception are currently be1ng 

recorded to allow ruture tmprovement ot the bertb.ava11abil1ty 
analysis. Recent onsite data seem to confirm prel1m1nar,r conclus1ons~ 
but additional information on southern hemisphere swell will be 
obtained dur1ng tbe summer of 1978. 

The mechanical reliability'of the LNG terminal itselr is 
estimated to allow the 1.3 SeFID capacity to· be maintained 99.4l 
percent o~ the time. If the terminal were operated at maximum 
capacity With allowance for reduced output because of mechanical 
failures, an annual average rate of 1.57 BCFID of LNG send-out 
could be achieved if the LNG supply were unrestricted. This 
excess capacity allows some flexibility 1n catch1ng up arter 
periods of reduced output as a result of equipment failures or 
delays 1n unloading the LNG from the ship. Since California has 
underground gas storage volume e~ual to about 5 months' sendout 
from the proposed terminal at 1.3 SCFID, short interruptions can 
be tolerated as long as an annual rate or 1.3 BCFID can be main
taine4. 

The continuing high reliability of Ca1!fornia's only LNG 
supply ~epends on maintain!ng a spare ?arts inventory or critical 
items. In the early phases of the project, the terminal reliability 
15 h1gb enough so that the cost or a4~ins further redundant systemz 
is not justified in terms of increased reliability. However~ at 
full capact1y, it may be desirable to cons1~er a4~ing another 
peakloa~ vaporizer. The a~dit1on or a. i"ou.rth tSllk as discussed in 
the Draft EIR is no longer cons1~ere~ de~1rable_ sinee ex1st1ng 
underground gas storage capacity in California can be used &8 butter 
storage instead or ad~1tional LNG terminal storage. 

*1 - "Berth ava.ilability" is· the term used to· d.escr1be the percentage 
or the time that an I..,'tqG ship can sa.fely dock at the berth and 
Wlload LNG. 
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14. Terminal Safety 
A review of the safety or the proposed term1nal tacilities - . 

in~cated t}lat it is technologically reasible to achieve h1gh . 
levels or safety at the Po1nt Conception site. Seismic ~esign 
requirements tor the Point Conception location can be met with 
existing technology within reasonable costs. Although Western 
Terminal's seismic design analysis for major components or the 
terminal is not yet complete, reeommen~ed criteria tor the design 
will ensure eonstruction ot a terminal that meets satisfactory 
safety and reliability stan4ards. The starr has 1ssued proposed 
LNG Facility Satety Standards, which, if promulgated, will assure 
a high level or safety. 

The ro:'ego1ng statement is base~ upon our knowledge 0: the . 
seismiC state or the site as our eVidentiary record exists at this 
~oment. The further hearings we Will hold on this issue may 
~~ter1ally change our evaluation of terminal safety and our 
ultimate decision • 

Most accidents that might occur at the terminal would not be . 
serious enough to 'have potential ofrsite safety impacts. Only 
a :a,Jor failure or ~ne or the LNG storage tanks has the potential 
for creating a :erious offs1te risk, although more limited LNG 
releases associated with sh1p unload1ng line accidents or spills 
in the land storage or vaporization areas might endanger some 
te~inal personnel or persons in the vicinity or the marine trestle. 
~e ~~lysis of ~oth the pro~a~i11t1es or various aec1dent5 at the 
L~G te~~a1 and their potential consequences indicated that the 
pro~ab1lity or an accident involving more than 10 fatalities is 
extremely lOW, with a recurrence interval 1n excess or 1 mill10n 
years. This low-risk level is due to the combination or 1nherer.t 
terminal safety and the low population denSity near the site. Some 
perspectives on 1nterpret1ng these estimated r1sk levels are 
p~esented 1n Sect10n 5, or the FEIR. 
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The possi~ility of accidents from malicious acts ranging from - ' . 
vandalism to sa~otag~ was alsO evaluated. Security measures . ' 
planned ~y Western Terminal and divulged to the safeguards analysis 
team on a restricted ~asis were judged ~y the reviewers to ~e 
adequate after some recommended modifications were adopted. 

Impacts of the LNG ~roject on pu~11c safety can ~e minimized 
both be reducing the likelihood of LNG spills at the terminal 
throu~~ accident prevention and control procedures and ~y remote 
siting to reduce the nu=ber or ~eople potentially exposed to the 
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coniequences or such an acci~ent. Tae Po1nt Conception site location 
is 1n a remote a.rea~ an~ LNG ~h1ps approacb1ng the site also are . 
di~tant JrOi population areas. ~e land-use control provis1on ot the 
LNG ~erm1nal Act will ma~~ta1n future population density at low 
levels 1n the term1nal v1c1n1ty. '!.be Comm1ssion statt has iss":,ed 
propose~ Safety Standards for LNG facilities wh1ch would 1mpose 
some design re~uirements on Western Term!nal. Indeed~ it is all 
important to state that the Point Conception site is the onll one 
~erore u~ which poses no pro~lem'w1th the application or the 
"remote" criteria mandated ~y S.B. 1081. Within the four mile 
perimeter spelled out in Sect10n 5582 there is no doubt that neither 
pe~-anent nor transient population exists to the extent that any 

question of remoteness may be raised. The closest state park capable 
of producing significant transient population 1s some nine miles 
distant while surfers, fishermen and kel, harvesters~ do, not operate 
in sufficient numbers within the proscr1bed distances to ra1se the 
issue. 

In addition. in Phase.II or 01I-l we will consider the 
. establishment of a stafr Risk Management Group that will have an 

act1ve ~~d continuing role in ensuring that the facility sarety 
systems are properly deSigned, operated~ and maintained. Under 
starr surveillance, Western Terminal's operating procedures, 
contingency pl~~s, site security e~uipment and procedures~ operator 
selection and training procedures~ and plans ror investigation or 
minor accidents and malfunctions will be reviewed to ma1ntain a 
high level or safety at the terminal. The starr has issued a 
Safety and Construction Monitoring Plan which gives further 
details on its proposed risk management program. 
c. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

-
Although many of the significant environmental impacts or the 

proposed ~roject can be successfully mitigated, some residual 
impacts are unavo1dable. The ~jor unavoidable impacts are high
lighted belove 

-
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.- 1. Topography, Soils. GeoloS't'. Hydrology, Seismic 
Grad1%l6,. and cut and till operat1oM will mod1!'y topography a.nd 

elim1nate s9me existing topographic features. Removal of top soils - ' in the developed area will result in loss of productivity. Erosion 
and water turbidity are likely to increase slightly dUring project 

construction. 
2. Air guality 
As discussed earlier. further hearings will be held to determ!ne 

what air quality mitigation measures will be required. It is the 
intent of the Commission that sufficient trade-offs an~/or mitigation 
measures will ~e required so that the project will not have a 
sign!r1c~~t impact on air ~ual1ty in the South Central Coast Air 
Basin. The following paragraph de$eri~es the project's impacts 
without consideration or additional mitigation measures astrade-o!!s • 

. ' 
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Cumulative annual average emissions tram the LNG project add 
a signj.t1cant j,ncrement to the pollutant emissions w1 thin the North 
and South Santa Barbara air basins. Nitrogen oxides produced by 
terminal tuel combustion are a large increment to emissions 1n the 
immediate area and are a small addition to' the already significant 
nitrogen oxide em1ssion& 1n the air basin as & whole. Under adverse 
weather conditions, short-term state standards tor n1trogen oxide 
are violated a few percent of the time. 

3. Water gua11ty/Marine BiologY 
The seawater system Will entrain plankton, and plankton 

mortality will result from the efrects or anti-fouling chemicals. 
Also, some residual rish entra1nment and mortality in the seawater 
system are possible if planned mitigating measures are not fully 
errective • 

.1+. Visual 
The large structures and man-formed industrial character 

or the proposed terminal and the power transmission line will 
conrlict with the present open space character or the area. 

5. Land Use 
The proposed project will permanently remove about 300 acres 

or land rrom agricultural and recreational use, and temporarily 
disrupt more than 1,000 acres or land during construction of the 
pipeline. The 'terminal Will confliet in land use with its sur
ro~~ding open space, recreational, and residential area. 

S. Cultural Resources 
The proposed terminal site and pipeline corridor contain some 

si~~ificant archeological resources which would be destroyed during 
construction. Construction of either the proposed or one of the 

, 
alternative access roads will result 1n mBjor unavoidable impacts to 
cultural re$ources. Also, the term1na1 site at Po1nt Conception would 
conflict with and decrease the religious value of tbe Point Conception 
area tor Native Americans. 

7. . Marine Traffic 
Vessel traffic will increase about 4 pe~cent because or the 

LNG Ships and by 1 to 1-l/2 percent as a result or service tr~ric 
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in aupport or,the project. Alao. a petroleum product spill m1ght 
result rl-om. a cal5ualty involving these sMps; howeyer. the chance 
or such an Occurrence is small • . 

8. Onshore Transportation 
Project and construction traffic increases will impact trarfic 

rlow or State Route 1 at the access road intersection. Use or 
either the Hollister Ranch Road or tbe Jalama Road for an access 
road will impact the existing character of these routes. 
D. Mitigation Measures - Seawater Vaporization System 

1. DefiCiencies in DeSign 
Because or the importance or the seawater vaporization system 

to the relia~le operation of the LNG terminal and because the 
operation or the seawater system will cause one or the major 
environmental impacts of the terminal, staft subm1tte~ E~~bit 
A-102, a special report on the design and operation or the seawater 
system. This report, which indicates the seawater system has major 
design deficiencies. was sponsored by a consultant to the CoCQission. 
The consultant's report examines the means which could be utilized 
to reduce damage to entrained rish and to improve the effectiveness 
and reliability or the fouling control for the seawater system. 

2. Mitigation or Fish Entrainment. 
Western Terminal's proposed fish return system cons1l5tl5 or 

an onshore pump and screenwell with a fish return elevator that 
re~oves entrained rish rrom the screenwell and places them in the 
seawater outfall line. Although it is or the same 4e~ign as 
plan:'led tor San Onofre Units 1 and 2'. this entire fish return 
systec has never ~een tested in actual operation. The deficiencies 
ot this system are described in Exhibit A-102 as tollows: 

"Pirst. it removes the fish trom their natural ocean 
waters and relies on mechanical separation and return. 
In the course of thiS. the fish are exposed to da=age 
from mechanical trauma and chlorination or the intake 
water. Although based on an eXisting design. the 
erfectiveness' or the fish return in reducing !ish 
mortality is ~~proven at the scale and location or 
the Point Conception LNG plant. Furthermore. the 
equipment required for the fish return is elaborate: 
it requires several thousand teet or discharge condUit. 
mechanical elevators. separate pumps and possible 
separate dechlorination. 
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1.be report proposes & preferred alternative to an onabore 
acreenwell. This alternative utilizes a caisson-type seawater 
intake sys~m. It largely eliminates damage to e~tra1ned fish; 
fUrther. ita component parts bave been proven in.operation. The 
recor~ sbows that this seawater syatem would coat no more than the 
onshore screenwell aystem. According to Exhibit A-102. it alao 
"may s1mp11ty fouling control by el1m1nat1ng the need to preeisely 
control chlorine concentration in the intake. screenwell, and fish 
return conduit. With respect to trash rejeetior! and anti-fouling. 
the offshore concept may be more reliable than the onsbore concept 
with a tish return." Western Terminal has not chosen to utilize 
this design .. 

Exhibit A-96 indicates that Western Terminal rejected tbe 
caisson-type system not on the basis ot overall erfectiveness. but 
on the basis that it haa not been proved reliable in an open marine 
environoent. Western Terminal believes additional hydraulic testing 
ot the design is needed. Starr argues, however. that Western 
Terminal's real reasons were stated by ita witness when he was 
asked the follOwing question by 5tarr counsel: 

Q. "What I don't understand, Mr. Puller. in light 
ot the tacts. with respect to the onshore p~ing 
system. you will have to go ahead and con~uct 
additional studies With respect to exomotive 
chlor1nat1on levels. 50 fortb. why you haven't 
cons1dere~ the possibility or go1n~ forward With 
necessary hydraulic tests necessary to dete~e 
the re11ab1lit, or the caisson pump station 
concept,? 

A. "The sole reason is that we are attem;ting to 
eliminate as early in the game as we can concepts 
that we need not pursue longer and spend the t1me 
and the money making those additional investigations. 

"I think that Wha.t we have done to 4ate has 
been thorough, and it admittedly has work ret 
to be done, but at least I think that we have 
identified the issues in sufr1cient 4eta1l so 
that a rational dec1s1on can· nov be made and the 
concept selected. II . ('1'. 2880-:28.8l.) 
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It appears that Western Terminal ~d decided to go forward 

with the proposed design. and by tbe t1me the orrsbore caisson - . 
screenwell.Thtake system 'Was proposed, Western 'l'erm1nal was already 
committed •• 'l'b1s conclusion would seem to be supPorted b1 the 
response or the witness to a further question concern1xlg the costs 
or con~uct1ng the necessary bydraulic tests to determine caisson 
system rel1ab1lity: 

Q. "Arr:/ 1n~1cat1on or what the cost or such a. 
test would 'be? 

A. "No, I don't 'believe we have that. 

"I think the bigger cost is associated with 
going ahead through the design work and rind1ng 
at a later date we will have to ba.ck up and 
start again with a new design effort on a 
ditterent concept." ('1'. 2882) 

Based on the available evidence, it appears that the caisson 
screenwell 1ntake is more effective than the applicants proposed 
metho~. Con~1t1on 4, discussed in Section XIV, w111 re~uire the 
development or th1Z system unless the applicant can demonztrate that 
it is infeasible or that another method is more ettective. 

3. Control of Poulin! 
The principal design det1ciency which the stafr's consultant 

found with respect to the fouling control is related to Western 
Terminal's proposal to rely on electrically generated cblor1ne as 
a reasonably sate and cost-etrective method ot controlling rouling 
ot the seawater intake ~ystem. He noted that the major prOblem 
with this proposal is that Western Terminal 1nte~ds to rely on the 
ettectiveness or a continuous. low-level chlorine injection system 
that has never been tested and that Western Term.1na.l had made ':00 

provision for a backup anti-fouling arrangement 1n the event or 
greater than expected rouling. Exh1b1t A-102' points out that. 1n 
addition to not allowing tor the intrinsic demand that seawater 
1 ts elt makes upon the chlorine, Weatern 'l'erm1na1. has fa.Ued to 

demonstrate that mixing or tbe chlorine would occur to a degree 
sutf1c1ent to ma.inta.1n its errectiveness. ~e statr's cOl'l$ultant 
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'expressed the op1n1on that a b1gber level or chlorination would 
probab11 be reQ.uired and that the 1ncrea"eddosage would have a 
greater 1m.P"ict en tish sucked into the seawater intake. - . 

~e v!tness who sponsored Western ~erm1nal'a seawater system 
study (EXh1bit A-90) conceded on cross-examination that testing 
would have to occur in order to determine the level or chlorine 
injection that will actually be requ1red and that tests would need 
to be made to determ1ne how to design tor sutt1cient mixing. 

Because Ot the essential role or the seawater system in LNG. 
terminal operations and because low-level chlorination bas never 
been used betore in the manner proposed. the statt recommends 
that Western Terminal should adopt the statr consultant's proposal 
tor alternative mean~ to control fouling. as detailed in Exhibit 
A-102. 

Based on the foregOing, the Commission will adopt the rollowing 
statf recommendationz with respect to the seawater system. 1n 
addition to our condition as set rorth later herein: 

"1. Part of the operating procedures for the Point 
Conception plant should include monitoring tor 
biological touling in the intake conduit. the 
screenwell, the vaporizers. the fish return and 
the discharge conduit. ~he monitoring should 
include both instrumentation to measure resis
tance to flow and periodic Visual inspection. 
In this way the erfectiveness of the anti-fouling 
program can be continua.lly evaluate"-. e11minating 
the ten"-ency for over dosage an~ warn1ng ot 
possible unsche~uled maintenance. 

"2. Design should include the use or a long-lite 
toxic coating such as B. P. Goodrich 'No-Foul' 
for those portiOns or the seawater system which 
would be the most dirr1cul t and t~e consuming 
to clean manually 1n the event or an anti-fouling 
failure. .Particular attention should be paid ' 
to the fish return con~u1t. It that line becomes 
fouled. the !low restriction Will intertere with 
the efficiency ot the rish return and the likeli
hood or mechanical damage to fish in the DarrOW 
condu1t Will 25harply j,ncrease •. 

"3. ~he applicant should proVide a contingency main
tenance plan tor the seawater system 25hOW1Dg the 
operating procedure tor seawater shut-down tor 
time 1ntervala of rour hours. one daY'. ti ve days 
and tourteen 4a),8. ~e cont1ngenc,. plan should 
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include provision tor de-watering a portion or 
tbe system, providing access to all critical 
co_mponents ana shoulG estimate the eost or outage 
and the aou:ce or alternate ga:5 supply to California." .-

Mitigation Measures - Aecess Road 
1. Existing Aceess Roads to Site 
At pre~ent, access to the Point Conception 5ite is via the 

existing Hollister Ranch Road, which beg1nz at Highway 10l at 
GaV10ta State Park and follows the coastal terrace through Hollister 
Ranch and the E~son property o~ 'wh1eh the propose~ site is a. part. 
The distance from Highway 101 to the ~r1te is l3-.4 miles and takes 
a.bout 40 minutes. ;~ternate access ~:s prOVided by the BiXby Ranch 
Road, which originates northwest or the terminal at the Co~~ty's 
Jalama Road and generally tollows the coast to the site. 

A3 envisaged by Western Terminal, the ;proposed access road 
will be used during both construction and operation tor equipment 
and tor material carried by trueks, for labor transportation and 
tor emergency services. Western Terminal contends that an adequa.te 
access road is an essential element or the project; that neither 
the Hollister nor S1xby roads are adequate for the pl~~ed movement 
or labor and materials during construetion; and that an adequate 
all-weather road is required in meeting, the day-to-day labor a.~d 
r:a.ter1al needs or the completed project. 

Only small amounts of ma ter1al and e~uil'ment will :be ha:uled , , 

:by p1ckUp trucks over the eXisting access road. Western ~erm1nal 
states that the majority or ~uch cargo Will be transporte4 by rail 
a.~c1 unloaded at a. new railroad spur to be constructed at :the site. 

2. The 'Railroad Route 
Western Terminal or~g1nally ~roposed an access road des~gne4 

for 45 mph trarr1c With a route parallel to the ex15t1;1s Southern 
Pac1tic railroad. It is the most 41reet route, following the 

• • t ,.-

coast trom Highway 101 to tbe LNG site. For z1x m.11es~ trom 
, , , 

Highway 10l to Drake, the route follows the Hollister Ranch~ad , 
corridor. At two po1nte, near eX1st1llg b1gh 'railroad trestles. :the 
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_ route ~eparts from tbe railroad right-of-way and curves :1:lland 
around arro:yos to- avoid l:Iridge construct1on. Con~~derable eut-and
rill work w~uld be neeess&r1 as this route cross~s the mouths or 
about two do·zen arroyos. 

i 

• 

~e record shows tbat construction of a road over this route 
would have greater environmental j,mpact than C0n3truet10n or tbe 

terminal itself. The road would substantially alter the visual 
character of the route; it would ~igniricantlY impact the 
terrestrial biology; and it would pass through and destroy a dozen 
archaeological sites. Further. the route passes through Gaviota 
State Park. The EIR evaluated this proposed acce3~ roa.d and round 
it unacceptable. 

3. The 40-MPH Improved Hollister Alternative 
An alternative to the railroad route is an improved Hollister 

route follOWing the existing Hollister Ranch Roa.d corridor with 
departures to reduce the number and sharpness or curves to accom
modate 40-mph trafric. ~ison has a 200-root wide easement along 
the corridor. Western Term1nal estimates that three-fourths or 
this alternative road would be within this easement. It would~ 
however~ place the access road well within the array or Hollister 
Ranch's lOo-acre reSidential parcels between Drake and the term1nal. 
Western Terminal in~ieates that the required cut-and-ril1 earth 
oove:nent along this route could be almost as extensive as that 
required fer the railread reute. 

This alternative can be regarded as somewhat prererable to 
the railroad route because eonstruction would cause less d1sturbance 
of terrestrial bieta~ and it would jmpact few archaeological sites. 
However. this route also traverse$ Gaviota State Park. 

~. The Improve<1 Jalama Route 
The Jalama route differs distinctly trom the others in that 

it approaches the terminal Site trom the northwest through the 
undeveloped BiXby l?roperties. Utilizing this route would requ:1re 
the construction or seven miles of new road trom Jalama Road at 
JalaJn8. 'Beach County Park to the terminal &ite. 1n add1t1,"!n to· the 
reconstruetion or eight miles or the Jalama Road. The new road 
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• would repla.ce the winding BiXby road from J'alama Road to a point 
past Black ~&n1on. The route then follows the Southern Pacific 
line acrosa~the coa~tal terrace ~ the railroad ,spur at POint . 
COnception. where the Bixby road diverge~ from the railroad and 
enters the terminal site rrom the west. 

This route 15 26 miles longer than the railroad route. 
Cu=ulative long-term costs or tb1~ route, because or travel t~e 
for construction, labor, and additional expenses for the movement 
of e~uipment~ would be significantly greater than for the other 
routes. 

Because the coastal terrace is relatively flat, there appears 
to be greater opportunity for flexibility in designing the placecent 
or a road along this alternative route. Thus, although there are 
many cultural resource sites along this route, many could be aVOided. 
However, over 140 mature trees would have to be cut down during 
improvement or the Jalama Road. 

5. The 25-MPH Improved Hollister 'Alternative 
Arter distribution of the DEIR, which identifies the environ

mental impacts or the proposed railroad route and the above 
alternatives, Western Terminal proposed, as a mitigation measure. 
a plan to improve the exist1ng Hollister Ranch Road for a design 
speed or 25 mph. The improved Hollister alternative road would provide 
all-weather acce~~ with signiricantly smaller and fewer environmental 
~~pacts than any of the above alternatives. Western ~er.m1nal alleges 
that these impacts are likely to occur whether or not the LNG 
terminal is ever constructed; that sooner or later, Hollister will 
have to make many of the 1mprovements to maintain the road and 
el~nate trouble spots. 

6. Starr Po·s1t10n on the Access 'Road 
The starr believes that if the Commission permits an LNG 

terminal at Point Conception, it sbould authorize an improved 
access road. The starr took the position that, of the foregoing 
tour alternative routes, the proposed 25-mph improved Hollister 
Ranch Road should be conditionally authorized on the basis that 
this proposal would proVide the most ert1eient aecess With the 
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~ least enVironmental ~act. Following test1mOny presented 1n 
( . .., behalt ot Hollister Ranch Owners Association, however, the statr 

qualified "t})1a ~os1t1on. Hollister ottered eVidence on the bigb 

level or casts whicb would be incurred in 1mprov~ng tbe ex1st~ 
Hollister Rancb Road as well as evidence on the feasibility or 
construeting a road from Highway lover tbe Santa Ynez Mounta1ns 
to the site. As a result, tbe start now reeommends that the Com
mission ~evelop further ev1~enee on the issue or routing the aeeess 
roa~. It is the staff's present 'view that the record as made 
contains insuffie1ent evi~enee on the access issue. The starr 
points out that it it 1$ feasible to transport most or the labor 
and ~ter1al to the site via the railroad or to construct an access 
route s~lar to route ~-4a as shown on Hollister's EXhibit A-105, 
the environmental impacts or the ~roposed project m1~t be greatly 
reduced. The staff, therefore, reeommends that the Commission ado~t 
its proposed Condition No. 16, which is set forth later in t~s 

decision. 
7. Hollister's POSition' On the' 'Ac'eess' ~oad 
It is Hollister's ~osit1on that all of the acceptable access 

routes have major a~verse environmental impaets and that any ~er.m1t 
should be condit1oned to require the use or barges and tbe railroad 
exclusively. Citing County's findings in Con~ition No. 59, Hollister 
points out that any 1mproved road will become a major 1ndue~ent tor 
increased industrial and other urban growth throu~~out the Point 
Conception area. County reeommend~ that all transportation of 
eonstruetion personnel and material to the proposed LNG site be 
by Southern Pae1fic from tbe Lompoc Valley s~ur. County also found 
that Lompoc is easily serViced by rail and that approval of this 
railroad access would ~ut the major burden or providing bousing on 
Lompoc and the north eounty areas where the hou,ing situation is ,far 
less aeute than exists 1n southern Santa Barbara County where'the 
renta.l vacancy faetor is m.1il1ma.l and mueh or the area. is under a 
building moratorium. 

Eollister POints out that the recor<1 1n OIl 1 show!5 that, !t 
( " use ot the present tra.ck as extended by sbort spurs at either end .. .._ .. ., to WoO.w.oad tra1na were round i:lteasible tor reasons or op~osition 
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by Southern Pacific or Amtrak~ the est1m&ted cost ot constructing 
a new temporarJ track. alongside the existing Southern Pacific 
track and ~b1Xl the right-of-way. 'Would be one-foUrth to one-tbjrd 
a.s much as -the cost of a.ny veb1eular access route to the site. 
Hollister asserts that with little. it any. need tor cutting and 
tilling, the laying or temporary track 'Would be tar less damaging 

trom an enVironmental standpoint. 
Hollister contends that should it tor some reason be 1mposs1ble . 

to utilize the railroad tor all construction trafric. construction 
access should be lim1ted to a yet-to-be-constructed ~rivate road 
lea~ns northward from the site and connecting with Highway 1 at 
its nearest point. folloWing generally the proposed pipeline route. 
with the precise alignment to be so designed as to, avoid eultural 
sites. to minimize earth moving. and to avoid degradation of Signi
ficant vegetation and wildlife habitats. According to Hollister. 
such a northerly access route has been recommended by County in an 
~~endQent to its Con4ition No. 49 tor substantially the same reasons 
it put forward in support or railroad access via Lompoc. 

CCC. in its Condition No. 23. recommends max~um feas1ble use 
of barges and the railroad for transport of workers. materials. 
an~ e~u1pment. It specifies minimum ~rcvement of the Hollister 
R~~ch Roa~ as a supplemental means or aeee~$ should vehieular access 
prove necessary. Hollister pOints out that CCC did not have the 
benefit or the testimony or its witness relative to· the actual 
eon~ition of the Hollister Ranch Road and the impacts or recon
struction an~ that, therefore, its recomendat10n do,es not appear 
to be supported by evidence. Hol11!ter urges. therefore. that tbe 
CO:Jmission modiry CCC's Condition No. 23 under Subsectj,.Qn (b) or 
Section 5633 or the Act and require the no~therly route ree'oxcmellded 
by County. Hollister submits that a northerly route ~s ~rerer~le 
to a route extending 'from Gav10ta tbro~gh the Hollister. Ranch 'to the 
proposed site tor the rollow1l'lg reasons: , . 
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. "1. It better diffuses the 1:!pact or tra.t!1e and 

housing wi thin the County. roe'USing these .aets 
at a lr.ore median po1nt in the Co"lmty ~ and. in 
pZrtieular. d1m1n1~b1ng the housing •. act on 
the already overerowded Santa 'Barbara-,Goleta 

, ur~an areas. 

".2. It avoids the impact or heavy construction 
traffie through GaV10ta State Beach Fark. 

"3. It avoids disruption and damage to existing 
residential and agric~tural developments. 

"4. Reeonztruct1on of the 'existing Hollister Ranch 
Road entails extensive cuts and fills. realign
ment and grade reduction along a ten-mile 
stretch of narrow eoastal terrace, resulting 
in greater visual degradation, increased land 
use 1mPact~ and greater safety ~roblems. 

"5. The northerly route offers sufficient 
.flexib'1li ty 1n aligtll1lent to l'ermi t 'by passing 
of archaeological sites and other cultural 
resources, thereby el1minating the severe 
i~pact to archaeological sites entailed with 
any route through the Hollister Ranch. 

"0. Use of the dangerous Gaviota. turn-of~ on U.S. 
Highway 101 involving an on-grade crossing or 
southbound lanes by all northbound traffiC, 
is eliminated; use or the 1nteresect10n or 
Highway 1 and U.S. Highway 101, where a full 
diamond 1nterchange exists, will result 1n a. 
major reduetion of traffiC hazards." 

8. Ra11roa~ Commuter Serviee 
Western Terminal 1nvestigated railroad serviee as an alternative 

to transport1ng construction workers to and rrom the LNG site. 
Western Terminal states that it rejected railroad commuter service 
as being infeaSible and offering no ev1ronmental a~vantage ro~ . 
the follOwing reasons: 

"(1) Given inzt1tut1onal restraints and oppo&it10n 
by Southern Pacific 'Railroad and A:mtrak, ~t : , 
would be dift1eul t ,to ach.1eve this al ternat1.ve .• ' . 

"(2) Response time tor emergeney .service 'Would be . 
signiticantly greater'using the existing roads 
rather than an .improved a'cees5 road. . 
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·"(3) Tae expected eOn8truction peak tor personnel 
would require 23 passenger cars tor one trip 
into the site eaeh day. Establishment or eraft 
working hours to su1t a rail sche~ule would be 
e;itremely ~irricult" if' not !:mpossible., 

, 

"(~) Even with a rail eommuter service, a mi~um 
aceess road would still be necessary tor 
access during the construet1on as well as 
during operation or the tacility. 

"(5) A staging area for the train would also be 
necessary, producing signiticant impacts. 

"(6) It would be an extrem.ely expensive alternative." 
9. Conclusion 
Conclusion 16, discussed in Section XIV, will require the appli

cant to develop transportation planz for the 25-mph Hollister Ranch 
alte~nat1ve and the improved Jalama Route, As requested by Santa 
Barbara county, a northern route generally following the pipeline 
corridor will also be studied. 
F. Mitigation Measures'-· Electric' Transmission tine 

1. An Air-Pollution Mitigation Measure 
In its application, Western Terminal proposed ons1te generation 

or the electric power for the initial 500 MMcfd eapacity of tbe 
te~1nal (Fha$e I). Gas tur~1nes were to generate the required 
electricity. Once a second LNG supply project (Phase II) had eome 
on line" purchased electriCity would be the normal source of power, 
with gas turbines assuming a standby role. !he DEIR recommended 

, e/ 
as a.~ air-pollution mitigation measure,.... that Western Terminal 
from the outset abandon onsite generation, except as a standby 
source, in favor of purchasing power from Edi~on. In or~er tor 
Ed!son to provide power tor the project, it will have to construct, 
own, an~ operate a 66 kv-transm1ssion line to the site. 

2. Disadvantages' or Onsite' Generat'1'on 
Por onsite generation. three gas-turbine power generators would 

be needed 4ur1ng the 500 MMcfd an~ 700 MMefd pha.se~ or the project. • 
, f , , " • • I , • I. • ,t. 

The major environmental problem with ons1te powergeneration'~ 
that the resul ting e:::1$~1()ns may result 1n violation ot air 
quality standards. With onsite power generation, even at the 
Phase I level. the onsite gas turbines would emit more than 
100 tons per year or NOx. ~is woul4 classify tbe terminal 
as a "major emitting facility" under the Federal Clean Air Act. 
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• Two woul4 be 1n continuous operation.; the tM.r4 woul4 be on standb,.. 

" 

Peak power requirements ror the term1nal <1ur1ng these pbasea w.111 be 

approx1mat:~y 40 megawatta. . 
The DEIR sbows that, even at tbe lower operating level a or the 

terminal tbere would pro~a~ly be a violation or air quality standards 
and em1~~ion regula.tions. EXhi'bit A-87 (Technical Report No. 4 
supporting the DE!R) states: 

"The first few phase~ or project development specir~ 
that an average or 35 megawatts (mw) will 'be generated 
on site •••• Unti1 that t1me the tremendous quantity or 
nitrogen ox1des generated by high temperature eo~ust1on 
in the gas turb1ne generators will pose a local violation 
or the state 25 ppbm hourly standard ror nitrogen d1oxide, 
pa.rticularly when the plant peaks at 50 mw." (Exhi'bit 
A-81, p. 16l.) 

Exhibit A-81 shows that even when operating at the 5 mw and 
10 :cw levels, the state NOx standarO woulCl. 'be equalleCl.. 'l'he DEIR 

concludes that with onsite power, violations of state standards 
woul<1 pro'oably occur apprOximately 77 to 133 hours per year. These 
violations are ~~acceptable. With purchased power at the 500 MMcr~ 
throug."lput level, there is, according to Exhibit A-10l, a su'o'stant1al 
re~uction 1n emissions. 

Ons1te generation has the rollow1ng additional di~advant~ges: 
(1) It is less reliable. Having the. gas turbines a~ backup to 

purchased power 1Dcreases the relia'b11itY or the pl~t ,over total 
reliance on gas turbines; (2) Gas turbines are a source or a eertain 
~ount or noise. Elim1nat1on or turbine noise will improve, the 
environment in the immediate Vicinity or the plant; (3) It. is less 
energy efr1cient. The energy erric1ency or ons1te ~wer,generators 
is conSi4era'oly less than that or l~ge utility generat~ plants. 
The every<1ay use or gas ror ons1te ~ower generation ~s ~uest~onable. 

, • f • t., ,I' • II ••• ,.f II ••• ." 

3. M1n1maJ. Imp'act' 'c'n A.ir' 'Qu'a'l1tY or 'Pureh'ase'(!' 1'0\ll'er; .. 

Edison states that "this proj eet will ?ot, rep're.8e~t a s~gn1-
!1cant element or present <1emand and Will be met t'~om ex:1st~,; • 
or previously planned capa.eity." This demand tor elee't;:1e ;>ower ' 
1~ equivalent to 0.28 percent or E4ison'a 1911 capacity..· ·Th~,:· 
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pollution emissions rrom the Edison facilities to produce an equal 
amount or purchased power 'Will be less than that e;n1 tted rrom onsite 
generators.~ue to higher efficiency and types or'units used by 

~ , 

Edison. Some or these units are n~clear and hydroelectriC whieh 
do not produee air em1ssions. ~hese emissions will be distributed 
throughout the Edison power generation grid with m1n1mal impaet upon 
air quality in any particular area. 

4. Two Power Line Routes Available 
The merits and demerits or two powerline routes have been 

developed on the record. These routes have been identified as 
the coastal route and the inland route. 'I'he required power could 
be transmtted. over either or both or the two routes. Each route 
has certain environmental advantages and disadvantages with respect 
to the other. On balance. the eoastal route is the environmentally 
p:eterred route. 

5. Coastal" Power L1n~ Route 
An existing 66-lev power line now parallels Highway 101 along 

the Channel coast rrom Gav10ta to Goleta. The line is supported 
on wood poles. ~~other line on wood poles. a 16-kV distribution 
line. runs from Gaviota sub~tation through Gav10ta State Park along 
the eoaztal terrace past the projeet site. 

'=he 66-lev line could be m04it1ed to accomm04ate a second 66-lev 
line for the proj ect. Wood :poles eould still be used. '.the 16-kv 
~1stribution line could be upgraded to carry both tbe l6-kV line 
and a 66-kV line. '=his would inVolve replacing the existing wood 

poles with wood poles rou~~ly 20 to 30 feet taller and 1nstall1ng 
new crossarms. insulators. and eond.uetors. In Western Tenc1nal's 
OPinion. the environmental impacts caused by u~grading tbese 

,-

existing lines would ~e m1n1mal and substantially less than the 
impacts caused by inStalling entirely new lines and support1ng 
structures. 

The only ~ign~ficant enVironmental impact or rout~ a power 
line alopg the eoast is visual. Tbe reeonstruetion and upgrad1:cg 
or the existing lines along tbe eoastal route should ~t result 
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in any a~d1tiona.l \.aign1fieant visual impact. Other than some-
what taller poles. a higher level or insulation, and an additional 
circuit, t~!'re will be no dirrerence rrom the :p::esent con41t10n. 
The publ1cf"a view or the area should not be substantially altered 
because telegraph, telephone, an~ eleetrie lines· are alrea~y arrayed 
along this entire stretch or coast from Goleta to Point Conception. 
It is very unlikely that use or the existing pole line woul~ 1mpact 
cultural resources. 

Installing· the 66-kV racilities along the coastal route would 
cost less than for the inland route. Routing the project's 66-kv 
line around Gaviota State Park woul~ be costly and co~d have a. 
greater environmental 1mpact. 

6. Inland Power Line Route 
The inland route follows along the southern bor~er or the 

Los Padres National Forest on an exi~ting Edison easement which 
parallels the coast. The 10.4-mile Hollister Ranch section or the 
route is in the same ease~ent as proposed ror the coastal route. 
A power line constructed along this easement would generally be 
out or Sight or persons on the coastal terrace. The only env:1ron
mental advantage or this route over the coastal route is visual. 
The line woul~ utilize steel tower supports, but fewer people would 
see a power line constructed on this route than one following the 
coastal route. 

The inland route would extend along 27.8 miles or e%1st1ng 
Edison right-of-war. It wo~d have a total length or 32 miles and 
re~uire the conztruetion or over 50 miles or access road to reach 
remote tower sites. It this route were selected, it wo~d b~ 
dirficult to avoid cultural impacts ~ the construetion or the 
required extensive access road. 

7. Edison Presentation 
At the request ot the start, Edison presented test1mony by 

1 ts supervisor or ~ansm1ssion and maintenance. He 1ndieated that --
Edison had provided applicant with two conceptual plans tor providing 
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( electrical power to the plant. One plan :1a tor a single-circu1t e 66-kV transmiaa10n aerv1ce, costing atlout $6 m.1llion. The other . 
is tor a tw~c1rcu1t 66-lev tr8.n$m1ss1on aervice c~,st1ng about 
$7 million: Ed1son'a witness stated, bowever, that no prel1m~nar.7 
engineering bad been done~ that no considera.tion had been given to, 

alternate routes~ and that the cost estimates were accurate 1n order 
or magnitude ,only. 

Edison's w1tnes5 waa questioned concern1ng the reas1~i~ty or: 
using the existing 66-kV pole l~ne that runs fro: Goleta to the 
Gav1ota. substation; upgrading the supporting structures or the 

existing line that runs along the coast trom Oav1ota past tbe a1te; 
utilizing alternate corridor routes; and undergrounc11ng the trans
mission line. In response to each ot these areas ot questioning, 
he indicated that ad4it~l engineering would be requ!red to, proV1de 
~ean1ng!ul answers. 

As to the feasibility ot undergrounding tbe transmission line, 
Edison'& witness indicated that tbe current cost of undergrounc1ing a 

t typical 66-kv transmission line is on tbe order ot $500,000 per mile 
_ plus right or way costs.. He indicated tha.t until additional stucU.es 

are conducted, he could not state the extent to which the trans
mission line cow.d be unc1ergrounded or what would be the actual cost 
or underground1ng. 

( . 

E4ison's witness !Dd1cated that ~or the routes he exam1ned~ he . . 
assumed wood poles woulO Dot be 8~equate. He stated that steel 
structures are the only satis!actory l1ne supports 1n rugged terrain 
~ecause span lengths otten exceed the strength characteristics of 
wooden poles .. 

8. Starr Position o'n Tran'smis'si'on Lines 
Starr believes a.pp11cant should be authorized to construct a 

single-c1:rcuit 66-kv power line to serve tbe term1llal during Phase I 
of the project. ~e starr recommends, however. that Western ~erm1nal~ 
in eonj Wlction V1 tb Edison. should conduct the necessary J)rel1m1mry
eng1neering studies and submit ~o· the Commission a plan indicating 
the maximum extent to which it is feasible to place :the transmiSSion 
line underground 1n the coastal ~one and 1n Gaviota State Park. 
Where undergroundi~ 1& not feasible. tbe plan requested by the 
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starr would include utilization to the maximum rea sible extent or 
eXisting poles and/or upgrading or exist1ng poles. '.rbe starr 
:f'w."'ther recommends that Western ~erm1nal should 'l;>e required to 

carry out the recommenda.tions .set forth in its Cond1tion No-. 15. 
in.~a. 

9. Conclu~1on 

Based on this record, total un~ergroUl'lding or the electric 
transmission line does not appear to be technically reasib~e. 
However, the record does show that portions or the transmission line 
couJ.d be undergrounded and that a.long port1ons or the routes existing 
wooden poles might be utilized. The visual advantages of under
groun~ins or using existing wooden poles are obvious. By Condition 
No. 15, set out later 1n this ~ec1sion, we are requiring a~ditional 
stu~es and hearings on this issue. 
G. Mitigation Measure~ - Ga~ Transm1s~ion Pipeline 

1. Pro;e'osed Trans-Mountaln Pipeline Route 
Western Terminal states that it selected the propose4 trans

mo~~tain pipeline route because it represents the most reasonable 
talance or tradeotts ot design and costs versus enVironmental erfects. 
Western Terminal's proposal is based on a three-mile corridor width 
to permit tlexibility 1n r1nal pipeline alignment ~ respon3e to 
sp~e1~1e engineering and environmental factors. A wi~e corridor 
prov1~es latitude tor: avoidanee or arehaeological rezources, 
populated areas, and sensitive biological habitats; use of eXist~ 
right-or-way and previously disturbed areas; and min~izat1on or 
iI:Pacts to natural and artif1cial dra.1nage, natural bio1ogica.l 
ha~1tats, terrain (topographic alteration and increased erosion! 
siltation rates)~ and ex1st1ng land use. 

Once constructed, the pipeline will be eompletely underground. 
A permanent 50-foot-Wide zone along the transmiSSion ~ipeline 
corridor will 'be required during operation, except tbe 45 miles of 
looped line will require a 1s-root-wide right-of-way. 

The proposed tie-in trom Point Conception to Gostord appears 
to 'be the moat economic transmission pipeline routing available. 
An added advantage or the proposed route 15 that 1t traver.sea the 
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'ten Section 011 field. 'l'h1s field baa great potential as an under-. 
ground M.tural. gas storage or bank1ng rac1l1ty. SoCal and PG&E are . 
planning to-purchase the Ten Section oil field ro~ this purpose. 

No unUSual biotic assoeiat1ons occur in the pipeline area. 
The three-mile pipeline corridor provides sufficient rl~x1b111t7 
for minimizing impacts to natural and artificial dra!nages and 
speeial ha~itats. Once the pipeline is completed~ Western 'terminal 
agrees to have the right-of-way revegetated With native grass or 
agricultural crops and generally, 'restored to its original use and 
appearance. 

Western T~rm1nal ~e11eves that the proposed route will result 
in less impaet to eultural resourees than other routes. To ensure 
protection of cultural resources~ Western Term1nal states that it 
will employ an archaeologist to aecompany the pipeline surveyors. 
He will proVide guidance in avoiding cUltural resources or salvaging 
the1r s1tes~ as appropriate. 

The record shows that population eoneentrat10nz along the 
proposed route are very small. Generally. sueh concentrations 
as there are ean be avoided so that few people would be exposed to 
construetion no1se~ dust. and other interference. 

Western Ter~nal and the statt gave co~iderat1on to more direct 
pipeline routes aeross the mountainous region. Neither found a 
more direct trans~ounta1n route to ~e aecepta~le because or the 
steep terrain and greater adverse b101ogieal impaets. 

2. Coastal Route 
The coa.stal alternative route is apprOXimately twice as long as 

the proposed route. The pipeline would follow the Channel eoast 
and then go 1nl8-~d across Ventura County to Los Angeles County. 
In eontrast to the proposed route. 1t would traverse some of the 
reg1on's most heaVily ~eveloped,areas around the city of Santa 
Bar~a.ra as well as urban eenters at Oja1. Newhall. and Palmdale. 
Agrieultural land use and residential development 1n general is . 
more 1nte~ive along the coastal route. and the area 18 noted for 
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, . . 
ita beautr. In a~d1tion •. there are ~umerows cultural resources. 
Land use .acta. theretore. 'Would be eorrespondi%lgly great. and '- ' " in general. ~h~ environmental etfects of this alternative are more 

" . adverae than the proposed route~ 
3~ St'a.t"f"'s· Position' 'on 'tb~' 'Gas' 'Pipeline 
Statr believes that the record ~ this case clearly establishes 

the propo~e4 route as the most favorable corr14or in Which to eo~t~ct 
the proposed gas transmission li:oe. As stated 1n D~IR. "The coastal 
pipeline approach otters no a~vantages to the trans-mountain pipe11:oe 
approach currently propO~e4. ~he coa~ta~ approach ~s roughly ~ee 
as expensive. it entails construction in difticult terrain and in 

more urbanized areas. and its environmental 1mpact is generally 
more adverse." 

It !s the staft's position that the proposed pipeline is 
a necessary a~unct to the proposed Po1nt Conception regas1!1cat1on 
!ac1lity. ~he statr believes the utility has made reasonable 
represent&ti~ns or the total pi~el1ne costs and scheduling. and 
the pipeline unit costs or service are acceptable. The stafr po1nts 
out that the record shOWS that the capacity or the exist1ng gas 
transmiss10n system 15 adequate to accept the 1n1tial volumes 
proposed under Application No. 57192, and that the ex1st1%lg gas 
trans~5sion system would be capable or aceept1ng ult~ate plan 
output volum~s atter various minor modirications. The start also
believes the eonstruction or the p!pel1ne ~s feaSible from econom1c, 
engineering, and env1romlental points o~ view. 'l'he start reeo:mmends 
tha.t the Commission grant PG&E and PLS a cert.1!icate or publ1e 
conven1ence and necessity to construct the proposed gas transmission 
pipeline, subject to pertinent portiOns o~ the start recomme~ed 
terms and conditiOns, 1Dtra. 

lI. Conelusion 

I 

~e record clearly shows that the proposed pipeline corridor 
is the moat feasible and bas the least advene enV1rnomental !:paet. • 
Allgnment o~ tbe pipel1ne with this corridor shall be deterlZl1nec1 as 
specified 1n Condition 8 1D Section XIV. 
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XIII. LNG SAFE'l'Y ISSUES 

.. 
Seet~on 5632 of the Act provi~es that tbe Commission: 
"shall not 1ss~e a permit ••• unless it finds to do SO 1& 
consistent with public health, safety and welfare and may 
impose such conditions on the issuance of a permit as may 
be necessary or appropriate to ensure the public health, 
safety and welfare." 

It was principally to comply with this provision that OIl 1 
was cocmenced. The procedural history or OIl 1 has been 4escr1b~4 
earlier.. What follows herein 18 our opin1on on all safety issues 
raised by Western Terminal's application to 'b~ild an LNG facility 

at Point Conception. 
A. General Comments 

Eefore reviewing the evidence in this proceeding with regard 
to safety and making the determinations requir~<1 by Section 5632, 
some general comments witb regard to safety and the concept of 

risk are in order. 
Practically every industrial activity being undertaken in 

our society presents some risk of bodily har.m to people whether 
they are workers within the industry or the general public in the 
vicinity of the industrial activity in question. Modern, complex 
industrial systems are carefully engineered to prOVide continuity 
of operation and are specifically des1~~ed not to fail. Nonethe
less, failures do occur, and somet1mes, the consequences of such 
failures in t~rms of the extent of casualty incurred can be quite 

la::-ge. 
To a large extent, the level ot safety of a new facility can 

'be determ1ned by design options. For example, bu1lding codes are 
generally based on severe conditions (e.g •• wind, flood, seismic 
events) which have occurred within 20 to 50 years' experience. . 
These conditions ~e likely to recur during the lire or a. structure .: 
de51gned to the b~11d1ng code. Because or some safety factors 1n 

the design or structures, even it a somewhat more severe event 

• 
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occurred. such structures would not be likely to ra1l. However. 
there would be some chance or failure should an. unU3uall1 severe 
natural ~aster Occur. 

In contra~t. design criteria tor nuclear reactor~ are based 
on tbe concept that release or radioactive material from an accident 
is not tolerable. Tnerefore. nuclear power plants are designed to 
withstand extremely rare natural disasters. For example. when 
seiSmiC design levels are esta~lished. an analYSis is made to deter-. 
~ne the most severe seism1c ~vent that might occur at a particular 
site. Also. containment vessels are designed to· Withstand tornadoes 
with wi~ds or 300 mph, even though 99 percent or all tornadoes have 
lower winds. 

Where a co~ponent or su~system failure could cause a potential 
hazard. redundant safety systems are incorporated 1n the design. 
or course, such stringent design criteria are expensive to imple
ment, ~ut have ~een judged to be necessary ~y the Nuclear Regulatory 
Co~ission (NRC) to minimize the risk to the public to t~e lowest 

~ level consistent with existing technol~gy. While zero risk cannot 
41 be ach1eve~, the NRC still permits oper&~1on or nuclear facilities 

designed to stringent criteria. 

.. 
, . 

The California Legislature in the Aet decided that California's 
first LNG import terminal should be sited in a r~g1on or low popu
lation density. This approach is based on an assumption that a 
catastrophie acc1~ent might occur at the facility and that potential 
cons~qu~nces or such an accident can be m1t1gated ~y strictly limit
ing the number or people who might be exposed to the risk. However, 
1n for.oulating sarety standards we cannot rely exclusively on remote 
siting. The pro~abi11ty or occurrence or fa1lures W1th1n a system 
~~d the expected eonse~uence or the failures as expressed ~y·total 
casualties make up the overall risk assoe1ated with that system. 

Risk. tben. has two major components. P1rst. tbere ~s the 
probabilist1c component or risk which represents tbe likelihood 
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Witb whicb system failure may occur. Secon~. given a failure has 

occurre~,~ certain level or casualties may res~lt. ~s second 
component,1s generally considere~ ~eterm1n15t1c' 1n that once the 

. , 

failure scenario has been postulated, its 1mpacts are predictable 
in absolute terms. 

Because risk has two components, the risk presented to people 
(i.e., the impact or concern is casualty as opposed to- dollar loss 
or environmental damage) by an industrial system can be reduce~ by 

introducing mea~ures which would either reduce the pro~ab1l1ty or 
failure, reduce the level of casualty in the event of failure. or 
reduce ~oth the pro~ab111ty ot failure and the level of casualty. 
The prererre~ way or reducing the risk would depend on details of 
the ~~dustr1al operation, the existing level of risk, and the 
extent of reduction in risk which is ~esired. The last of these, 
the desired level ot risk reduction, depends largely on percep
tions or acceptability or risks. 

to ~ecide whether the additional costs required to reduce risk 
levels are just1r1e~ in the interest of adequately protecting the 
public, it i5 necessary to· make a. judgment as to what risk levels 
are acceptable. While it is ~irficult to quantity risk levels tor 
an LNG faeility aceurately, it is often POSSible to make fairly 
conservative estimates of risk and then compare estimated risk 
levels With information on risk levels aSSOCiated with other~ more 
r~1l1ar activities. 

In attempting to arrive a.t a. decision regarding the desir
ability ot constructing the proposed major LNG importation facility 
at Point Conception and 1n develop'ing Safety Standards tor LNG 
facilities, we are, in ettect. engaged in a risk management· 
process. The construetion and operation or the LNG terminal at 
Po1nt Conception pose some risk. In the final EIR, the risk is 
i~ent1rie~ conz1~ering general system failure modes and tbe .. 
expected consequence's or such ta1lures. 'nle probability 1rl1th 'Wb1ch 
various levels or casualties may oCC'Ur was Q,uantif'1ed and reported. 
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tor the Point Conception site 1n a series or risk prori1es. These 
risk proflles constitute a graph1cal representat~on or the measured 
risk. : 

The risk profile for the proposed LNG terminal at Point Concep
tion 1n~icates that the pro~a~il1ty or incurring an accident with a 
casualty level of one or greater is about 1 x 10-6 events per year 
(one chance in 1 million years) with the existing population level 
an~ about 2 x 10-6 events per ,year (one chance in 500,000 years) 
for a hy,othetical population e~ual to the maximum allowed under 
the Act. In ~he Final EIR, these probability levels for One or 
more casualties are compared with the probability or incurring a 
fatality as a result or several voluntary and involuntary activi
ties that people are exposed to in the United States. As the ta~le 
L~d1cates, a person living near the proposed LNG terminal takes about 
the same risk as an average American has of dying in a tornado. A 
person living in the close proximity or the proposed LNG terminal 
has a much larger chance or dying in a fire in h1s/her home than 
being adversely impacted by an accidental release of LNG. 

From a multiple casualty pOint or View, the risk profile for 
Po~nt Conception indicates that ten or more casualties may be 
expected With a probability of occurrence or about 10-8 per year, 
given the eXisting population in the terminal area. Should current 
population increase to the max~um allowed under the LNG Terminal 
Act or 1977, 20 or more casualties could occur With a probability 
or about 10-8 per year. This prObability or 10-8 per year is the 
equivalent or a recurrence interval or one hundred million years. 

It remains for us to 4eterm1ne whether the risks are aecept
able as they are; whether the risks should be lowered by the intro
duction or practical and cost-efrective risk control strategies; 
or whether the r1sks are unacceptable. The !irst and the last or 
these possible determinations are straight-forward ~ the absolute 
nature o! their finding. '!'he determination that the risks should 
be lowered by introduction of erfective risk control atrategy leads 
to the necessity or mak1ng rurther, more complex.. decisiOns. 
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B. Remote Site Requirement 
West~ Terminal 5ubm1tted evidence demonstrat1ng the proposed 

site's co~p11ance with the remote siting requ;rement and population 
density c~1teria (See. 5582). The information establishes that 
there are approximately tour persona per square mile living within 
one mile ot the terminal site and approximately 3.3 persons per 
square ~le living within tour m11e~ or the site. 

With respect to the Aet's require:ent that the terminal be 
located so that no marine vessel transporting LNG would be required 
or permitted to pass eloser to areas ot population density than the 
distanees heretofore specified. the supervisor of marine transporta
tion of Pacific Marine Associates and Western ~erminal presented a 
mar1ne operations plan. The berth's loeation was identified as 
approximately 4.600 feet offshore. It further showed that vessels 
ha.~dl1ng LNG would approaeh rrom a southeasterly direction after 
turning out of the southbound vessel trafric lane in the Santa 
Barbara Channe 1. 

While one party suggested that the construction or an LNG ter
m1~1 will increase population density to a level beyond that per
mitted by Section 5582. no party contested the tact that ctUTentlY.!..I 
the site meets the population density reqUirements or that Section. 
Further Western Terminal's marine operations plan shows that it 
will comply With the requirement or subsection (a)(3') or that
section Which proVides: 

"The Terminal shall be located so that no marine vessel 
transport1.'"lg LNG would be required or perm1tted in the 
normal course or marine operations •••• to' pass closer 
to the areas or population density than the distances 
specified in paragraphs (1) and (2)." (10 person3 per 
square mile tor a distance of one mile; 60 perso~ per . 
square mile ror 4 miles). 

• 
, '-, Section 5582 (a) provides ~ part that. "(r)or the purpose or ~ - selecting the site ••• 'population density' shall be establ1shed 

as or the efrective date or this chapter." 
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c. Engineering Design 
Sec • .:5601(b,) re~uires the applicant for a perm1t pursuant to 

the provi5ions of the Act. to provide in its application "a deta11ed 
deseription or its engineering design." Western Terminal presented 
several witnesses who provided testimony concerning the. eng1neer1ng 
design or the proposed LNG fae11ity. Their evidence whieh follows 
demonstrated the manner in which the proposed terminal will operate.!1 

An engineer with Fluor Engineers and Contractors, Inc., pre
sented testimony providing rurther details on the engineering design 
or the proposed LNG facility. He descri~ed the facility's extensive 
fire proteetion system. The witness stated that the marine berth, 
docking structure, and trestle can be designed consistent With the 
state-of-the-art to accommodate wind and wave conditions known to 
exist at COjO Bay. 

A design engineer with Chicago Bridge and Iron Corn~any, pro
vided testimony on the design of the storage tanks for the proposed 
LNG faeility. The tank design was described by the witness as 
rollows: 

" ••• an outer cylindrical tank. having a 
selr-support1ng dome roof. flat bottom, 
and a cyl1nd1rical inner tank With an open 
top and rlat bottom. The inner tank is 
coneentric within the outer tank. A 
suspended insulation deck. hanging from 
the outer fixed roof. is located at the 
top of the inner tank." 

The inner t~~. which is designed ,to contain the s~ored LNG. has a 
shell and bottom formed from 9 percent nickel steel. Nickel steel 
is a.proven material for use in cryogenic tanks. The outer tank. 
which is gas tight, is designed to contain the insulation and gas 
vapor. Electrical heating cables are placed under the outer tank 
bottom to protect the roundation against damage caused by frost 
heave. The design provides tor the sloshing or LNG witb1n the . 
,storage tanks dur,1ng an earthquake • 

--

*1 - A ~etai1ed description or the engineering design or the proposed 
project is presented 1n Part B or Section IX or this deciSion. 
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~e manager or cryogenics tor Pacitic Alaska LNG Aaaociates 
and Western TermjDal provided detailed evidence on tbe cargo 
transfer ~stem tor tbe proposed facility. showing the flow or tbe 
LNG carg~tranater system from the sh1p manitold'connections to the . 
receiv1ng terminal storage and the ma30r valving re~u1red tor 
transrer operations and shut-down. The valves are to be eontrolled 
remotely an~ automatically. with manual overrides, and the cr.yo
genic piping is to be constructed ot stainless steel. 

Western ~erm1nal presented,add1t1onal test~ony concern1ng the 
engineering design tor unde~grounding storage ·t~~. Western ~er
minal stated that totally underground1ng LNG storage tanks is tech
nically reasible, but that totally undergro~d1ng 1$ not the optimum 
design tor the proposed project, due to the tact that ground water 
below the tanks freezes, causing unnecessary stress on the tanks. 

Western Terminal contends that this serious engineering problem 
more than negates any visual benefits or 1nground storage tanks. 
~e1r w1tness est1mated that the cost ot constructing the tanks 
would 1ncrease by one-third to one-halt it required t~ be placed 
1nground. ..Their witnesses also described the impounding system tor 
the aboveground t8.Ilb. :'he impounding system Will contain 100 per
cent of the contents ot a full LNG tank below the grade level ot 
the plant site. With ber.m3 extended above that level, mak1ng the 
total capacity or the containment system 125 percent of a full tank. 

An issue was raised regarding a proposal to require that the 
tank foundations be set only on bedrock. Such a proposal implies 
that only bedrock is structurally adequate. We are 1nel1ned to 
accept that premise unless and until a complete and thorougl'l 5011s 
investigation and structural analysis of the tanks shows it to be . 
unreasonable. This responsibility to implement th1s requirement will 

, . 
be left to Western Terminal's struetural and zoi1z expert~'w1~h review 
the, Comm.1ss1on safety and eonstruction mOnitoring program and t1nal 
approval by the Commission. --

"" ... -.~.-. 
... II. _ ....... ____ ;" 
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D. Pipeline Safety 
On April 2. 1971 we revised General Order No,. 112-B to 112-C 

(Dec1s1on:No.78513). General Order No. 112-c'eonta1ns rules 
governing the design. construction. testing, ma1ntenanee and 
operation or utility gas gathering, transmission and distribution . 
piping systems. One or the expressed purposes or the rules is to 
"to safeguard life or 11m~, health, property and pu~lie welfare ••• " 
(General Order No. 112-C, See.' 102.l) 
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Western Term1nal described ita plana conce~, the proposed 
3l;-1nch pipeline to be constructed to transport ~egaaitied LNG trom. 
the term1niI. taci1ity at COj 0 Bay. near Point Coneeption~ to an 

or 
interconnection With existing pipelines near Gosrord~ Cali!orni&. 
The description 1nclu~ed the proposed pipeline's specifications. 
the pipeline testing. and the pipeline's eapaeit1 to Withstand 
rloods. land~lides. earth~uakes. and other hazards. 

No party contested tbe tact that Western Terminal had provided 
a4equate eVidence that it w11~ eonstruct~ operate~ and maintain the 
proposed pipeline 1n a sare manner that equals or exceeds all the 
re~u1rements set forth in General Order No. 112-C. We Will so find. 
E. QEerat1ng Procedures 

Western Terminal's proposed operating procedures were briefly 
~escribed as rollows: 

"TAe LNG facility will require operations on a 24-hour 
seven-day-a-week ~as1s to meet the max1mum base load 
delivery rate of approximately 1.3 billion cubic feet 
per day. LNG will be periodically'unloaded' from LNG 
ships (approximately 190 ship arrivals per year), 
transferred from the berthing area to the storage 
tanks through tbe cryogenie tranz!er line. The LNG 
will be stored on site in the three storage tanks 
and Will be pumped from tbe storage tanks to the 
base load seawater vaporizers where it will be 
vaporized into natural gas for delivery into existing 
pipelines. Fired vaporizers will ~e put into service 
as required to meet operating conditions and deliver 
larger than base load volumes of gas to tbe pipeline 
system." 

Western ~erm1nal's witness stated the facility would re~u1re 
an operat1ng staff or 50 persons. 
F. Marine Trans2ortat1on and Qperat10ns 

Subsections (b) and (d) or Section 5601 require tbe appli
cant for a permit purs~t to tbe prov1sioDZ or the Act to, prov1~e , 
information concerning marine transportation related to the pro-
posed LNG project. to submit a proposed plan tor marine opera
tiona. and to provide information concerning public safety 
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( of· tbe proposed LNG proj ect. 1nc:lud1ng mar1De naviga.tionaJ. e syste=s. 

( 

e 

( . . . 
e 

Western Term1nal presented evidence describing the vessels 
which Will deliver LNG to the term1nal. All ve.~sels. !oreign and 
American flag. Will meet U.S. Coast Guard requirements. 

Western Terminal's Witness 4escribed tbe vessel traffic ~ 
the Point Conception area. and the only vessel traffic 1n that 
area is traftic transit1ng the Santa Barbara Channel. He also 
testified that the LNG vessels Will not interfere with that traffic. 

The statt's consultant. Jolm J. McMullen Associates. Inc •• 
presented an analysis ot vessel tratfic safety 1n the region sur
rounding the proposed LNG term1nal site. 

Starr's consultant sponsored Exhibit 0-55 which stated the 
rollowing: 

"(V)essel trarr1c ~ the Santa Barbara Channel 
is generally controlled in an advisory manner. 
by the established vessel trattic lanes. 

"Vessel traffic safety involves the types of 
casualties which may be suffered by an LNG tanker: 
Col11sion With another vessel; ramm1ng or a sta
tionary object, such as on an oil platform; 
grounding Of the sh1p on the :sea floor; wrecking. 
which is striking a submerge~ object; and founderi~g. 
or these, by tar of most conc~rn is the possibility 
or collision. The configuration and depth of the 
ocean in the vicinity or Point Conception makes 
grounding and wreck1ng highly unlikely and large 
ships of mo~ern construct1on simply do not founder 
without any initiated casualty. ~e only oil plat
form 1n the vic1n1ty or P01nt Conception 1& Platrorm 
HER.W'J. During a:ny t1me that the LNG ship may be 
in the vicinity or that platrorm. the tugboats 'W111 
be available to take control or the ship should an 
onboard casualty render the ship helpless and 1n 
danger or str1~1ng the platform. The probability 
or collision has been investigated based on world
wide casualty experience and statistics and on data 
specifically applicable to the Santa Barbara Channel. 
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"Dur1ng the 8-year period since the vessel traffic 
lane8-were established, there have ~een no colli
sions or casualties or any sort in the Santa Bar'bara 
Channel. During this perio~, there have been over 
36,000 vessel movements through the Channel. This 
does not imply that the pro'bability or a casualty is 
zero, 'but may 'be used to calculate a value 'below 
which the probability lies ••• " 

Based on experience over the a-year period since 1969, during 
which traffic service (traffic lanes) have 'been in operation in the 
Santa Barbara Channel, the pro'ba'ci11ty or a casualty or any sort in 
the Channel is less than 8.2 x 10-5 per ship movement. Xhe pro
'ba'cility of a casualty serious enough to lead to the possible loss 
of a ship or a possible spill of LNG might be significantly smaller. 

Western Terminal's witness also descri'bed Western Terminal's 
marine operation plan, which Will apply to all vessels calling at 
the proposed LNG terminal. Its provisions are in addition to, not 
in lieu or, u.s. Coast Guard and other applicable requirements for 
vessel operations. All masters or vessels calling on the ~NG facil
ities . will 'be required to 'be familiar with the marine operations . 
plan. 

The witness testiried that the plan requires all vessels to
es:ablish and maintain co~unicat1ons with the LNG facility while 
ap~roaching the facility and departing from it. All vessels will 
r.on1tor their radar ror the presence or other vessels in the area. 
The LNG vessel~ will not enter the approach zone if another vessel 
is transiting it. All vessels will approach the LNG terminal from 
a southeasterly direction. Dur1n~ initial operations, Western Ter
minal has esta~lished as operating criteria that berthing will not 
'be permitted when'visibility 1& less than one mile, when w1n~s 
exceed 25 knots, or when wave heights exceed six feet. In add!tion, 
the master or each vessel calling on the terminal will retain d1a
eretion to not berth even if those criteria are not exceeded. ~e: 
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~ t~~oats and two line-hand11~ boats will be available at all t1mes 
to a.ssist=:Ln tbe berthing or LNG vezsels. Once .berthed, unloa.ding 
will not ~ommence until representatives or the. vessel, the LNG 
facility, and the Coast Guard have conferre~. and all parties are 
satisfied that unloading can be safety conducted. The vessels are 
responsible for the proper ~ischarge of their cargo and will coor
dinate all such activities with the responsible terminal orficials. 

A marine consultant also testified on 'behalf or Western Termi-
r.al concerning its marine ope:rations plan and stated: 

"ConSidering the vessels, the weather conditions 
we will encounter in the proposed area, the 
equipment proposed for assist1ng the vessels, 
I have concluded the vessels can 'be safely 
handled at the proposed terminal." 

The evidence with regard to the mar1ne nav1gational systems 
showed that each vessel will have two marine radar sets, a colli
sion avoidance radar set, a Loran un1t, and radio d1rection finder 

{~ equipment for navigational purposes. All vessels will also have 
~ the latest marine navigational charts. The trestle and pier Will 

'be properly lighted to conform to u.s. Coast Guard requir~ments. 
The pier and trestle will also be equ1ppe~ with radar reflectors. 

Staff's maritime consultant reeo~ended measures which shoul~ 
'be app11ed to r~duce the risk associated with LNG vessel traffic 
to ~~d from Point Conception. These recommende~ mitigating ractors 
were divided into the two general categories of equipment and pro
cedures. These are equipment measures and site instrumentation. 

The equipment measures are as', follows: 
Ship Instrumentation 
1. Anemometer - the ship shoul~ ~e equ1ppe~ with an 

anemometer. providing w1n~ speed and direction 
information to the ~ridge. This information 
will be necessary for the docking phase, an~ 
ensure that ~ock1ng 1& not attempted under 
conditions out81~e the specified operational 
envelope • . 
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2. ~te or Turn In~ieator - the ship should 
~~e equipped wi~n a rate or turn indieator~ 

reading out at both the steering stand ror 
use by the helmsman, and at a seeond 
appropriate place on the bridge tor use 
by the Master/Pilot. This indieator will 
assist in maneuvering and docking or the 
LNG ship. 

3. Docking Velocimeter - it not provided on 
the pier itzeit, the ship should be 
equiPped with a direct reading bridge 
instrument diSplaying the velocity or 
the ~ow and stern (separately) toward 
the pier. This will assist in preventing 
too high a lateral velocity o! the ship 
into the pier. 

4. Collision Avoidance system (CAS) - the 
sh1p Shoul~ be e~u1pped with a modern 
CAS to provide rapid indication of 
potential eollision threats and free 
the bridge crew trom the t1me-eonsuming 
task of radar plotting. 

TU5 and Work Boat Eguipment 

1. 0 en-Sea Tow1n Ca abi11t Via Tu boat -
ach ~ug shOU ~ be e~u1pped with a mu tiple drum 

towing winch. This machinery should be equipped 
with a minimum of 2000 feet ot wire tow rope and 
a similar length ot 9 or 12 ineh nylon rope. 
All tugs should possess at least 4-5000 horse
power (HP) and. perhaps one vessel, 7,500 lIP. 
Personnel should be trained and experieneed 

2. 

in salvage, damage eontro·l and espeeiallY 
oeean tow1ng. 

Aboard Tu boats -
1ven the nature 0 » its behavior when spilled. 

and the threat it poses to personnel and sh1ps, 
the tugboats should be outt1tted with extensive 
t1ref'ight1ng equipment and with personnel "tJ'ell
trained 1n LNG t1ret1ght1ng teehniques. 

Pollution Control Via Vessel -
~he worK boa~ pl~~ea tor use at the terminal should 
be eapable or deploying some ld.nd of' open lrater 
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~ollution control equipment. In~lud~d 1n 
:this e~u1pment should ~e a rapid deployment 

container boom and a sk1mm1ng device. The 
work boat will require & deck crane tor 
launching and recovering the skimmer. 

Navigational Aids 

1. 

2. 

Range Markers - the facility should be 
equ1ppea with a set or range markers 
defin1ng the initial approach path to 
the pier. One marker at the end of the 
trestle and a second on the mainland, 
properly aligned. are recommended. 

BOU~ - a buoy should ~e provided 
mar ng the location or the reported 
rock (hazard to navigation) at a depth 
or 4 fathoms which must be avoided 
by LNG ships. 

At least two buoy should be provided 
to mark the southern- and western-most 
extremes or the field or submerged 
well-heads in the vicinity or Platrorm 
HERMAN. These well-headS are at a 
depth of 6-1/2· fathoms and should be 
avo1ded by LNG ships. 

No other buoy marking the approach 
to the dock are recommended inasmuch 
as they could become a hazard rather 
than proVide ass1stance. 

3. Lighting or Pier - the entire trestle and 
pier heaa should be 1i~~ted with shielded 
lights; the lights should not be directly 
vis1ble from seaward. These lights should 
be in operation at night and under all con
ditions or reduced visibility. Except tor 
actual search purposes. spotlights or tlood
lights po1nting seaward should be avoided. 

A light atop the control tower is recom-
.' . mended. T.nis light should be or a dis

tinctive color and occulting. and will 
serve aa a navigation aid to ehip5 rw:"ther 
away than in the docking approach. 
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Site Instrumentation 

l. ~eather Instrumentation - the eontrol tower 
,shoUld be prov1aea witS an anemometer' tor 
direct on-site reading or wind speed and 
direction. This will assist in determin1ng 
ir the wind conditions at the pier are in
side or outside the specified operational 
envelope. 

2. Visibility Measurement - the eontrol tower 
shouid be providec with equipment and a 
procedure tor determining the extent ot 
visibility. A series or distances along 
the trestle marked so as to be visi~le 
trom the control tower would be adequate. 
This will assist in determining if the 
visibility conditions at the pier are in
side or outside the specified operations 

3. 

envelope. 

Swell!Wave Measurement - the pier should 
be eq,uipped to observe and measure the 
wave and swell height. direction and 
period. This may be accomplished ~y 
observing the wave and swell action 
against a marked piling. This will 
assist in determining if the ocean water 
conditions are inside or outside 
the specified operational envelope. 

4. Radar - the eontrol tower on the pier 
snould be equipped with a surface search 
rad.ar with 15- to 20-mile range eapa.bi1ity. 
This radar should be operated during periods 
when an LNG sh1p is in transi-: and w1 thin 
ral'lge. 

The procedura.l measures are as follows: 

1. Approach 'Route - tor the Alaska tankers. 
an approach route to the vieinity or the 
pier. beg1nn1ng when the arriving ship 
reaches' latitude or about 3~o40' and 
follows a rhumb line to a po1nt 2' to 4 
miles south of Point Conception. is 
recommended. . 
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2. 

Por Indonesian LNG tankers. 1 t is recommended 
that the sh1ps enter the southbound vessel 

.:tra.!'r1e lane. and then turn to cross the 
:northbound lane and proceed to the V1cin1ty 
or the trestle. 

Commun1cat1or.s - dur1ng its approach 
to the vicInIty of the trestle, the 
LNG vessel should attempt to communicate 
with all other vessels within or potentially 
within its path and inform them of its 
!ntentions. It is recommended that the 
control tower on the pier attempt to 
communicate ~~th ves~el~ with which the 
LNG ship ma.y interact, and inform them 
of the 1ntentions or the ship. 

The ship and the site should mutually 
confirm, 'by use of their radar and 
cO~1eation, all vessel traffic with 
which the LNG sh1p may 1nteract. This 
procedure, particularly under conditions 
of limited visibility will, in effect, 
be a vessel traffic service for the LNG 
ships during their approach and departure. 

Western !erm1nal indicated its intention to adopt the recom
mended eClu1pment measures and its willingness to consider the pro
priety of the suggested procedures. We wi1l,order it to do so. 
G. Pu~lie Safety and Protection Features 

The Act requ1re5 the applicant for a perm1t to prov1~e informa
tion regarding safety and ~u~lic protection !eatures, including tire 
protection measures, marine navigational systems, emergency systems 
tor shutting down the terminal, an~ other contingency plans tor 
accidents. (See. 5601(4).) 

Western Term1nal presente~ ev1~ence with regard to the pu~lie 
safety reature~ at the propo&ed LNG terminal. ~e LNG facility ~ll 
have an automated-control system which will continually monitor con
ditions at the plant, and automatically shut down operations ~ ab
normal conditions cannot be corrected before they become hazar4oua. -In a~dition. tbe ,plant W1l1 have redund3r.t manual emergency ahut-
down stations tor use by tbe plant's personnel. In the event the 
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control system should itself fail, the valves in ,the emergency 
~hut-down-system automatically move to a safe shut-dOwn position. - . 
Standby electriC power will ~e provided at the terminal by tw~ full 
capacity electric generators and a battery powered electrical 
system. Equipment will be located on the site with sufficient 
clearance so that an emergency at one part of the plant (even a 
fire) would not affect other parts of it. 

The LNG cargo transfer system contains main ~hut-down izo1a
tion valves which can be activated to isolate the various portions 
of the system. Furthermore, pumps and piping will be installed so 
that LNG can be transrerred between tanks, or circulated within one 
t~~, a capability that allows the operator to avoid rollover and to 
e=pty a tank if it is necessary. 

Western Terminal presented as a witness a consultant in the 
L~G safety area, who described the planned fire protect1on equip
ment for the proposed facility. He testified that the Point Con
ception terminal will have its own complete fire and leak detection 
~~d protection system. In the event or fire, fixed monitors will 
spray water on adjacent equipment to provide cooling, so as to 
p:-event damage. In this connection, Western Term1nal stated that 
water deluge systems will ~e placed on each storage tank to protect 
them from damage from fire in an adjacent impounding area. 

Although Western Terminal presented extensive eVidence that it 
will include adequate and advanced public safety and protection 
features at the proposed LNG terminal, we will require that prior 
to commencement of operations, Wes~ern Terminal shall prepare a 
fire protection plan ror the affected area. The plan shall provide 
measures to adequately minimize risks to life and property from tire. 

Terminal operations Will not be permitted to commence until 
the Comm1~s1on. after consultation witb the santa Bar~ara County 
Fire Department, bas approved West~rn Terminal's plan. ~a plan I 

shall be con~istent w1tb any safety regulatiOns adopted by us 
pursuant t~ Section 5637 or tbe Act. 
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E. Emergency Shut~own and Other Contingency Plans 
The Act also require a that tbe applicant provide 1nrormat1on 

on its emergency systems tor ahutt1ng down the term1nal and Gtber - . 
cont1ngen~1 plans tor aeci~enta (Sec. 5601 (d». 

Western ~erm1nal su~m1tte<1 eVidence that the LNG term1na.l Will 
have . & control system that Will sbut down the terminal in tbe un
likely event that an emergency wou14 so require. ~e system 1neludes 
an automatic shut-down capa~111ty~ redundant manual controls~ and it 
automatically moves the valves to a safe shut-down system it tbe 
control system tails. The terminal's 1mpoun4ment ~as1ns~ which Will 
~e constructe~ around the storage tanks and the LNG handling oper
ating e~uipment~ will contain any LNG spill. In the event of an 
ecergency, the tanks can be emptied into other LNG tankzs. The ter
minal control system is powered by an un1nterruptible power supply. 
Excesz1ve ship movement Will automatically stop the LN~ unloading 
~~d close the valves. The control system will shut down the facil
ity within one minute of the sensing by ~he ~etection system ot an 
a~normal condition. It either the air control system or the elec
trical system should tail~ the failure would 1n1tiate a sate shut
down or the plant. According to We~tern 'rerm1na.l' s evidence ~ the 
cargo transfer system is designed to permit the rapid shutting 40wn 

or that system 1n an emergency. 
Western Terminal also presented eVidence on contingency plans 

tor ace1dent~~ showing that plant personnel Will be given tra1n1ng 
tor emergency conditions at the terminal. It LNG is sp1l1ed~ the 
i:poun~ent system w1ll confine it, the shut-~own system Will ~e 
in1t1ated.~ and high expansion roam will be employed to reduce its 
~1spersion. It a tire 15 ignited on land~ the fixed water system 
Will be activated, the dry cheme1al system will discharge automat-

• 
ically, a."'ld the high-expansion foam system Will be activated to· 
control the tire. In tbe event ot an earthquake causing damage to 
the raci1ity~ the facility will be ahut down until tbe appropriate . 
inspection and repair ~ it necessary ~ are completed. Ir a zp1ll -
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_ 'Were to occur at the unloading <1oek, operations that might act as 
a source o~ ignition would be halted immediatelY'and satety shut-
40w systems for the unload1ng operations .... ould :be in1tiated. It . -

e,' 

a ~1re occurred at the pier, the fixed .... ater and dry chemical 
system~ would be activated. 

~ Vessel collisions involving no spillage or LNG would be 
handled in the same manner as any ship collision. It a ~p11l 
occurs, steps would be undertaken to stop or minimize the leak 
(l:ly cargo transfer, tr1m."n1ng or the cargo, or jettisoning it at a 
safe location). Operations involving a source or ignition would 
be ceased immediately. 

Western Terminal has been ordered by the Department or Energy 
to sub:1t to it, within 90 days after the site and tar.iffs are 
approved, a contingency plan for use in periods of service inter
ruptions. The plan is re~u1red to insure, to the extent possible 
noncurta1lable suppl~ continuity for high priority customers of 
SoCal and PC&E for five consecutive months of peak use .. 
I. Analysis or Accidents> Conse~uences! and Risks 

The Act requires applicant to prOVide an analYSis of accident 
possibilities, consequences, and risks for the terminal. (Sec. 
5601(c)). Western Terminal has submitted an extensive analysis 
of the accid.ent possibilities, risks antj conseQ.uences in a. re:port 
ent1tlea "LNG Terminal Risk Asse~sment Stu~y tor Point Conception, 
California". 

The stu~y analyze~ the level of risk to the general public 
from the delivery of LNG to the proposed terminal near Point Con
ception.. The study assume~ a 4 Bcfd ~elivery rate in place or the 
1.3 Bcfd average tor whioh Western Terminal's application was filed. 
It considered various types or in1tiating events that coul4 cause 
a condition in which a risk to the public may be present, and the 
probabilities of those initiating event~. ~e study examined: 
(1) internal plant failures: (2) natural event~ (severe Winds, 

. storms .. tsunam1s,.eartbquakes, and meteorites; (3) sMp coll1sions; 
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(4) a1rcratt hazards; and ($) missile impactso '!be atudy also 
eons14ered projected population data tor tbe re~on surroun~ 
tbe site. == . ~e evidence developed that LNG itselt is not explosive and 

that the greatest hazard related to LNG is the potential release 

ot a large~ low-ly~g vapor cloud. 
Based upon tbe analysis perrormed. the study concludes that 

the level or risk to the publiC arising from the proposed LNG ter-

m1nal is: 
"The highest ratal1ty probability is one chance 
in 14 l:'.1111on * / per person per year within 
1-1/3 miles or-the site. decreasing to 
proba~1lities ranging rrom one chance in 1 
billion to one chance in 10 ~11l10n per person 
per year or less within 2 miles or the site. 
The probability or one occurrence or 10 to 
100 ratal1t1es is one chance in 29 billion 
per year. and the maximum rata11ty count per 
occurrence is 54. with a probability or one 
chance 1n 760 qu1ntri111on (760 rollowed by 

( . 18 zeros) per year." 
4It Comparative 4ata was presented sbowing that an individual's 

chance per year or dying trom tires and burns in the United States 
15 one cbance 1n 30.000. The study concludes "on the basiS or this 
study that tbe LNG risks to populated ar~as near the Foint Conception 

site are extremely low." 
Further evidence on the risks associated witb the LNG terminal 

was given by the start's consultant. Dr. Elizabeth Drake. Her 
study eoncludes that detonation or LNG is "extremely unlikely". is 
not a "realistic hazard". and tha~ the pro~a~111tY ot an accident 
involving ten or more casualties due to the proposed project was 
around lO-8 per year (100 m111ion years recurrence interval) tor 

existing population levels." She further stated: 

-!/ ~e probability decreases to one in 43 m11lion per person per -
year it tbe ,assumption of lOO pereent fatalities 1n the plume 
area is not used. 

- . 212 



( 

-

C, 
e 

.. 

( . 

e 

A. 51626 et 81. ~b 

ftThe low levels indicated are due to the 
conservative ~esign or the terminal to 
mjn1~ze the chance or acci4ent ~ well 
as to the low-population 4ensity in the 
region surround1ng the Point Conception 
site.'" 

SDG&E presented evidence that it has operated an LNG facil
ity (liquefaction and gasification at Chula Vista) for a~~rox1-
mately 10 years and has never experienced an accident, incident, 
spill, or leak associated with ,its LNG storage tanks. 

The starf study comports ,with our earlier expresse~ general 
views on risk analysis. We will adopt its conclusions. 
J. Sabotase and Vandalism 

Two reports, one classified and one unclassified, were prepared 
in cor~ect1on with the sabotage protection plan for the proposed 
rJ:G facility. The classified report prOVided a complete descrip
tion of the :;ecurity plan. That report is being held by the Cali
!o:-nia Department of Justice on a confid.ential basis, pursuant to, 
legal advice of the Attorney General that Section 6255 of tbe Govern
=ent Cod.e authorizes its treatment as classified information. The 
second report, which contains =ore general informat1on,was presented 
by consultants to the stafr and was the su~ject or hearing. 

The sabotage protection plan includes: (1) perimeter fenCing, 
(2) multiple phenomena sensors, (3) a roving security patrol, (4) a 
vehicle barrier, (5) access control measures, (6) ~pec1al trestle, 
pier, ~~d ship security measures, an~ (7) special employee selec
tion and training metbods. The sabotage plan should also protect 
the te~1nal against vandalism. 

~e report concludes as tollows: 

"The security plan as presently proposed 
will serve to ~eter sabotage attackS as 
well as provide a level of protection 
against sabotage threats which is to ~e 
considered adequate. It implemented as 
proposed, the plan w1ll provide greater 
security than at otber LNG facilities 
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and will approach that employed at nuclear 
plan~ and Department of Defense 1nstal
lat1cn~. some or the most secure fac111t1e~ 
in the country." 

We will adopt the above-mentioned conclusion. pertaining to 
security or the proposed LNG terminal agalnst acts or sabotage and 
van<ia11sm. 
K. Insurance 

Western Terminal submitted evidence on 1ts plans for prov1d
~~s 1~sur~~ee ~or personal injury and property damage in co~~ect10n 
With its operat1on or the proposed LNG facility. 

Western Term1nal'~ witness test1f1ed that it is Western Ter-
. m!nal's 1ntention to maintain Comprehensive General Liability ~~d 

Terminal Operator's Legal Liability Insurance covering third party 
property damage and personal injuries in an amount not less ~han 
$50 million per occurrence. Western ~erminal will require that 
each LNG vessel which is used for the proposed project carry pro
tection and indemnity insurance of not less than $50 million per 
occurrence. Western Terminal will also insure the terminal facil-
1ties tor the replacement cost of new plant. In the event or ~~ 
incident at the terminal. Western Terminal intends to provide a 
centralized claims hand11ng facility for the receipt and h~~dlins 
or cla~s by members of the public. 

Sou~hern Pacific Transportation Company. (SF) a party to tbe 
proceeding, proposes that the Commission condition any perm1t to 
require Western Terminal to indemnify SF. even for its own acts or 
negligence or even willful misconduct. unless We=tern ~erminal 
enters into an indemnity agreement w1th it. Western Terminal 
resists such. a propo~al ~ta.t1ng that SF will be covered. by Western 
Term.1nal's insurance in the same manner that all mem'bers or the 
public will be. and no rational basis exists to give that part1 
any special treatment in this proceeding. T.be Commission concurs . 
With Western Terminal's position. 
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1'he COWlty or Santa Bar'bara 1n their proposed terms and con
ditions recommended tbe imposition or strict liabil1ty on LNG ter-... 
minal owners and operators for ultra-hazardous activ1t1ea. Western 
Te~al ii opposed to any condition or a perm1t'that imposes strict 
1iabi11tY:for the activities or the pro~ect. The argument is th&~ 
the condition is not feasible and will have impacts on the project 
which are' difficult to predict and not readily quant~fiable. Western 
Terminal indicates that unlimite~: J..iability would cause a marked 
escalation in the costs of financing and could delay or prevent 
altogether obtaining of the necessary financing or the project. 
They indicate ~hat while the potential cost impacts are likely to 
be seriOUS, the uncertainty of impact upon scheduling and overall 
project viability is of even greater concern. 

We take no exception to the intentions of Western Te~l 
regarding liability insurance coverage. 'I'he Com.."'l1ss1on will or<!er 
Western Terminal to provide to the Commiss1on evidence of their 
specific liability insurance coverage at the time of exposure and 
obta1ning such insurance. For the purpose of this order the insur
ance coverage would include the marine facilities, the gas handling 
facility, all pipeline and transmission facilities to and. trom the 
property and all vessels, regardless of ownership or control, tr~~$
porting or designed to transport or otherwise used in connection 
with the marine operations. 

We do not see it as with1n our jurisdiction to either lim1t 
liabil!ty or to fix a standard or strict liability upon Western 
Te:':l1nal. We W111 fix satety standards and. minimum insura..~ce 
requirements. The extent or actual liability for the operation 
ot the LNG te~inal must be determined. either by the courts if a 
mishap occurs or by legislative action. 

L. Missile, Aircraft and Meteor Hazards , 
The proposed ter.m1nal ~5 located &0 that it could be impacted 

by launches or missiles and space boosters from Vandenberg A1r Porce 
Base and the Pae~r1e Missile Test Center. Therefore. damage to 
the storage tanks could result trom the potential impact or a 

" 

-
(: vehicle or vehicle fragments from a critical vehicle malfunction. 

4t: In most cases, these vehicles are equipped With tlight term1nat10n 
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systems to prevent large deViations or the vehicle !rom the planned 
flight tr~ ector)". Al tbough none or the launch, vehicles are 
expectedzo have trajectories which ~irectly fly over the proposed 
LNG site, and although tbe activation ot a tliSht termination 
system would prevent such overflight in most eases, the dispersion 
ot some vehicles prior to destruct action, together with the etrect 
or prevailing winds o~ the fragments resulting from vehicle breakup, 
coul~ result in tbe impact ot fragments on the LNG terminal. Some 
or these fragments would be capable of penetrating LNG tanks or 
major piping at the terminal. The average annual probability or 
one or more missile fragments penetrating an LNG storage tank, 
pipeline or LNG tanker tank is less than 3xlO-6 in 1980 and declines 
to less than ~xlO-7 by 1987. The Commission deems th1~ probability 
to be sufficiently low as to render the risk or miss1le hazards 
acceptable. 

Although the LNG terminal is located at a s1gn1f1cant distance 
from ~~y major a1rport, a poss1bil1ty exists that an aircraft in 

distress may crash at the terminal and 1mpact a critical LNG systec. 
It has been concluded that the probability ot an airplane's pene
trating a critical LNG system at the shore-based terminal is about 
5 x 10-5 occurrences per year (recurrences interval or 20,000 years) 
tor the LNG pipelines and about 10-5 occurrences per ye~~ tor an LNG 
tank roor, and 6 x 10-7 tor an LNG tank Sidewall. ~he risks trom 
aircraft hazards are deemed acceptable. 

Small meteors, entering the earth's at~osphere are usually 
co=pletely dis1ntegrated~ due to aerodynamic heating and ablation 
processes that occur before they reach the earth's $urfaee. Those 
meteors lasting to 1mpact generally have pre-entry weights exceed-
1ng 100 pounds. These surviVing meteors, called meteorites, would 
create a hazard for LNG tanks, tankers' and pipes, it tbey were to-. 
icpact with a mass and velocity surt1cient to cause penetration or --
the structure. It is estimated that 3,500 meteorites, baving 
weights 1n excess' ot one pound, fall to earth each year. ~e 

probability or a tank, pipe or tanker being penetrated by a 
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~teorite has ~een calculated to range !rom 20-
7 

to 5 x 10-
8

• a 

clearly acceptable risk. 
We eonelu~e. that the riskS to the terminal from missile and , . 

. aircraft hazards are acceptably low. The probability or a meteorite 
o!'suffiCient mass and velocity to penetrate the LNG tanks, LNG 
sh!ps an4 pipelines is so remote as to be acceptable. 
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The acceptability ot sea-state con~it1ons. 1nclud1ng W1n~ • . 
wave, curr!nt, and. tog, at Po1nt Conception is a. e.ign1r1cant 
issue with respect to the satety and reliability or the propo&ed 
project. In the event or poor sea-state con~1t1ons~ an LNG tanker 
may not be able to ~oek at tbe tacility or unload onee at berth. 
Since occurrence or these sea-state conditions might interfere 
with the relia~le operation of the project, it is c~1tical to 
d.eterm1ne th(!ir frequency of o~c'urrence, persistence, a.n,<1 impact 
u,on syst~m reliability. 

Western Terminal presented a maritime operations plan wh1ch, 
a::long other things, indicates that during ;1nitial operation ot 
the teroinal LNG vessels Will not be permitted to berth when 
steady winds exceed 25 knots; seas exceed 6 teet and/or during 
those periods when visibility is less than one mile. Western 
Ter--!nal also sponsored evidence evaluating the level beyond 
which wave and swell-induced forces and motions of the ship at 
berth would requ1re cessation of the LNG unload1ng operations. 
With respect to wind-related effects on tanker unload1ng, Weste.~ 
TerQ1nal pos1te~ that the sh1p coul~ safely stay at ~erth 1n 

winds up to 50 x:1le~ per hour Without excee~1ng any deSign 
eriter1a. We accept Western Terminal's operat1ng criter1a as 
valid. 

In or~er to evaluate the annual percentage of t1me the berth 
will be available to receive and unload LNG'vessels, and accord
ingly to determine if throughput or: 1.3 Bcrd can re11a~ly be 

~e11vered to the gas transm1ss1on system, an accurate assezsment 
of oee~~ograph1e (sea and swell wave eharacteristies, eurrent~ 
etc.) and meteorologiC (wind speed an~ direction, v1sibility) 
conditions at the ~01nt Conception site is critical. The Commis
Sion must be in a position to conclude, on the bas15 or marine . . 
operating er1teri~ set by Western Terminal, whether weather-. 
related conditions at Point Conception Will allow sufficient 

(,.' berth availability so that re11a~le delivery or 1.3 Bcfd or gas e on !..."t average annual basis can be insured. 

2l8, 
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4It Unrort=nately. when faced with this eri~1cal ~eterm1na~ion. 

we are compelled to look to a lim1ted record of on-site observa
tion and measurement data which would accurately ,portray actual 
meteorologic and oceanograph1c conditions at Point Conception. 
In the absence of actual field measurement or conditions - t~e 
preferred but unavailable method - characterization of wind and 
wave conditions at Point Conception can best be accomplished 
utilizing tee~~iques of h1ndcasting. H1ndcast1ng is a process 
whereby historical wea.t,her information is used to e$tima.te what 
conditions existed at a particular site during a specifiC perio~ • . Much evidence was presented on the issue of sea-state condi
tions, or wind and wave conditions. in' the vicinity of the pro
posed LNG terminal site. There were volumes of exh1b1ts and 
several expert witnesses. ~he Signiricance or the evidence lies 
in its application to two issues, project safety and project 

," 

" {. reliability. 
Oceanographic SerVices, Inc. (OSI). undertook and presented 

~ a study on Point Conception h1ndcast for western ~erm1nal. ~he 
~ata e~loyed by OSI in the preparation of its study was derived 
rro~ historical weather maps prepared by the U.S. Weather Bureau, 
~~d section analyses of the southern California area prepared by 

OS1 itself. To derive wave heights from th1s data, wind speed 
~~d direction, fetch length an~ durat10n were taken from the maps 

l 

e 

~~d analyze~ by a computer mOdel. 
OSI studied wind and wave eonditions at the proposed site 

tor the years July 1961 to June 1962 and July 1964 to June 1965. 
Those years provided information which the OSI witnesses described 
as typical conditions at the site. OSI'& conc1us1on that those 
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years were :tYPical years was based upon an analysis or weatbe~ 
conditions-during the ten-year period. which revealed that the 
weatber during the two-year study most closely fit the averages 
or the ten-year period. While OSI was instructed by Western 
Terminal to study typical years, and not extreme years, at the 
Site, OSI did, as part of its report, provide Western Terminal 
with 1nrorr:at1on on extreme wind and. wave conditions at Cojo Bay. 

Intervenors Bixby and Hollister alleged both pr10r and sub
se~uently to the subm1ssion or OII 1 that Western Term1nal's 
ev14ence contained insufficient data with regard to "extreme" 
year conditions at Point Conception. This allegation seems to be 
based principally on CSI's use or hindcast data from 1961-62 and 
1964-65 to determine, per Western Terminal's instructions, 
"average" cond'.t1ons (tankers Will not land during "extreme" con
ditions). The OSI data was corroborated by additional evidence 
presented by Western Term1nal: the Tetra Tech, Inc. studies. 

The intervenors misconstrue tbe use of the term "average." 
No one contends that the conditions occurring in an "average" 
year Will recur during every year of the life of the project. 
Rather that term only describes a quantity that roughly bisects 
a range of possible ~uantit1es. This concept is illustrated 
by the testimony on cross-e~amination or tbe starr ~tness 1n 

support of Exhibit No. 0-9l: 
"Q. (by Atty. Green) Referring now to page 

62 of Exhibit 0-91, the range or downtime 
percentages that appear on that page, am 
I correct ~~ understanding that those are 
averages, perhaps over - - - for the life 
or the proj eet? 

"A. Tho3e are long term averages. 

"Q. Okay- So then your conclusion there is 
not affected if, 1n one particular year, 
downtime percentage3 would exceed 17 
percent? 
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"A. ~es. On the contrary, it is construeted, 

assuming a fa1rly wide range or differences 
in years. It assumes that in half the years, 
the downtime will be in excess of that; a.."1d 
halt the years, it will be less than that." 

The conclusions reached by OSI on the basis of its hindcast 

study are: 
1. The predom1nant direction of w1nds at Point, 

Cor.ception are from west-northwest to- north
northwest, with a co~1ned ~"1ual frequency 
of 49.4 percent. 

2. The frequency of occurrence or winds in excess 
of 25 knots is approximately 3.4 percent of 
the year or about 12.S 4ays per year at the 
site. 

3. Winds at the site are lower than winds off
shore or to the west of the site due to the 
protection afforded by point Conception, Govern
ment POint, and the Santa Ynez Mountains. 

4. The predominant directions of waves at the 
Cojo site are south-southwest to west-southwest, 
with a cocbined annual frequency or occurrence 
of 92.1 percent. 

S. The site is sheltered from northwesterly 
swells and wave~ by the Point Conception 
promo:ltory. 

6. The annual frequency of swells greater than 
six feet is 0.2 percent • . 

7. The frequency of occurrence of waves in 
excess of six feet from southwesterly and 
southeasterly storms is less than l/2 of 1 
percent. 

S. The frequency ot occurrence or 25-knot winds 
simultaneously with six-root waves from all 
sectors.1s less than l/2 or l·percent. 

Delft Hydraulics Laboratory (Delrt) un~ertook for Western 
Terminal modeling te~ta to determine the opti~ berth orienta
tion tor the Cojo Bay facility. The modeling tests were carried 
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out to asc!rtain the optimum berth alignment 1:1 terms or berth 
availability - that 1~, the percentage or time t.he berth is open 
to rece1 ve LNG carriers. Berth avalla'b111 ty a~ that term 1s used 
~1 Delft is not operational berth t1me, but rather just a state
ment of the percentage or the time. on an annual 'baSis. that the 
'berth 1$ available to accept ve~~el~. 

Delft's modeling te~ts con~idered various mooring arrange
ments, various line elast1c1t1~s. w1n~ types. and various wave 
conditions (including multiple wave conditions). In studying 
optimum berth orientation, Delft used the OS! hindeast data. 

The Delft Witness test1f1e~ that the op~1cum berth orienta
tion tor the Cojo Bay site is within the sector of 2250 to 2550 • 

He further testified that the determination of the opt1mum berth 
orientation is ~ased on the conclusion that yearly downtime ~ue 
to excess1 ve mooring forces an,d ship motions a.t the berth, and 
due to adverse waves, currents, and wind eonditions is at a 
minimum of about 7 percent at the sector of 2250 to 2550 • He 
testified that the downtime ealculations were made, in part. 
using Western Terminal's instructions that berthing would not 
take place when winds exceed 25 knotz or significant wave heights 
exceed six feet. He also stated that those criteria are based 
upon a conservative assumption that the tugboats an~ 1ine-han~l~g 
coats at the proposed terminal cannot erfeetively operate when 
the criteria are exceeded. 

Western Term1nal also contracted with ~etra Teeh, Inc. 
(Tetra Tech) to prQv1de certain additional studies of the aea
state conditions at Cojo Bay. Tetra Tech. on behalt or Western 
~erm1nal~ conducted two' pr1neipal studies 1n connection With 
aea-state eonditions at the site. ' First. it used certain h1stor
ical data derive4.~rom wind and wave h1ndeasts or u.s. Navy 
Fleet Numerical Control an~ certa1n on-site measurements o~ ~da 
to substantiate the OSI h1n~cast data. ~he Fleet Numerical data 
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wa.s ~erivedJrom 26 years or weather maps (1949-1~'14) and the 
mea.sured data was derived trom'& 150-!oot meteorologieal tower - . 
wh1~h recorded conditions between March 1, 1911 through May 1, 
1972. ~etra Tech eoncluded that the OSI wave statistics show . 
con~istent agreement with its findings, and that the OSI wind 
statistics were only slightly 'below those which it found.' 

With respect to the Fleet Numerical data employed by ~etra 
Tech, Bix'by presented evi~ence to show that the ~ata has a 
stat1stical 'bias wh1ch results in an under-representation or 
extreme conditions. The Tetra Tech witness testified that his 
firm was well aware of the stat~d l1c1tations of the Fleet 
Numerical data at the time it used that data and that for the 
purposes for whieh the data was used (statistical analyses and 
eomparison) it was employed 'by that firm with confidence. 

Tetra Tech presented a later study showing on-site wind and 
wave measurements at COJo Bay from December 1977 through April 
1978. The period of time covered 'by the report is short, 'but 
the per10d includes some extreme weather conditions. That report 
ind1cates the lack of long-period waves at the Site, 'but that a 
n~~ber of waves were measured with a significant wave height 1n 
excess of six feet. 

Hollister presented two witnesses on sea-state conditions. 
One witness prepared a h1ndcast study or wind and wave conditions 
at COjo Bay. The study was conducted tor one year (l973), a 
year the au~hor a~itted was an a'bo~e-normal year. The Witness 
testified that 'based upon his study tbe 'berth would have been 
available at Coj~ Bay 81 percent or t~,t year. A starr consultant 
also analyzed this study and he interpreted it to, result 1n 85 
percent berth avai1a'bility ror 1973. Tbe witness characterized 
the study results as the most conservative he reviewed. 

Hollister's other witness testified that long-period wave . 
. activities "could cause very 4angerous motion or tbe moore4 sh1pa 
in an unprotected setting ••• " However, the stu4y sponsored by 
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the w1tnes~ was not a 8tudy ot long-period waves' at the proposed .. 
terminal site. ~he w1tne~s had not studied the' erfects of long-
period waves on LNG vessels and the details or the proposed 
mooring system. 

Western Term1nal presented a report on LNG trade simulation. 
The report was a com;>uter analysis or the entire LNG transporta
tion syste~ for the proposed project trom the time the gas is 
loa~ed at the liqueraction plants (in Indonesia and South Alaska) 
~~til it is delivered to the transmission pipeline at Point Con
ception. The computer analysis included a number or factors which 
can affect that transportation requirements and delay caused by 
weather and other factors. 

EVidence was introduced by the staft on project reliability. 
In its study on berth availability and reliability, numerous factors 
were applied to determine whether the proposed project could main
tain a long-term average throughput in excess or 1.3 Bcfd. It was 
concluded that "weather caused berth downt1me will' not seriously 
1:pair operations at Point Concept1on." 

The starr analyzed the hindcasts or both OSI and Hollister, 
made certain adjustments to the data., and concluded that on an 
~~ual basis est1mates of restricted availability due to wind, 
waves, and poor visibility range rrom a lower bound of 5.5 percent 
or the t~e (OSI h1ndcast data) to an upper extreme or l5 percent 
(Hollister h1ndcast data). Start ~hen presented a computer-aided 
~~alysis which indieated that given ~erth 40wntime and berth 
u.~availabi11ty ranging from 0 to l7 percent on an annual ba.sis 
the LNG transportation system could maintain a long-term average 
throughput 1n excess or 1.3 Betd. 

The starr's range or accepta~le berth ~ownt~e conservat~ve17 
encompa8ses the est1mate made by Western Terminal, the Waterways . 
Experiment Station and John J. MeMullen est1mates made ror the 
cec, and the range or est1ma.tes made by the starr consultant, 
1ncluding the estimate based on the h1ndeast prepare~ by the 
Hollister W1tness. 
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T!le eSt1mate or berth downt1me made ~y the Hol11~ter witness - . 
(19 percent) is beyond the acceptable range est1mate~ by the statt 
(1 to 17 percent). and 1~ exclusive or 4ownt1me cau~ed by V1s1~i11ty 
lim1tat1on~. It the staff's estimate of the visibility 11m1tat1on 
(a~prox1mately ~ percent) 15 adde~. the est1mated total downtime 
would be 23 percent for the year estimated. A direct comparison 
of this estimate With the staff's acceptable range CO to l7 percent) 
is not valid. The stafr's range is for long-term average conditions. 
In contrast, the Holl~ster Witness estimate was made tor a year 
in which "(t)he storm frequency was somewhat above normal but not 
so far above as to rank as an extreme case. A number of such 
years would have to be contended With during the life of the LNG 
operation." 

As ~~~1cate<1 in the stafr's report, the system could proV1de 
an average delivery or over 1.3 Bcrd of gas at 23 percent annual 

V berth. downtue. Further, the upper bound or the stafr's range 
__ (17 percent) 1ncludes provision tor years W1th berth unavailability 

equaling or exceeding 23 percent three years out of every ten years. 
Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that none or the estimates 
would seriously impair operations at the Point Conception site. 

C e 

We 'believe a.dequate ev1deonee respecting these weather-related 
issues exists to support us in any determination to approve the 
p~opose<1 project. Some uncerta1nty eXists, however, 1n the abzence 
or actual measurement data, an~ precludes us from unconditionally 
accepting the proposition that weather-induced berth availability 
will not significantly affect reliable operations at Po1nt C~nception. 

The record in the proceed1ng reflects 16 day~ 0: hear1ng . 
which were <1evoted either all or 1n part to weather-related 1=pacts 
on the Viability or the LNG project at Point Conception. W1tne~~e~ 

ranging trom 1nterna-;ional experts to local pilots. fishermen. t 

and surfers presented test1mony. ~he evidence is somewhat eon
tra~ictory. Questions were raoised concerning lack or 1ntormat1on 
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relating to southern swell and its potential tor disruPt1ng unload
~g operati2na at tbe Point Coneept1on berth. Conflicting te5t1-- , 
mony was p~esented with respect to the pos,sible ·dangeroU$ effects 
or long-period waves on a moored LNG vessel .. 

Conse~uently, prudence dictates that we appropriately'condi
tion ~~y permit so as to guarantee the satisfactory resolution or 
these weather-related uncertainties. The 'approval of Western 
Terminal's application is accompanied by a condition requiring 
Western Terminal to prov1de the 'Commission with two years of on-

"'", 
site measurement data for purposes of verifying our prel1~1nary 
conclusion that with respect to maritime conditions Point Concep
t1~n is an acceptable site tor safe and relia~le operations. 
The data shall be su~m1tted to the Commission no, later than 
January 15, 1980 and shall encompass the period December 1977 
through December 1979. 
N. Geologic Hazards 

The Site, 1n varying degrees, is susceptible to slope failure, 
settlement and differential compaction, and liquefaction. ~he 

evidence 1n~1cate$ that the threat posed ~y soil creep, land
sliding, flood1r.g, erosion. and liquefaction at Point Conception 
is minimal. However, the record reflects limited soils engineering 
data anc1 can only ~e characterized as prel1m1nary 1n nature. In 
the absence or more deta11e~ soils eng~~eering, testing and ~~alys1z, 

we t1n<1 tllat the problems of slope failure, settlement, a..."1d lique
faction can be reduced, when and where feasible and appropriate, 
by grad1ng to competent bedrock and utilizing compacted engineering 
fill. The Commission further rinds that given the following con
cl~sions which are based upon existing record eVidence none or the 
above-mentioned hazards pose s1gniric~~t risks to the operation of 
the LNG ~ac1l1ty: 

(1) SOil Creep: Creep 1& the imperceptibly slow and 1ntermit-
tent downslope movement or soil and other surricial materials. • 
Aggres1ve sol1 creep was not recognized on the site and is not 
expected to be a significant problem. For the most part, the 
Site slopes southerly at a very gentle gradient and the topo
graphy is smooth. ~he~e conditions are not conducive to 
~estruct1vely rapid creep. 
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(2) La:'ldsndes and SlOae Pa.ilure: The large gul11e:s~ cr bar
ranc&S. wh1ch have tormed on the site do no~ presently have 
any landslides associated with them. In seneral~ landslides 
do not appear to pose a major threat to the site. Slope 
failure can ~e expected 1n those areas where steep cliffs. 
highly r~actured materials~ and seasonally saturated condi
tions prevail. The steep sea cliffs~ banks of active stream 
channels and steep sides of large erosional gullies are the 
areas in the site with the highest susceptibility to failure. 
Mitigation measures. other than grading the site and filling 
the large erosional gullies with compacted engineered fill. 
are generally inappropriate. 

(3) Flooding an6 Erosion: Direct effects or flooding would be 
scour of stream ~eas on the site and ch~~nel widening by b~~k 
excavation. It is anticipated that most ettects ot flooding 
will be lim1ted to the alluvial floodplain in the western 
portion of the Site. Adequate drainage control measures 
are re~uired to m1n1m1ze erosion. 

(4) Seis~ic Settlement and Differential 'Com action: Seismic con
so 1 ation an a1 erent1a compaction cou occur as a result 
of seiSmic shaking of unconsolidated or semiconsolidated 
surficial mater1als. Essentially the entire site is subject 
to some settlement and differential compaction in its present 
condition. If the Site is graded to bedrock~ since it is 
~enser and more compacted~ the potential for ~ettlement can 

(5) 

be reduced. However. alluvial materials which Will be present 
on portions of the site Will still be susceptible to r1sks 
of settlement and compaction. Good quality. properly com
pacted engineered fill can ~e expected to Withstand ~ettle
ment and compaction better than alluvial materials. 

Liquefaction: Liquefaction is a process whereby unconsoli
dated water saturated sediments such as si1t~ sand or gravel 
experience a sudden loss or strength and behave like a flUid. 
~uch of the site is mantled by ~~consoli~ated to sem1- • 
consolidated ~urficial materials. Ground water is present 
in these materials and saturated conditions can be expected 
during portions of the year. In those areas where granular, 
unconsolidated material~ are saturated, liquefaction can be 
antiCipated. This includes the alluVial flood pla1ns. beach 
sands, and areas where sandy marine terrace depOSits under
lie'the nonmarine terrace depOSits. It the site is gra~ed 
to bedrock. a significant reduction in the potential tor 
11quefact1on Will result. However, analysis indicates that 
on-site terrace materials are fa.1.rly well :onso11"ted. and 
thus the 11quefact1on potential or the materials appears 
to be low. 
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.0. Seismicity 
1. Seismic - Procedural History 
SeiSm1~ity proved to be the most actively contested issue or -Phase I or OIl 1. Only the evid.ence regarding w.1nd and wave 

con~1t1ons produced as great a spectrum or expert test1mony and 

exhibits as was produced during our hearings on seismie issues. 
~~11e l1ttle controversy exists over the state or the emp1rieal 
data base upon which our ultimate decision must rest~ widely
divergent views have been expressed regarding the conclusions to 
which an evaluation ot that data should lead us. One need only 
review the procedural history or our eonsideration or this issue to 
a~prec1ate the complexity of the ~uest1on ~etore us. 

Evidence on seiSmicity was presented by 15 w1tnesse5 over the 
course or 23 days ot hearing. Forty-nine exhibits were introduced. 
Reeeipt of evidence fell into two distinet time periods separated 
~y the May 4~ 1918 testimony of Dr. Donald O. Ascrll1th~ on 'behalf 

of Hol11ster~ regar~ing the discovery or a possi~le fault (Arroyo 
fault) at the proposed Site. 

At the hearings preceding the May ~ presentat10n~ starr~ ap~11-

cant and the County of Santa Barbara presented witnesses supporting 
their respective ~osit10ns on the ~eismic conditions at the proposed 
LNG terminal site. During this portion of the hearings, only the 
applicant presented evidence tha. t was based upon an actual geolo'g1cal 
field study of the Site. Other evidence conSisted prineipally or 
review or relevant literature and evaluation of the results of 
a,plicant's geological and geotechnical investigations. 

To sim~ly reeount that Hollister's May 4 presentation resulted 
in a subsequent enlargement or the scope ot the evi~ence reeeived in 
this proceeding would grossly understate the 1mpaet or Dr. As~u1th's 
te=t1mony. At a minimum .. the May 4 testimony promPted. the initiation 
or the extensive geological and geotechniea.l stu41es pertorme4 by 

applicant 1n May and June • . 
Dr. AsQ.u1th's.prepared testimony and geological evaluation vere 

actually submitted under date of April 2a~ 1918 tor .tiling in 
OIl 1. 'Xhe evidence was received at the hearing on May 4, 1918. 
On May 2.. 1n an 1n1 t18,1 response to Dr. Mqu1 th t S prepared test1mony 
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'and geological evaluation, our Executive Director requested Western 
Terminal to~dertake geological and geotechnical investigations, . 
includ1ng ~encbing. respecting the existence, na~ure, and extent 
o~ the postulated fault. 

~ On~site excavation and trenching commenced immediately, with 
constant monitoring by both statt and 1ntervenor geological consul
tants. These investigations were performed pursuant to an agreement 
between Western Terminal and concerned Native American groups, the 
expressed intent of whlch was to,' preserve archeological and eul tural 
resources at or near the site. The results or these 1nvest1gat!ons 
~rov1ded the principal su~ject 'matter for our June hearings. 

Hear1ngs were held on June 12-16, 197a in San Francisco and 
June 19-22 in Los Angeles. During the rirst week ot bearing in 
June, it became readily apparent that the results ot the May studies 
were not conclusive With respect to the quest10n ot whether seismic 
conditions at POint Concept1on permit the sate and re11able construc
tion and operation ot an LNG te~nal at that site. On June 16, 
1978. 1n response to a starr motion. the ,res1di~g ALJ d1rected 
Western Terminal to (1) conduct rurther geological an"- geotechn1cal 
1nv estigat1ons to deter~ne the s1gn1fieance or the Arroyo Central 
fault (by th1s po1nt 1n the proceeding it was acknowledged by all 
parties that a tault did 1n fact exist) and (2) to conduct turther 
investigations ~to the signiflcance o~ otber 14ent1!1e4 geological 
ano=alies at the s1te. The methods employed in the further investi
gation were to include additional trenching at the site. 

'!'he June 16, 1978 order of the l'res1ding ;.;LJ was necessary 
in l1ght o! the diverse and conflicting conclusions reached ~y the 
parties after review or the results 01 Western Terminal's 1n1t1al 
trenching at the s1te. D1tfering conclus1on$ were reached with 
regard to (1) the length or the ra.ult, (2) the amount or sei:sm1eally
induced ground displacement and. correspondingly, (3) the :ma.gn1tude 

. : 
and associated gro~d motion or the earthquake that could potent1ally 
'tle generated by such a ra.ult. 
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Efforts or Western Terminal to comply with tbe June 16. 1978 
order or the presiding ALJ rell prey to strong religious and eultural - . 
object1ons~art1cu1ated by certain concerned Nati~e Amerieans. To 
avoid a eonfrontation, Western Terminal was informed by letter 
4ate4 J~~e 21, 1978 from our Executive Director that While it was 
imperative that certain trenching be expe41ted, "excavation shall 
not commence until the Co~ssion stat! has had an o~portun1ty to 
:eet with the Native Americans to discuss the a4opt!on or reasonable 
mitigation measures." By lette~'or June 30, 1918 from our Executive 
Director, Western ~erm1nal was advised that discussions between the 
starr and the Native Americans ba4 not ~ro~uced an agree~ent and 
that the staft still re~ueste4 that "Trenches SC and SD ••• be 
excavated expe4itiously." By letter ot July 6, 1918, Keith McKinney. 
the P:es1~ent or Western Terminal, advised the Executive Director 
that Western 'rerminal had "not been able to respond to· ••• (the June 30) 
request in view or the opposition by certain Indian representatives 
and a resulting unavailability or local archaeolog1stS."~ By 

letter of July ll, 1978, the Executive Director, again to· avoid 
a confrontation, directed Western ~erm1nzl that "no further 
excavation shall take place at the Point Conception site until 
f~ther order or the Commission." Western Terminal complied with 
this directive. 

On July 14, 1978 testimony an4 exhibits relative to final on-site 
geological investigations were rec1eved into the record of 011 1 by 
s~!pulation. Phase I of OIl 1 Was zu~m1tted on July 19, 1978 with 
the riling or f1nal a~dendum briers on seismicity • 

• / Western 'l'erm1nal and the Native Americans agreed 1n May 1978 -- that ~rench1ng would· only oceur when a qualified arehaeologist 
was present •. 
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2. Seismic Description o'fth'e' 'Point' Conc'ept1on Site 
~e Point Conception LNG site lies ~ a se1smieally active - ' region tha~s experienced at least one and probably two~or . 

historic earthquakes. The entire coastal areas or the tectonic 
mObile belt or California, which includes Santa Barbara County, is 

, , 

seismically very aet1ve 'and a major earthquake ean happen ~'anT 
~art or the belt at any time. However, 1n historic times major 
earthClu.a.kes have been assoeiated with major raults that are known 
or becoming known. ~hus, it is those areas wh1ch lie along or near 
major active or potentially aetive faults that are areas ~r higher 
seismicity_ A large number or faults exist which could generate 
earthquakes proc1ueing signirieant, it not severe, Sro'U%ld shaking 

at the site. 'me most significant faults l."'lclude the Santa: Ynez' 
, ~, ' ": 

(South Branch), Paeifico-Santa Ynez (North Braneh), Hosgri, Santa 
Cruz Islanc1-Dume Faults a.l'ld the F-l tault. FU.rther, due to it~ 

, .' 
proximity and recency or movement, the Arroyo 'Central fault which 

I,;' 

transects the site warrants our serious consi<1erat10n'~-
3. Seismic Issues ,'! 

We are tace~ with tour ~r1ne1pal determinatiOns with respect 
to seismcity. Upon the basis or a revie~ or regional an~'local 
geology ~).nd. se1:smolo's:Y'. we must determne 'the 1?cat10n~ capab111ty, 
magnitu~e and associated ground motions of'the earthquake faults 

, I"" •• • ,. 

whieh pose the pre~om1nant and most sever~ 'se~s'm~c' 'hazards to· the 
propose~ LNG terminal at Point Conception. Based upon our ~s$essment 
or the seismie hazards at Point Coneeption, we must de~ermine Whetber 
the faeility can be sarely and reliably constructed and operated 
at Point Conception. It we answer this latte~ quest10~ 1n the 
atf1rmative, we must then detine the ~:c'ee'pt'a'ble' 's'ei:s:nic' r1~k tor 
the LNG te%'1'llj,nal, i.e. the intensity level or earthquake maniresta
tions at the Site. usually expressed 1n te~ or :peak ground accelera-, 
t1on, ,to which the proposed facil1ties should be designed to function 
or.t~ experience a controlled level or 4amage. ?~lly~ the 
COmUssion must prescribe the appropriate 'se'ismi'c' des'is:,! criteria:: 
to insure that the taeility will safely and reliably operate in 

~ light or the detined seism1c risk. 
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(e 4. Seismic Hazard -' 'Arroyo' 'P'a'Ul.t 

At ~he outset. we ca.n state that . our determ1nation or the 

predom1nant=se1SmiC hazard to the site must !ocU3.on imPacts at the 
site. S1n~e the site is elevated on sea cliffs 50 to 75 teet above 
the ~each. the threat or tsunamis (seismic sea waves) is minimal. 
We, thus. turn our attention to the faults located at or near tbe 
site. 

It is the position ot intervenors Hollister and B1x~y that the 
Arroyo fault constitutes the l're~olll1nant seismic hazard to the 
proposed terminal at Point Conception. No ~art1 disputed their 
contention that the fault exh1~1ts Holocene movement (movement 
within the last 11,000 years). Thus, under the standards employed 
'by the NRC for construction ot nuclear POWel" ~lants~ 'Which' 
Hollister and Bix~y su'bmit should be applied here1n. the eX1stence 
of the Arroyo fault may preclude construction of an LNG terminal 
at the Point Conception site. 

Hollister and Bix~y's reliance on NRC siting criteria is mis
placed. '!'be record simply does not support the contention tllat the 
considerations associated with the siting and location of an LNG 
terminal are 1~entical to that associated with a nuclear facility. 
No witness supported such a proposition and we are r.ot persuaded 
to a~opt such standards solely on the basis or the arguments raised 
in Hollister's and Bixby'S briers. The tact that no long term 
health hazard is associated with LNG as it is with radioactive 
material from nuclear accident is ~ut one or the argwnents militatiD,g 
against wholesale a~option or NRC sit1ng standardz. 

Our conclusion that the stringent NRC siting standardS are 
inappropr1ate to the siting or the ~ropsed LNG terminal should not 
~e construed as a mitigation or the h1gh level or conservatimn to 
which we have committed ourselves 'Witb regard to, the aatety al'ld 
reliability aspects or the proposed ~rojeet. Implementation or NRC 
siting criteria is ,not necessarily the sole or mO$t practieal metbod & 

tor insuring the safe and reliable construction and operation or an 
LNG facility within California. The Commission is rully cognizant 

~, that the ~ense dollar investment required to' bring this project to 
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'tru1tion. tbe potential ror tremendous inconvenience and economic 
loss resul Ung from a long per10d shutdown. and the high :premium 
accor~e<1 to human safety. compel incorporation or conservatism 
1n~O the design or the raci1ities. 'I'be conditions attached to 

this authorization 1n conjunction with the sarety standards Which 
are being developed as part or Phase II or OIl 1 will 1nzure a 

conservative deSign and, within acceptable 11m1ts ~ a sate and 
reliable LNG operation at POint Conception. 

Hollister and Bixby contend that the mere existence of the 
A~royo fault renders the site unsuitable with no need for further 
~~alys1s. That contention is simply not founded in the record. 
Western Terminal's view that rurther intormation respect1ng the 
extent or the Arroyo Fault is not critical information necessary 
tor a site suitability determination but merely tor evaluation of 
des!gn criteria is equally erroneous. In light or the Co~1ss10n's 
earlier determ1nat1on that supplemental gas supplies are required to 
prevent curta1lment of bigh priority consumers, we deem it both 
prudent and 1n the interest or public health, welfare and safety 
to accept the starf's view or the sign1f1ca~ce or the Arroyo fault. 

Statr prudently concedes that the eV1dence or record is 
insuffic1ent to support e1ther a conclusion that the Arroyo fault 
s~ould disqualify the site or a conclusion that that fault may be 
disregarded save for design purposes. Staff suggests· that based 
on available ~ the Arroyo fault is a short fault that may be a 
zeeondary fault resulting from activity on one or mere significant 
o:!shore faults. Star! further contends that based on ava1lable 
data the Arroyo fault does not appear to be a causative fault, i.e. 
a fault capa~le of 'producing a 5 'magnitude or greater earthquake. 

We conclu4e that on tbe baSis ot currently available data~ ~ 
the absence ot subsequent evidence to the contrary~ the on-site 
seismic investigation shows: 

1. The kl'royo Central Feature is a raul t which 
eXhibits l-l/2 to 2-112 teet or displacement 
as shown 1n Arroyo Central and Trench SB. 
Nearly all expert5~ including D&M~ concur that 
it 15 a fault. 
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2. The Arroyo central ra.ul t displaces terrace 
depo~itsand is active with its latest 
mzpped movement occuring ~etween 5~OOO ' 
~d 8,000 years ago. 

3. The Arroyo rault doe~ not ap~ear to be 
exPosed in the sea cl1rr to the east or its 
two exposures (Arroyo· Central and ~rench SB) 
nor in the trench (SA) to the west. 

4. The Arroyo fault appears to be a short fault 
w~~ch, trom currently available data, may . 
be a secon~ary tault resulting from activity 
on a ~re significant. tault oftshore. 
Historical records 1n~1cate that earthquakes 
of 7 to 7-1/2 magnitude (1812 and 1927) have 
occurred in the offshore area of Santa Barbara 
County. 

5. Base~ on currently available data, the ArrOyo 
tault does not appear to be a causative fault, 
or one capable of producing a 5 magnitude or 
greater earthq,uake., 

6. The Beach~ fault appears to be another second
ary fault associated with regional stresses 
and offshore causative faulting. It appears 
to ~e post-terrace deposition in age, that 
is, approximately 80,000 to 125,000 years 014. 

It is concluded that the above-identified Arroyo and Beach faults 
do not appear to be causative. However, there remains the problem 

, . ... .. .... . 
of sufficiency of the data. The permit we issue therefore is only 
conditional, final authorization must await the development and 
submission of further seismic ev14ence t~ the Comm!ss10n tor its 

evaluation .. 
We will or~er turther investigation 1nto the significance or 

the Arroyo ra.ul t. Pending th.! results. or those 1nve~tigationS, we 
must determine what other faults could cons1titute the preOom1nant 

se1sn1c hazarO to the proposed terminal. 

~ The Beacb fault was discovered during the investigation under
taken in respo~e to Starr's May 2. 1918 letter to Western 
Terminal. 
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5. Se'1sm1e Hazards' - Other' Faults Near' tbe 
Point Coneeption Site 

We~ter:t" Terminal contends that the Santa Inez 'River fault!) 
, 

trending ril:h1n l~ miles (20 lcm) or the l'ropo~ed. site. conat1tut~s 
the predominant se1~m1c hazard. Statt. pending receipt or further 
evidence on the Arroyo rault. 8ubm1ts that con~iderat1on must be 
given to the poss1~il1ty or a major earthquake (7.5 Richter 
Magnitude) on either the Santa Ynez-Pacirico fault, the South 
Br~~ch of the Santa Ynez fault or'the offzhore "F-l" tault at 
distances of 3-4. 5, or 3 miles '"(4.8-6.4, 8.0. or 4.8 km) respec
tively from the site. Statr contends that these near-site 
faults eonzt1tute the ~redOm1nant sei~m1e hazard. 

Western Terminal's argument~ in support of its pOSition contain 
a number of fatal flaws. First is "its rer~sal to consider any 
non-Holocene movement as significant. For descriptive purposes, 
geologists have designated certain periods of time 1n the past 
with various names. 'l'he Quaternary ~er1od represents the la.st 2 " 
million years o~ geologie history. The Pleistocene epoch is 
generally considered to encompass the pe~iod between 11.000 and 
2~OOO~OOO years ago. The Holocene epoch is generally considere~ 
to enco:pass the past 11~OOO years and can be cons1~ered to be still 
in progress. It 15 not necessarily eonclusive as a time period ~or 
purposes of assessing fault actiVity. We concur with the contention 
or the other parties that movement or late Pleistocene t~e indieates 
geolOgically recent movement. 

Western Terminal's strict utilization or the Holocene criterion . 
has the efrect or arbitrarily e11m1natir~ rrom consideration the 
South Branch o~ the Santa Ynez fault. a fault which all other~~rt1es . 
in the proceeding have <!esignated. &5 !Signiticant tor design p'~rposes. 
Limited field investigation has uncovered no· evideDce or Holocene 
actiVity along the South Branch; however. absence or Holocene move
~ent does not mean that movement cannot ha~pen 1n the future. . , 

Further=re. a major problem ntb world~ ill the area or the Santa 
Ynez fault 1a the la.ck or Holocene deposita. There mar ·be Holocene 
:lX)vement. but tbere are :co surficial materials, to r~cOrd tbat" moVe

ment. Since the discovery or, geol~g1c ev1ddlce otten reat8 -on the' 

235 



• 

• 

e 
A. 51626 et ale MEa • 

. 
fortuitous location or a trench~ an absence or evidence 15 sometimes 
inconclusive. Finally. trenches excavated 1n Alegria Canyon along 
the trace or tbe South Braneh exhibit eonelusive ~vement w.nieb 
oeeurred bitween 15.000 and 40 .. 000 years ago. UtiliZing most 
fault classirication criteria .. including that employed by the 
California Division or Mines and Geology (COMG) .. such reeency or 
movement would result in designation or the South Branch as 
"potentiallyaetive". 

As one witness aptly stated .. "The Holocene is not sacred." 
(Tr. Vol. 16 .. p. 1825.) or the six geolOgists who testified on 
behalf or applieant .. staft and interested parties .. only Dames and 
Moore .. on behalt ot Western Terminal .. considered the Holocene period 
as an a~equate record for determin1ng a tault's, activity. The pre
ponderance of reeord. eVidenee elearly ind.icates that the most 
significant geologic criterion for identifying areas of high sei~city. 
which is erit1eal to the s1t1ng and design of a sate and reliable 
LNG operation.. is the late Pleistocene perio~. 

Another deficieney in Western Terminal's contentions with 
regar~ to the Santa Inez River fault stems from Western Terminal's 
failure to establish that such a continuous tault eVen exists. 

Western Terminal postulates that the Santa Inez R1ver ta.uJ.t 
splays from the Santa Inez tault near take Cachuma z11ghtly north 
or 'West along the Santa Inez River to- the Santa Rita Hills .. then 
west along the margin of Lompoc Valley to tbe sea. They inter 
it from the generally ~tra1ght ba~e11ne or the north margin of the 
Santa Ynez uplift. the presence or several local ra.~ ts, along this 
l!ne. an~ complex folding along and south or this line. ~ey 

infer that the local faults are breaks to the surrace from a 
possibly continuous major. fault at depth and that the Dumero~ 
folds are its ~urrace effects. 

Wb1le the faUlt as described by Western ~erm1na1 may ex1st. 
1t5 existence as a major fault is a ~tter or opin1on among 
geolOgists. 

EVen more significant 15 the fact that there is no evidence 
that the fault displaces any Holocene alluvium DOr Pleistocene 
(1eposita. Thus. ~t cannot be ,zs,bOWD tllat the hypothetical Santa 
Inez River fault can be classified as active or potentially active 
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~ pur~uant to any fault clas~1f1cat10n criteria. Finally. it is 
somewhat 1n~nsistent to do a~ Western 'I'erminal suggests and elimi
nate from consideration the South Braneh. which ~~tteelY man1te~ts 
late Pleistocene activity. solely beeau~e there is no proo,t or 
Hollocenemovement, while postulat1ng the existence and ~portance 
of the Santa Ynez River fault which :show~ no evidenee of either 
Holocene or Pleistocene actiVity. 

We are persuaded by starf's arguments that the North and South 
Bra.."'1ches or the Santa Inez fault as well as the ::'-1 fault eonstitute 
the pre~om1nant ~eism1c hazards to the proposed site. First, as 
we have 1n~1cated earlier, we agree with the starr that our attention 
must b.e direet to movementz in the late Pleistoeene per104 rather 
than solely to the Holoeene epoeh. 

Secondly, the existenee or the faults have been documented 
by the geological eommunity. As depieted on most geologie maps, 
the Santa Inez fault has a gently sinuous trace, 241 miles (388 km) 

long, rrom its very complicated 1nterseetion with the Sa..""l Gabriel 
and related faults at its eastern end to the Pacirie eoastline at 
its western end. At Gaviota Pass, it bifureates into the South 
Br~""leh and the North Branch/Paeifico fault. 

Tone North Branch s~lits rrom the Santa Ynez rault at a point 
south or Buellton and extends we~tward for about 6m11es (10 km) 

where it apparently dies out into an overturned antieline. ~out 

• l/2 mile (0.8 km) south or where the North Braneh dies out, the 
Pacifieo fault extend~ westward for lO to 13m1les (16 to 21 km). 
Although it is capable or generating a major earthquake. the North 
Branch appears to have been inaetive during Holocene time. The 
record did not diselose that the Paeifico rault move4 in Holocene 
time. However ~ecaus~ this is the largest and least stu~ie4 fault 
in tbe western santa Ynez mountains and i~ aligned with the main 
Santa Ynez tault to the east. we must consider it to be ~tent1all,. .. 
aetive. espeeially' it an earthqualce is triggere~ on it trom an 
earthQ.uake on the main Santa Ynez fault. Since the Pacit1eo trends 
within 3-4 miles (7 km) or the proposed site .. it 1$ wortby or 
eons1aerat1on because it 13 the largest known fault in prox!m1ty 
to the Bite. , 
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ce The South Branch or tbe Santa Y~ez ta;ul t extends from Ga.v1ota. 
Pass southwest across Gaviota Canyon and the mouth or Alegria 
Canyon to ~ia. At its closest l>Q1nt or e.pproacb~,. the Soutb Branch 
j.s about S-m11ea (8 km) southeast and ottshore or the l'ropose4 LNG 
site. All investigations ot the Santa Ynez fault area agree tbat
there is evidence or late Pleistocene movement on segments or th1s 

fault. 
We do not believe it is prudent to discount future seismic 

activity along the onshore or offshore portiOns or the South Branch. 
Late Pleistocene movement has been documented by several sources. 
Geomorphic evidence j$ very well d1splayed~ and this information 
alone places the fault in the potentially active category. Addition
ally, there are suggestions that parts of the Santa Ynez fault 
system are active~ such as the North Branch/Pacifico segment. The 
tectonic history or the Transverse Range3 ~& not understood well 
enough to allow geolOgists or geophysicists to determine which 
branch or which portion of this fault will d1~play the next seismic 
activity. 

The history or earthQ.ua.kes jn excess of mag:nitu~e 6 reveals 
that or tho·se that OCC'tlrre~ on raults which ha(! :oot been prev10uzly 
recognized almost all occurred o~ raults that~ because or earlier 
Quaternary displacement, could have been or should have been 
recognized. The South Brancb presents a classiC example. The 
offshore Government Point syncline which was still ronung (or 
tectonically active) dur~ the late Pleistoeene is offset aome 
2500 teet at :1ts point or intersection with the offshore extent10n 
of the South BranCh. Ir there is an offset on the sync11ne which 
may be as young as late Pleistocene, it appears that there may 
have been significant offset on the South Branch or the Santa Ynez 
fault ~ur1ng late Pleistocene time. 

~e submission or evidence supporting the existence ot the 
so-called ~P-l~ !ault further substantiates our eonclusiona respeet1rlg 
the predom1na.nt seismic hazard to the site. At a m~nm'lJm. the tault 
appears to be aome 11.5 miles. (19 lan) in length, trends parallel to 
the coastline and extends V1thin 3 miles ot tbe proposed site. 

238 



c e 

A. 57626 et ale 

Since this east-west tren~ing 1'ault. wh1ch all l'artie3 ~g;ree ev1denee.5 
Holocene di~lacement, may be an extension or the ~eg1onal east-west 
trending o!tshore fault system that aligns with the More Ranch-Arroyo , 
Parida raUlt system or the Santa Ynez South Branch, the potentially 
connected and thus substantial length or the system indicate the 
possi~lity or significant offshore sei$m1c activity. 

We conclude that the Santa Ynez rault, including the North 
a11d South Branches as well as the "F-l" fault are the largest and 
most potentially active faults that could ereate an earthquake 
hazard to the propo~ed LNG terminal. We further conclude that, 
while assignment or magnitude is a typically su~jective ~atter. 
we :ay. mindful or th~ necessity that we act most prudently, assign 
a 1.5 Richter magnitude. with aSSOCiated maximum bedrock acceleration 
of .6 to .68g, to both the North and South Branches of the Santa 
!~ez fault and the "F-l" fault. The length and se1s~c history of 
the Sal'lta Ynez fault support the assignment of such magnitude to the 
former fault. The assignment of this magnitude to· the "F-l" fault 
is supported by the fact that the Holocene offset along that fault 
is at least 5 reet. (That a minimum or 5 feet or displacement 
'exists along the F-l fault may be inferred rrom the ract that 
the principal method employed ror discovering the fault, Sparker 
profiling, would not have detected an offset or a lesser magnitude.) 
Should a displacement or that magn1tu~e occur in one movement, the 
earthquake woul~ approach a 1.5 magnitude. We reach the ~e 
conclusion with respect to the F-l rault, 1f, as we llave earlier 
postulated, the F-l rault is an extension or either the regional 
east-west tren~1ng orfshore fault s~stem that aligns with the More 
Ranch-Arroyo Par1da fault system or the Santa Ynez Soutb Branch. 

6. Seismic Risk 
HaVing determined the location. capability. magnitude and 

aSSOCiated ground motion or the earthquake fault which poses the 
predominant and mo~t severe seismic hazard to the proposed facility. 
we must next. based on our assessment or that se1s%ll1c hazard and the 
potentia.l ground manirestations that could occur at the 81te. deter
mine whether the racility can be safely and reliably located at 

-

Point Conception. Should we answer that question !n the arr1rmative. 
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we m~t then 4et1ne the appropriate seismie risk level tor the 
LNG terminal. ~.e •• tbe intens1t~ level ot eartbquake manifeatations 
at the s1tez: usuaJ.l~ expressed 1n terms or peak ground acceleration. 
to wb1ch tbe proposed facilities are to be designed • . 

To determine the sei~ie risk level. we must analyze the 
seisd.e hazard. judge the prot/a.bil1ty and nature of the se1:m1c 
occurrence. weigh its potential effeet 1n light or issues or 
public safety. plant investment. gas supply reliability, and then 
make a policy decision as to the .level or protection that should be 
designed into the facility. S·ueh a policy decision should reflect 
the enormous financial investment involved along With the cost 
and inconvenienee oecasioned by loss or plant. Aecordingly. our 
assessment of the appropriate seism1e risk should insure with a 
hish degree of probability that the LNG facility will maintain 
sate operation 4ur1ng and following ground shaking assoeiate4 with' 
a low probability but large magnitude earthquake. 

Bixby and Hollister contend that, given the eXistence ot the 
Arroyo fault. there is no acceptable level or risk tor an LNG 
faeility at Point Coneeption. However. as we have previously 
sta.te~. currently ayaila.ble data 1pd1c'a'te tha't the Arroyo Central 
fault is not causative, ~ut rather a secondary rupture. It zub
sequent investigation reveals the fault to· be causative. the 
increased pro~a~111ty or surtace rupture and s.trong ground motion 
at the site could induce U3 to conclude that an aecepta~le se1sm1e 
risk d.oes not eXist, rendering the site tmsu1ta'ble. However. in 

the acsence ot such evidenee, we reiterate our eonel~sion that a 
1.5 magnitude earthquake on the South Branch o~ Santa Ynez tault 
w1th associated maximum ground aecelerations or .5 to .SSg or 
a 7. 5 ~.agn1tude earthQ,uake on the F-l raul t represents the l're
dominant seismic hazard. 

Western ~erm1nal recommended that seismic design or the 
proposed LNG facilities be based on a ground surface rock aeceler
ation or O.4g and ~ thin alluVium aeceleration or O.37g. 
Their se1~c risk analysis is prem1sed upon 4et1D1t1on or tbe . 
Santa Inez River Fault some 12 m1les (20 km) trom the site aa the 
the predominant seismic hazard. Since we bave already eoncluc:ted 
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that the recor~ does not support such a eoncluz10n. we need not 
cOlm'!lent on the val1~1ty o! the meth040logy utilized by Western 
Terminal 1n its ~eter.m1nation or a seism1c risk level. The analYSis 
itself. wh~her sound or not. is ren~ere~ irrelevant by virtue 
or Weste~Term1nalts 1mproper identification of ,the se1$mic hazard. 

our start based its seismic risk analysis on the premise. which 
we have already accepted~ that the predominant seism1c hazards are 
the North an~ South Branches or the Santa Inez fault and the np_ln 
fault. They cont~nd that 1n light or that hazard we should adopt 
the following conclusions: 

(1) Prudence and the public interest ~ictate that the LNG 
facility be designed to withstand and continue operation after 
occu~ence of that earthquake which would produce an intensity of 
earth~uake ground ~otion at the site that has a very high probability 
-- on the order or 99.5% -- of not being exceeded during the 50-year 
service life or the facility; 

(2) To assu::-e this h1gh probability of plant and investment 
protection, the CommiSSion should direct Western Terminal to design 
~~d construct the terminal to Withstand grounO motions at the site 
associateO w1th the earthquake on the North and South Branch or tbe 
Santa Ynez fault as well as F-l fault or that earthquake which' has 
a ~robab11ity of occurring one t1me in 10>000 years (10-4 ~er year); 

(3) Accor~1ngly, the LNG ~aeil1t1e5 should ~e des1gne4 to 
withstand a max1cum earthquake of Richter Magn1tu~e 7.5 using a 
~edrock acceleration-t1me history with a maximum peak acceleration 
of 0.6g (gravity) at the Site. 

We believe that 1n siting an LNG terminal in an active seismic 
region our approach to resolving seismiC issues shoul~ be conserva-

tive. 'conseQuently. we bel.:1e;;-that the proper maximum peak a.ceeleration 
sta.~da%'d. to be employed at the site shotJ.14 be O.7g rather than the 
0.5g recomme~de~ by stat!. We ~ll so order. 

7. Seismic Design C1'1ter1a 
Both Western 1erminal and the staft proposed seismic design • 

criteria. The 8ta~rt8 presentation was based upon two levels or 
earthquakes and three categories or eQ.uipment. Western term1nal'8 
1nit1al presentation appeared less conservat1ve and less appropriate 
than the starr proposal. Arter rev1ew1ng the statf proposal. 
Western Term1nal subm1tte~ a proposal also utilizing two levelS or 
earthquakes and 3 categories or equipment. Based upon the major 
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'cbange 1n W!stern 'l'erminal '5 presentation and give:n the tardiness 
or the r1l1ng~ the stafr recommended the matter be deferred to . , 

Phase II. 
Considering the rinancial investment 1nvolved~ the loss of 

energy due to shut-down or plant~ and the potential-but-l1mited 
hazard to public sarety~ it is concluded that to· ensure sare and 
reliable operat1on of the LNG term1nal, a level or conservatism 
should be incorporated into the. design. 'l'hererore~ all s.tructures, 
components~ and systems for the proposed facility should be classified 
into one or three seismiC categories. 

Under such a seismiC classification ~rocedure~ different levels 
or seismic performance are permitted for e~ch category. The classi
fication permits Western Terminal to relate the design to both 
safety and economy in operation. Items required to· maintain the 
on-site LNG in a sate condition must be designed to withstand the 
zost severe seismic environment~ the Safe Shutdown Earthquake (SSE). 
Ite~ re~uired to mainta1n plant operation without interruption of 
service are designed to a lower seismic level~ the Operating BaSis 
Earthquake (OBE). Finally. items 1n the third category are designed 
to the lowest level of seismiC performance. ~ese are support items 
Which are not needed to maintain safety. nor are they requ1red for 
un1.."lterrupted plant operation. Seism1c des.ign for thiS: category 
should be based on applicable code$~ such as the Uniform Buil~ing 
Code (UBC). 

Though seiSmic des:1gn criteria will be the subject or deta.1le~ 
examination during Phase II or OIl l~ it 1s necessary to· !mpose the . . 
follOWing conditions with respect to general seismic des1gn c~1teria. 

1. All structures, components, an~ systems for the 
proposed facility should be classified into· one 
of three seismic safety categories which are 
defined as follows: 

Category 'I: This category includes all structures, 
component.s~ and systems requ1re~ to shutdown the 
facility during and following a sate Shutdown 
EarthQ.uake (SSE) and mainta.1n tbe on-site LNG 1%l 
a safe eon~ition. 
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Category II: Th1s category 1ncludes all structures~ 
c~onents~ and syste~ required to· pe~t continued 
s~re plant operation during an~ following an 
Operating Basic Earthquake (OBE). . 

Category III: ~is category inclu~es all structures. 
components, and systems not included 1n Categories 
I or II, but essential for ma1ntaining support or 
normal plant operations. 

2. A statistical assessment of the seismic hazard 
associated with the site shoul~ be prov1~ed, and the 
SSE and OBE should be defined as follows: 

a. The SSE should be based on an evaluation 
of the maximum earthquake potential considering 
the regional and local geology a.nd seismology 
and the characteristics of local subsurface 
materials. It should represent the earth~uake 
which would produce the maximum earth~uake 
ground motion at the site. When major 
historical earth~uakes in the region cannot 
be associated with known fault structures, 
the SSE should be taken as that earth~uake 
which would produce an ~~tens1ty of earth
~uake ground motion at the site that has a 
very low probability (such as .01 to .5 
percent) of being excee~ed during the service 
life of the facility. 

b.. The OBE should be based on an evaluation of 
the earth~uake potential considering the 
regional and local geology and seismology, 
and the characteristics of local subsurface 
materials. The OBE should represent the 
max1mum earth~uake environment at the site 
tor which it is economically advisable for 
the plant to be designed to withstand without 
loss of operational function. Western ~erm1nal 
should be permitted to establish this level 
based on an economic study which consi~ers 
the capital 1nvestment~ the loss an~ incon
venience to the owner and to the pUb11c 
resulting trom loss or plant operation. and 
the probability of occurrence or the OBE event 
during the service life of the plant. .As an 
a1t.ernat1ve~ Wes-tern 'rerm1na.l. may select tbe 
earth~Uake which would produce an intensity of 
earthquake ground motion at the site that bas 
a 10 percent probability or being exceeded 
dur1ng the service life ot the facility. 
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3~ Regulatory Guide 1.60(NRC) response 8~ectra. 
properly sealed to the peak ground aecelerat10ns 
rceommended for the SSE and OBE ~hall be used 
in the design of Category I and II structures. 
components and system3. . 

~. In accordance with Appendix B of lOCFR50 (Code 
of Federal Regulations), a quality assurance 
progr~ should be established that as~ures reliable 
performance of all Category I and II $truetures~ 
components and systems in the1r respectively
defined seismic environments •. 

The starr expressed concern regard1ng the potential be~v1or 
of the supporting elements or the LNG storage tank and the base 
ancho!'ase system. Their concern was rocuzed on the tact that a 
relatively thin base plate would be supported by 25 inches or ro~ 
glass insulation, 1 inch of sand. and a ~-inch leveling layer or 
concrete. The staff states that these supporting materials do not 
have significant tensile strength, that tensile stresses can result 
rrOM ~gh shear stresses, created by the dynamic response or the 
tank to seismic stress waves propagating through the foundat1on. 
Starr reco~ends that a very careful analysis of the seismiC stress 
conditions that ~ev~lop in these supporting mater1als take ~lace 
including exper1mental tests. They further recommend that a reinforced 
concret~ mat ~e employed unless the aforementioned analysis demonstrates 
conclusively that safety and reliability does not require 1ts use. 
Insulation is provided between the inner and outer tanks and the 
stafr reeo~ends that Western ~erm1nal demonstrate by'appropriate 
ar~lysis. or test, that the two tanks respond independently to 
se1s~ie excitatlon~ or the 1nteract;on should be considered 1n the 
analysis. These recommendations are adopted. 
P. Starf's Pro,po,sed ·General Order' c'n LNG Safety 

A$ heretofore stated. we have a legislative mandate to adopt 
regulat10ns governing the safety and eon~truetion or t~e LNG ter.m1~. 
To implement that mandate we issued an order !nst1tut~ ~e$tigatlob . 
in OIl 1 on October 18. 1977. In OIl 1 we d1rected our atart to . 
prepare propose standards governing the safety and ~onstruetion or 
an LNG termnal. Dot1Dg that sueh proposal was to be ·d1str.1bute~ by 

March 15. 1978. 
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T.ne ~tarr was delayed and by letter 4ated April 21. 1978 

d1str1~uted "a draft of proposed L1~ueried Natural Gas Facilities 
~ . 

Safety Standards as Part III or General Order No. l12-C. T.hese 
-' . 

standards preseribe mi~um standards tor the design. eonstruetion. 
installation. inSpeetion. testing. and the safety aspeets or 
operation and maintenance or liquefied na~ural gas." 

The stafr invited parties to comment on the proposal by May 22. 

1976. Arter rev1ewing the eomments, the starr planned to revise 
the safety standards as a proposed exh1b1t and distribute the 
proposed exhibit by June 9. 1978. Subsequently. this date was 
extended to July 7. 1976. at the stafr's request. '!'his matter w1ll 
be set for hearing in Phase II or this proceeding to· provide oppor
tunity tor cross-examination and alternate proposals. 
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XIV. 'XERMS AND COlmI'I'IONS " 

A. General Comments 
Comprehen$1ve sehe4ules or terms and conditions have been 

introduced and recommended by the- CCC (AppendiX D. hereto) and 
by the Co~~ty (Appendix E~ hereto). 

This Commission is in general agreement with many or the 
te~=s recocmended by the CCC and the Co~~ty. However~ there are 
major pro'olemz regarding questions or Jur1s41et1on~ mon1tor!n5~ 
ce~ti~1eation, and cOI::leneement or operations. A number or the 
reco=mended terms and conditions of both the CCO ~~d the Co~~ty 
have been worded to make commencement of construction~ or co~ence
~ent of operations. subject to that agency's approval of the plan 
or action required 'oy that condition. 

This Commis$1on is to the extent permitted by federal law, 
the state's exclusive permitting a.gency. (Section 555led).) 
The pe:-m1t the Co::nn.iss1on is authorized to issue is "in lieu or 
any other permit, license, certificate. or other entitlement for 
use required by any agency of state or local gove~~ent tor the 
construction or operation ot an LNG terminal." (Section 5581.) 
If terms and conditions of the permit are so worded as to require 
a..~other agency's approval betore construction or operation o·f 
the ter:inal ean begin, then the Commlss1on would cease to be the 
ultir.ate permitting authority under the Aet. '1'0 esta'b11sh te:n:1S 
~~d conditions that require approv~l or the CCO or the County 
would be to take the Commission's e~cluSive regulation authority 
away an~ give it to the CCC or tbe County, contrary to the general 
intent of the Act. Moreover, specir1~ language 1n the Act makes 
the Cocm1ss1on responsi~le tor seeing that all terms and conditions 
are met. Section 5637 rea~s 1n part. "The COmmission shall 
establish a monitoring system to ensure that any terminal autho-

, 

r1ze~ pur~uant this chapter is constructed and operated 1n eo~ 

pliance with all applicable regulations adopted and terms and 
eonditions established pursuant to this chapter." 

" 
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- In O'tl.'r- opinion. each and every term or cond1-t1on which is 
'- , 

'Worded 1n a :nanner that 1nterposes another agency's approval 1tJ 
con~rary to the specific authority and intent of the Act. nnd 
that 1Mpos1t1on of each and every term which is so worded will 
result in significant curtailment or high priority natural ga~ 
re~u1rements and that deletion o~ modification or the term or 
condition will avoid or significantly reduce such curtailment. 

~he COmmission recognizes." however, that the CCC and the 
Co~~ty have real and legitimate concerns with respect to seeing 
that the policies ot their agencies. as represented in their 
proposed terms and conditions, are carried out. In fact~ the 
Co~ss1on desires their advice 1n seeing that their concerns 
are properly a:idressed, and if possible, solved. The CoI:lm1ssion 
will, therefore, adopt the following policy so as to assure 
speCific action by the Commission and its staff to meet the needs 
or the cec or the County: 

In com~11ance With PubliC Utilities Code Sections 
5580, 5581, 5632, 5633, and 5637 or the Act, the 
Co~iss10n is responsible for implementation ~~d 
entorcement of all terms and conditions adopted 
within its permitting authority. In carrying " 
out its assigned responsibilities. the Commission 
statr shall comply With the following Staft 
Guidelines: 

(1) All applicable plans and specifications 
shall be submitted to the appropriate 
state and local agenCies tor their 
review and comment. 

(2) Prior to" Commission approval of ~~y 
plan or study, the Commission staff 
upon request or any appropriate state 
or local governmental agencies shall 
meet and confer With &uch agencies 
to assure a thorough and impartial 
reView. The plan or study under 
review shall be modified, extended. 
or reVised as necessary to allow 
for'cons1derat1on or the reasonable 
and legitimate concerns of the 
agencies. 
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. --(3) All records and information produced 

thrOu~~ the Commission Monitoring 
Program shall be made available ~or 
reView upon request by any interested 
person or public agency. 

(4) The Commission statr, 1n consultation 
With all appropriate state and local 
government agenCies, shall assure to 
the greatest extent possible that all 
engineering and construction plans 
are prepared in contormance with the 
sta."ldards or the applicable agencies .. 

(5) A 30-day review period shall be 
provided other agencies to reView and 
comment on plans submitted to them by 
the Comm1ss!on. A longer review period 
may be granted by the Commission if it 
is feasible to do so. 

In evaluating the recocmended terms and conditions the eom-
=1ssion must consider how a heavily conditioned permit will affect 
the cu:tai1ment of high-priority requirements and the im,act on 
the ability of Western Terminal to finance a terminal. Although 
it is anticipated that any permit issued for a major project such 
as an LNG terminal will contain conditions, it conditions are so 
onerous, vague, or overly broad that effectively they preclude 
financing of the project, the project will not be built. In turn, 
s1gnir1C~"lt curtailment of high-priority requirements will occu:. 

The terms and conditions recocmended by the cec, it adopted 
by the Commission as worded by the cce, will preclude f1nanc1ng 
or an LNG terminal as now proposed. Those terms and cond1t1on~, 
and their corresponding findings, create uncertainty as to wh~ther 
or when construetion could ever ~e started (Conditions 3~ 4~ 1, 
13, 24), and once started would ever be allowed to commence opera-
tion (Conditions 1, 2, S. 6, 9, 10, l6), depending upon criteria -
yet to be determ1ned. Such con~1tions would thorougbl~ discourage 
potential 1nveators and prove ratal to the financing or the project. 
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If the Poi~ Conception terminal site is to ~e approved as be1ng 
1n the public 1nterest~ conditions MU$t not be imposed which 
foreelose investors of the ability to appraise the ~as1c economies 
of the proj eet or the ground rules under wb1ch it is to 'be bu1lt. 
On the contrary~ a decision that the terminal is needed and is 
in the public interest requires positive assurances wh1ch are 
supportive to optimal rinancing~· construction. and operation of 
the facilities. A pereeption by potential investors that the 
project may not be wanted by the regulatory agency~ even thOUgh 
nominally approved~ will be considered tantamount to outright 
rejection. ~he wording of the terms and conditions recommended 
by the CCC would have precisely such an effect. 

The risk that a proposed condition will make financing of 
the project impossible is compo~~ded by any ambiguous or econom
ically ~~eal1st1c st~~dards which are utilized therein. Requ1re
~ents. regardless of cost. that the impact of any faeet of terminal 
construction or operations be mitigated to the "greatest extent 
pOSSible," or that construction and operation be conducted in a 
manner which will have the "least possible" adverse 1cpaets. are 
certain to discourage, if not repel~ potential investors. We . 
will modify such terms to re~u1re mitigation only to the extent 
feaSible, thereby allowing a reasonable degree of flexibility to 
consider other factors in the publiC interest. Without a drastic 
:-educt1on of these uncertainties at the outset, investment 1n the 
project will not be forthCOming, thereby making construction and . 
operation of an LNG terminal finanCially 1mpo5s1ble. 

We will adopt the follOWing schedule of conditions to the 
permit granted herein to implement the foregOing and to assure that 
the terminal is constructed and operated 1n a manner which will 
ensure the pu~lic health. safety, and welfare. Immediately below -
each adopted condition 1& a brief discussion. 
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B. Adopt8d Condit1on~ to Permit 
1. -=Exi~tinSi Onshore Public Access 
Condition: 

" 

Western Terminal shall perform the following actions: 
(1) Beach area disturbed by terminal construction act1V1ties 

will be restored as nearly as feasible to its original condition. 
(2) Previously existing public access to or along sa.l'l.dy 

o~ rocky beaches Will not be d1minished~ restricted~ or adversely 
affected to the extent feasible and consistent with pub·lic health 
~~d safety. ~he Commission shall consult with the Coastal Commis
sion ~~ determining that this condition has been co~plied with to 
the extent feasible. 

Discussion: 
We adopt CCC Finding 1 insofar· as it is applicable to the 

above Condition 1. Condition 1 allows for public access to· or along 
sandy or rocky beaches to the extent such access eXisted prior to 
the construction or the terminal consistent With public health and 
safety and considering the physical presence of the racility. The 
Co~~~ssion~ rather than the CCC~ Will assure that Condition 1 is 
carried out without restricting the terminal operation start-up 
date which we conSider critical. We understand the cec mandate 
under the Coastal Act to encourage pUblic access to California's 
coastline but we cannot square encouraging public access great than 
what currently exists near a facility that the legislature has 
~an~ated to be located in a remote area. Encouraging or developing 
such public use would be contrary to public health and safety in 
light of the legislative mandate. 

2. Nearshore Recreational Access 
Condition: 
Western Terminal shall detail the impact or its operational • 

plan on recreational activities and submit its findings to the 
Como1ss1on during the design review process. Terminal operations 
shall not unreasonably 1nterfere with nearshore recreational 
act1V1ties such as boating. surfing. or sk1nd1v1ng. 

250 



(e 
A. 57626 et al.· Alt. RDG 

D1seUV1on: 
We ad_opt cee F1nding 2 insotar as it is applicable to the 

above Condition 2. Condition 2 allows ror protection or public 
health and sarety. It also allows tor compliance with Sections 
5580, 5581, 56-33, and 5637 01' the Act. The Comm1ss10n, under 
its jurisdictional authority, will see that Condition 2 is carried 
out without unnecessarily and unjustifiably delaying terminal 
operation start-up. 

Again we must point out that we do not· perceive encouragement 
or aQ41t1onal nearshore recreational access to be conSistent w1th 
the legislative mandate tor a remote site 1n light 01' 1t$ public health 
a.."'ld. safety implications. 

3. 'Marine Resources: Construction 
CO!l(Ut1on: 
Western Terminal shall contract tor an indepem1ent study Wh1ch 

includes the tollowing: 
(1) A. survey 01' themar1ne biota within a one-mile circum

ference of the seawardmost part or the proposed trestle. 
(2) A survey of the marine biota and existing condition 

or the intertidal area within one mile 1n each direction or the 
C~ proposed trestle. 

• 

(3) A survey ~~d mOdeling of the existing sediment trans-
port system. 

After com~letion or the above studies~ Western Terminal shall 
sub~t to the Co=mission an orrsho~e facilities construction plan 
~~d SChedule wh1ch shall comply with the requirement that: 

(1) Construction will cause the least feaSible biological 
damage and interference w1 th natural sand transport. 

(2) Construction and placement or the trestle, berthing 
faCilities, and seawater system (it constructed~to tbe extent tea
~ible and consistent with safe offshore eng1neering practice, shall . . 
take place &t the time of year which will cause the least biological 
damage • 

(3) Tbe methods or ofrshore construction to be used are 
the least enVironmentally damaging reasible methods. It blasting 
is involved, techniques such as drilling, tamping and sequencing 
or charges which l1m1t fish k1l1s mu.st be W$ed to the extent 

---
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eonst~ction or in-sea facilities shall not b~g1n until the 
COmc1ssion~ after consultation with the cec. has ~eterm1ned that 
the offshore construction plan and schedule complies with this 

condition .. 
Discussion: 
We adopt CCC Finding 3 insofar as it is applicable to the 

above Condition 3. Condition 3 allows for compliance with Sections 
5580, 5581, 5633, and 5637 of the Act. The Co~1zsion maintains 
jurisdictional authority over any plans or studie$ pertaining to 
the construction or operation or the terminal facilities. The 
Co~~ission Will, as an ordinary course or action and as set forth 
in the policy statement above, consult with all pertinent govern-

l':lent agencies. 
4. Marine Resources: Seawater Intake and Dischar e S ste~ 

Condition: 
Western Terminal must submit to, the Commission a plan for 

the design and operation or the seawater system to be used, which 

includes: 
(1) Use of the most erfect1ve and feasible method to· prevent 

entrainQent of rish. 
(2) Use of feasible alternatives to chlorinizat1on such as 

=ech~~1cal, biological, or thermal anti-fouling. 
(3) Provisions for the most effective ~~d feasible method 

of dispersion of the cold-water plume. 
(4) Use of the most effective and feasible methods or 

preventing biological damage caused' by the operation of the sea-

wate:r system. 
Construction of the seawater system shall not begin until the 

Commission, after consultation with the ceo, has determined that 
the subm1tted plan complies with this cond1t1on and incorporates 
the ~ost feas1ble technology for minimizing adverse efrects on 

marine resources. . 
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. D1seuS=S1on: 
, We ad~pt CCC Finding 4 insofar as it is applieable to the 

above Condition 4. The Commission maintains jurisdictional . authority over all approvals for plans and stu~ie5 concerning 
terminal facilities. "Best available teehnology" is replaeed 

with "most feasible method." 
5. Marine Resources: Operation and Impact Monitoring 

Condition: 
Western Term1nal shall contract for an independent five-year 

ongoing marine monitoring program to examine the effect of the 

seawater system to determine: 
(1) The effect of the cold water discharge on marine biota. 
(2) The approximate nuober or invertebrates and larger fish 

lost due to entrainment and impingement. 
C~) The approximate number of eggs and larvae' of fish an.d 

co:mercial invertebrate specie$ lost due to mortality within the 

seawater system. 
(4) Length or ~etent10n time and survival tor those larger 

fish an~ invertebrate species commonly entrained. 
(5) The distribution of species which are entrained and 

returne~ to the ocean. 
(6) The relationship between speeies entrainment in the 

initial years of operation and entrainment 1n subsequent years. 
as an in~ication of depletion of local species due to, entrainment. 

The five-year marine monitoring program shall also accomplish 

the folloWing: 
(l) Detection or the degree of severity and rate of occur-

rence of water quality impacts due to changed conditions. 
(2) Determination or the effects or LNG term1nal operations .. 

including movement of tankers. bunker fuel vessels. tugs. l1ne -
boats. and other small crart on kelp resources • . 

(3) Determination or changes in ~ed1ment tran~port and 

resulting changes in marine biota. 
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- . The selection ot an independent consultant and the marine .- ., 
monitor1ng program shall be approved by the Commission after con-
sultation With tbe ecce The Commission shall ensure that the 
marine monitoring system complies with this con~it1on and provides 
for pu~lish1ng of results at reasona~le intervals. 

Upon completion of the five-year marine monitoring program, 
the COm=1ssion, after consultation with the CCC, shall then deter
mine the desree of marine monitoring that shall follow. At any 
time, the marine monitoring team, 'based upon the results of the 
:arine monitoring, may recomcend to the COmmission changes in the 
L~G terminal operation to protect the mari~e resources of the 
area. Western Terminal after opportunity for publiC hearing, 
shall implement all such changes the C0mm1ss1on deterc1nes are 
feasible and necessary. 

Discussion: 
We adopt CCC Find1ng 5 insofar as it is applicable to the 

a'bove Condition 5. Condit1on 5 affo:-ds the coordination of 
agency review. It also allows for co~plianee With Sections 5580, 
5581, 5633, and 5637 of the Act. The language of the cec concerning 
use or the seawater system should 'be modified. We find that the 
record in this case rails to support the conclUSion that as a 
whole, a seawater vaporization system should not be utilized. ~he 

Co~ss1on mainta1n~ full jurisdictional authority over all plan 
~~d action approvals. The intention here is that the Commission 
will I:lake decisions after eonsultat.ion with the CCC. It is 
expecte~ an~ understood that all other relevant agencies will be 
arrorded reView and input prior to any C0cm1ss1on approval as a 

matter of normal procedure. 
5. Marine Resourees: Bunkering 0Eerations 
Condition: 
Western Term1nal shall provide an 011 sp1ll prevention and . 

contingency plan. The plan shall be approved by tbe ·Comm1ssion 
prior to start-up or term1nal operations. and shall proV1de tor. 
at a m1nimum: 

25J; 

.. 



.i 

A. 57626 et. ale - bf 

(1) AR environmentally protective method or' oil refueling 

an~ storage. 
(2) A contingency plan for effective spill containment and 

clean-up. 
(3) A demonstration that the plan complies with all regula-

tions of the U.S. Coast Guard, the Environmental Protection 
Agency, and other responsible federal and state agencies. 

Discussion: 
We adopt CCC Finding 6 insofar as it 1~ applicable to the 

above Condition 6. Condition 6 allows for compliance with 
Sections 5580, 5581, and 5633 or the Act. It is expected that 
other interested agencies such as the Department of Fish and Game 
~~d the cec will review and co~ent to the Commission on such plan. 
Although federal agencies such as the U.S. Coast Guard may require 
approval of the plan prior to marine operations, ConditiOn 6 allows 
California, through the Comm1ss1on, control of oil spill proce~ures 

o~ the state level. 
7. Land Resources: Construction 

Condition: 
Prior to construct1o~, Western Terminal shall contract for 

an independent study or the rlora and fauna 1n the vie1.nity or the 
site, access road, and utility corridors. The study shall inelude, 

at a min1m\lm: 
(1) the location of rare or endangered pl~~ts or a~1mals 

or pote~tial supporting habitat; 
(2) mapping vegetative habitats or other critical biotic 

features such as riparian corridors, springs, known nesting sites, 

and significant water,shed vegetation. 
Based on the results of th1s study, Western 'rerm1n3.l shall 

submit a construction plan to tbe Commission and the CCC. This 

plan shall proVide tor: 
(1) Max~~rotect1on afror~e~ by tederal law for endangere4 

plant and an1ml species .. 
(2) A noise and dust monitoring program and reqUirement 

that construction no1~e an~ dust be kept~t a ~um. 
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(3) ~x1mum feasible protection of riparian- vegetation and " 
habitat •.. .::'h1s ~hall include a proh1bit1on of al~ filling and 
other alteration or stream beds» as well as paving or other con
struction within 50 teet ot stream beds» unless there is no other . 
feasible alternative. In areas of botanical significance» and to 
the extent it is feasible to do so» eXisting foliage shall be 
preserved and the s1decasting of. SOils shall be restr1cted. Any 
~ound water ~umping shall not be permitted which would diminish 
or har~ eXisti~g water flows or riparian vegetation to the extent 
feasible. 

(~) A landscaping element arrived at in cooperation with, 
the affected county, which requires insofar as feasible a balanced 
cut and till, preservation and reuse of topsoil» min1m~~ feasible 
d,1stu:obance of natural vegetation and land for:lS, replanting w1th 
natural vegetation, and disposal of till, it any, in the least 
env1ronoentally darnagi~g ~~ner. 

(5) A construction schedule which will» to the extent 
feaSible, undertake to minimize damage to seasonally affected 
flora and fauna. 

Construction shall not comence until the CommiSSion has 
d.ete~ned that the construction plan complies with this condition. 

Discussion: 
We ado~t CCC Finding 7 insotar as it is applicable to the 

above Co~d1t10n 1. It als~ allows for compliance With Sections 
5580, 5581, and 5633 of the Act. It is expected and understood 
that all other relevant agencies will ~ afforded reView and in?ut 

. prior to Commission approval. ~he ind1scrim1nate ban on side
casting of excess soils along the pipeline route appears to-be 
an unwarranted expense. 

8. Land Resources: Gas Pipelin~ Route 
Condition: 
~he approved ~as pipeline from th~ terminal site to the pOint 

of intersection with the gas transmission system shall be routed 
to m1tigate signifieant enVironmental impacts With a plan approv~d 
by' the Commission following eon~ultat10n with the CCC. 'l'be plan . 
shall proV1de that: 
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(1) tpe route shall 'be surveyed by the Cal;rorn1a Department 
or Fish ~ Game. 

(2) Ground equipment should not be operated off th~ r1ght
or-way when avoidable. 

(3) Rights-or-way should be revegetated with native plant 
species benefic1al to wild11fe. 

(4) In areas of botan1cal ~1gn1r1cance~ and to the extent 
it 1s feasible to do so~ eXisting foliage shall be p~eserved and 
the s1decast1ng of soil shall be restricted. 

(5) ~41ntenance of access should be m1n1m1zed~ to the 
extent feasible, 1n areas or valuable wild11fe hab1tat, such as 
areas within the range of the Ca11forn1a condor. 

(6) Pub11c access to maintenance roads should be controlled 
to prevent abuse by orr-road vehicles. 

D1scussion: 
We adopt CCC Find1ng 8 insofar as it is applicable to the 

above Cond1t1on 8. Condition S appropr1ately designates the Com
miSSion With f1nal approval respons1b1lity and allows for part1c1-
pat10n in plan development by responsible agencies. A Comm1ss1on 
decision will approve the app11ed for route~ thererore, CCC Items 
(1) and (3) have been deleted since the applied for route is 
basically set and already parallels certain eXisting roads. 

9. Termination or Operat1ons 
Condition: 
Western Term1nal shall submit to the COmmiss1on a plan prov1d

ing tor the removal, to the extent 'feasible, of 1n-zea or onshore 
components or the LNG terminal after cessation of o~erat1on. 'The 
plan shall be approved by the Commission after consultation With 
the CCC. Western Term1nal~ to the extent permitted by re~eral law~ 

shall remove each terminal component unless Coastal Act policies 
would allow or enoourage retention of that component. 

Discussion: . 

We adopt cec Finding 9 insofar as it is a~pl1cable to the 
above Condition 9. Condition 9 allows tor complianee with Sections 
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-5580. 55$~. and 5633 or the Act. The Comm1ss1o~ W11l assure tbe 
accompl1Shment of planned fac!11ty removal through a deciSion and 
order following an a~andonment proceeding. 

10. Replacement of tost Habitat 
Condition: 
Western Terminal shall provide. to the extent feas1ble. 

terrestrial ~~d marine hab1ta~ equivalent in value to that lost, 
da=aged, or adversely affected as a result of terMinal construc
tion a.~d operat1on~ including eonstruction of utility corridor~, 
roads, and p1pel1nes. The habitat acquired or protected shall 
be approved by the Commission after consultation with the ecce 

Discussion: 
We adopt cec Finding 10 insofar as it is applicable to the 

a~ove Cor.~1t1on 10. ~he cec's Con~1tion lO has been altere~ to 
give jurisdiction to the Commission to review this aetion. 

11. Water Quality 
Ccndition: 
Terminal construetion and operation shall eomply with the 

re~uirements of the State Water Resources Control Board and 
Regional Water Quality Control Board to the extent required by 
federal law and regulations. 

D1seussicln 
We adopt CCC Finding 11 insofar as it is applica~le_ to' the 

above Condition 11. Condition 11 ~llows for compliance with 
Sections 5581, 5632, and 5633 of the Act. CCC's Condition 11 has 
been altered to eliminate reference to the Air Resources Board. 
In Condition 34 we are requiring further hearings on tbe A1r 

Resources Board recommendat1ons. 
12. Archaeological Resourees 
Condition: . 
Prior to con~truct1on Western Terminal shall eontr&ct tor 

an independent surveyor archaeological resources at the site 
and along the approved p1pel1ne. access road. and pover-line 
corridors. Wherever so indieated. the survey shall eonsist or 
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subsurrace ..testing. Ir archaeolOg1cal resources have been~ or 
are: likely-to be round at the site. construction'shall not com
men~e until the Comm1ssion~ arter consultation With the CCC. the 
State Historic Preservation Orticer. and representatives or 

f 

local Native American groups, has approved Western Terminal's 
plan ror the protection or archaeolog1cal resources. Such plan 

shall include: 
(1) Construction metho~s and racil1ty configuration that 

~o not ~isturb sites ot historic, archaeological, or paleonto
logical i~portance to the extent feasible. 

(2) It avoidance or ~uch sites is infeasible, the use of 
techniques which would best preserve the sites and objects found 
in them for future stu~y and evaluation. 

(3) Access shall be provided for Native Americans to sites 
of religious significance consistent with ~ecur1ty a.."'ld resource 

protection. 
(4) To the extent feasible the religious sanctity of the 

site shall be protected. 
(5) Fencing or cultural resources located near construction 

areas. 
Discussion: 
We a~opt cec Finding 12 insofar as it is applicable to the 

above Condition 12. Condition 12 allows for compliance With 
Section~ 5580, 5581, an~ 5633 of the Act. cee Subpart (4) is 
a~dressed below 1n this Comm1ssion '.s Condition l3. 

13. Co~:~ssion Monitoring Program 
Con~ition: 

Western Terminal shall reimburse the Commission tor all costs 
incurred 1n monitoring the construction and operation ot the 
facilities addressed in these proceedings. Said monitoring pro
gram shall includ~ the necessary personnel to ensure: the safe 

.design. construction. and operation or the plant; protection or 
the environment as ordered in these proceed1ngs; and tbe prudence 
of expenditures as they ultimately woul4 &rrect costs to tbe 

. ratepayer. 
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Discussion: 
Th1~~ondition sets up funding for effectively monitoring 

the cost, construction, operation, safety, and environmental 
constraints necessary to ensure that the LNG facilities are 
designed, built, and operated in the best interest or the public 
and the ~atepayer who is the ult1mate beneficiary or this 
project. 

14. Fire Protection 
Condition: 
Western Term1nal shall prepare a fire protection pl~~ for 

the affected area. This plan shall provide meaS'lres to adequately 
minimize risks to life and property from fire and shall be con
sistent with any safety regulations adopted by the Co~ission 
pursuant to Section 5631 of the Act. 

Prior to commencement or operation, the Co~ssion, in con
sultation with the Santa Barbara County Fire Department, will 
approve Western Terminal's plan. 

Discussion: 
We adopt cee Find1ng 16 insofar as it is a?plicable to the 

above Condition 14. However, we have substituted Comc1ssion 
approval for ceo approval. 

15. Electric TransmiSSion Lines 
Condition: 
Basic terminal electriC needs shall be met by ofrsite gene~a

t10n with adequate onsite generation available for stan~by ~~d 
emergency use only. 

Within these proceed1ngs, there have been several alternate 
transmission line proposals wbich mitigate to, varying degrees the 
environmental impacts attributable to Southern California Ed1sonTs 
preliminary design (Exh1bits A-118 and A-119). 

(1) An 1nland route utilizing existing Southern California 
f 

Edison easements (r1gurea 19, 20. and 21 1n Exhibit A-90). 
(2) A combination or overhead and underground lines reqUir

ing underground1ng v1th1n the coastal zone tor the applied to::, 
routing. 
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(3) ~routing utilizing the aece~s road corridor. 
(4 t _Modification and upgrading or the eX1~ting wood-pole 

transmission/distribution line. 
In the interest of proV1ding necessary offsite generat'ed 

power with the least overall environmental impact, Western 
Terminal is ordered to submit a plan for each of the foregoing 
alternate proposals. The plans ,shall include: 

(1) Data on the comparative reliability, cost, and environ
mental consequences or each plan. 

(2) ~~ximum feasible use of underground construction within 
the coastal zone. 

(3) Maximum feasible use of wood-pole construction for 
overhead portions or the line. 

(4) Us~ Of a single-circuit three-phase line, u.~less 
Western Terminal can substantiate the need for more than one 
eircuit. 

The Commission, after consultation W1th the cce an4 Santa 
Barbara County, will then determine wh1ch One of these alternate 
proposals will be used. 

Discussion: 
Imposition of CCC Condition 23 would adversely affect public 

health and safety. Our Condition 15 is a major departure from 
• the CCC's Condition 23, which would require onsite generation; 

however, our Condition 15 retains the CCC's re~uirement or m1tiga-

e' 

tion of the visual 1mpact 1n the eoastal zone. 
Several alternate routes are included for further study so 

that, if feasible, an alternatiVe should be developed to a multiple
circuit line on steel towers within the coastal zone. A double-. 
Circuit line on steel towers would have a significant Visual 
impact on Hollister Ranch and GaV10ta State Park. 

16. Construction Per10~ Transportation Plan 
Cond.ition: 
All transporta.tion or workers. material~, and eQ.Uipment ror con

struction act1vities shall be in accordance With a transportation' 
plan approve~ by the COmmission prior to~ommencement or construction. 
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-
W1th1n these proceedings there have been three t:";-:".:eptable - . . .... 

alternat~ ~outes proposed tor an excess road trom State Route 1 
to the terminal site (see Em. A-105, Routes 2, '3 and Zi-4a 

respectively) : 
(1) an 1mproved Hollister Ranch road trom Gaviota; 
(2) a coastal route from the west via Jalama Road; 
(3) a northern route gener~lly following the proposed gas 

pipeline corridor. 
In the interest o! providing adequate access with the least 

overall environmental impact, Western Terminal shall subm1t 
detailed transportation plans tor each of these alternate routes. 

These plans shall include: 
(1) maximum feasible use ot barges and the railroad tor 

tr~~sport ot workers, materials, and equipment; 
(2) maximum feasible use or off-site parking areas ~~d the 

busing or workers to and trom the site; 
(3) maximum teasible use of modular construction; 
(4) use of a gate and guardhouse where the access road joins 

the existing public road so as to control access; 
(5) data on the comparative safety, cost and environmental 

consequences of each plan. 
The Commission, after consultation with the CCC and Santa 

Barbara County, Will determine whicb one of these routes will 

be used. 
Discussion: 
This condition is a major departure from the CCC stafr 

recommendation regarding jurisdict10n and their choos1ng or the 

improved Hollister Road route. 
Tbe inclusion o! tbe other alternate routes is due to recogn1-

tion or the County's concern tor Gaviota Beach Park and the hous
ing or workers d~ing construction. The use or a gate and ~d 
at the beginning or the access r~ad 1n lieu or at the LNG . 
terminal would belp ensure privacy to the existing lan~owners 
and ma.inta1n the remoteness or the area as desired by both the 

County an~ the CCC. 
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l7. ~b11e Aceess 

Con~1t1on: 

western Terminal shall submit to the Commission a plan prov1d-
ing l1m1ted public recreational access to the coastal area in the 
vie1n1ty of the terminal site. Such access shall be consistent 
with protection of eoastal resources. a~equate terminal secur1ty~ 
~~~ public safety. Th1s publiC, access re~u1rement may be waive~ 
~r the Co:::n1ss1on deten:l1nes that neees·sary security or satety 

precautions so ~ictate. 
Discussion: 

We a~opt CCC F1n~1ng 25 insofar as it is applicable to the 
above Con~it1on 17. Although the Coastal Act (PRC Section 30212) 
is a con~1t1on appl1e~ to new coastal ~evelopment and hence is one 
that the CCC must follow. this Co~~ss1on must act under the more 
recent leg1s1ative ma.n(jate or Sections 5552~ 556'2 an(j 5632 which taken 
together must be read to mean that public presence near an LNG fac1lity 
is not in the public interest an~ is contrary to public health and 
safety. Nevertheless we will reQ.uire submission of a plan for future 

Com:nission consideration. 
18. Partial Ingro~~~ing of Storage Tanks 

Condition: 
Western Terminal shall submit to the Commission a visual 

i=.~act mitigation plan whieh shall provi~e for: 
(1) Partial 1ngroun(j1ng of LNG storage t~~ks in a ma."lner such 

that the upper portion or eaeh tank shall not protrude more than 
50 feet above the groun(j level of the facility~ unless Western 
Terminal demonstrates to the Commission satisfaction that there 
are significant a~vantages t'o a protrusion greater than 50 feet. 
taking into aecount such factors 'as operational feasibility. 

safety. cost. and environmental conseQ.uences. 
--



( 
e 

( -

A. 57626 et ale AL'.-ROO-IM 

(2) Contouring and land3Caping dikes surrounding the tanks 
in a manner ~hat will help, to keep the facility v1zually compatible 
with the natural lan6 form. of the area" as well as preserving - . 
the publiC V1ew. . 

(3.) Max1:tnum reasi'ble compatibility of all a'bovl:-ground 

strueture3 with the eharaeter or the area. 
(4) Pa1nt1ng or above-groun~ structures to achieve m1n1mum 

visual contrast with the surround;ng area to the extent permitted 

by sai"ety and. operational requirement5. 
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(5) ~te landscaping that proVides tbe maximum feasible 
screening ~r plant facilities cons1stent with the open-space 
character or the area. 

Construction shall not begin until the Commission, after 
consulta.tion With the cce and Santa Barbara County. has c1eterm1ned 
that the plan comp11es with this cond1tion. 

Discussion: 
I~pos1tion or cce Condition 26 would adversely affect the 

public health and safety. CeC'Condition 26 has been modified W1th 
respect to jurisdiction, cert~r1cat1on. found1ng or tanks on 
oedrock, the protrusion of tanks more than 50 teet upon adequate 
shOWing, and m1 t1gat1on or overall Visual 1m~act. 

The provision of rounding the tanks only on bedrock as recom
:lended. by the cee is addressed in Condition 39. 

The proVision tor greater than 50-toot protrusion has ~een 
included because the record herein does not support such a reqUire
ment since the 50-foot ease has not been aired at the COmmission 
hearings .. 

19. Kelp Harvest1ns 
Con~1t1on: 

To the extent feaSible, Western Terminal shall avoid 1nter~ 
terence With kelp harvesting from Kelp Bed 32. If studies 
icple~ented under Conditions 3, 4, and 5 indicate that term1na1 
construction or operation will decrease the amount or kelp that 
can be harvested under existing Department or Fish and Game 
leases, Western Terminal shall develop a program to, m~n1m1ze 
the ~ecrease and to mitigate the loss suffered by the Eed 32 ~essor 
or lessee. The Commission. after consultation with the ecc. 'shall 
approve and enforce such plan. 

Discussion: 
We adopt CCC ,Finding 28 insorar as it is applicable to tbe 

above Condition 19. ~h1s cce &tar~ condition haa been mod1fied 
in regard to jurisdiction and el,m'nat1on or the CCC proposed . 
eol:lm1 ttee. The Department or Fish and Game as the lessee should 
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have recou~se to mitigate losses~ but the placing or that Depart--ment on &.committee to 6etermine mitigation would ereate & eonfliet .. - -
ot'1nterest. ' .. 

~ 2? Procedures Governing Design and Construction 
; Condition: 

The proposed facilities shall be eonstruete6 substantially 
in accordance with the concept~al designs describe6 1n this record~ 
except where mitigation measures are or~ere~ herein. Additional 
~esign and construction requirements will be adopted by the Co~s
s10n 1."'l OII 1. 

Discussion: 
This is sim1lar to the condition typically imposed by the 

Commission in granting certificates or pub lie convenience and 
necessity. The condition avoids the necessity of spelling out 
detailed specifications. 

21. Co~~encement of Construction 
Condition: 
Unless construction of the LNG terminal is eo~~eneed Within 

18 ~onths arter the date when all required permits and regulatory 
authorizations have been issued and are no longer subject to 

. judicial rev1ew~ this permit will be deemed null and void and o! 
no further effect or foree. The Comc1ss1on may grant an extension 
or tice for good cause. 

Discussion: 
This eondition corresponds to the County's Recommendation No. 

2, mO~it1ed to recognize the case ~here all necessary permits a."'ld 
authorities are not yet final an~ effective. 

22. Domest1c Well-Water System 
Cond.ition: 
Domestic well-water system facilities ahall be designed by 

a California regi8tere~ professional engineer 1n aceordance ~h 
the "California ~are Drinking Water Aet" (Health and Satety Co~e. 
Section ~OlO~ !l ~). Construct1on or such wells shall be 1n 
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accordance:with standards set rorth by the Department or Water 
Resources; Bullet1n No. 74, "Water Well St~~4ardS: State of 

California." 
Discussion: 
This condition was re~uested by the County as part of its 

Recom:':lendation No. 42. It has 'been modified to· remove permitting 
re~u1rements 'by the County. The balance of the County's Reeommen
~at1on No. 22 eontains specifieS which will be considered during 

the design phase of the project. 
23. Food Handling Facilities 

Condition: 
Food handling facilities construction, operation, and 

::a:!.ntena.."lce, both during plant construction, a.s well as after the 
faeility is 1n operation, shall comply with all applicable provi
sions of the "California Restaurant Act n (Health a.."ld Safety Code, 

Section 28520 ~ seq.). 
Discuss1on: 
This condition responds to the County's Reco~~endation No. 43. 

24. Sewage and Waste Water Disposal 

Condition: 
Sewage and waste water shall be disposed of 1n a sanitary 

~~"ler wh1ch neither endangers the public health, degrades the 
gro~"ldwater supply, nor creates a public nu1s~"lce condition. 

Discussion: 
This condition responds to the County's Recommen~tion No.:44. 

25. Solid Waste Disposal 
Condition: 
Solid waste collection ~"ld disposal, 'both during construc-

tion or the plant as well as during its operation. shall be 1n 
a sare~ sanitary manner and shall comply with all applicable 
provisions or tbe' "Solid waste Management and Recovery Act.~ 
Government Code, Section 66700 ~ se~ • 

Discussion: 
~h1s condition responds to the County's Recommendation No. ~5. 
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25. 'tl1saster Plan 
- . Condition: 

~~ ons1te 4isaster plan $hall ~e prepared wh1ch 1nclu~es 
provisions tor prevention an~ correction of environmental health 
ha=ar~s resulting from possi~le disasters and shall address water 
supply. sewage disposal, food service, shelter, vector control, 
~~d refuse disposal. Said plan'shall be &yproved ~y the Commis
sion after consultation with Santa Barbara County, prior to the 

co~encement of terminal operations. 
Diseussion: 
This eondition responds to the county's Recommendation No. 46. 

21. Pipeline Review 
Condition: 
Prior to com~'let1on of plan an~ pro1'i1e drawings 01' the gas 

pipeline, Western Term1nal shall consult with the Santa Sarbara 
County ~ransportation Department and with Kern County and San 
LuiS Obispo County to assure coordination with existing and 
future road facilities. Western Terminal shall comply with all 
reasona~le requests resulting from this consultation. All dis
puted requirements will be subm1tted to the Commission tor 

~eterm1nation. 

Diseussion: 
~his condition responds to the County's Reeommendation No. 

50 with Kern and San Luis O~ispo counties added. Eowever, the 
County's related Recommendation No~ 5l, which required county 
encroachment permits, has been deleted as ~e1ng 1n violation,of 

Section 5581 or the Act. • 
28. ~~loyees"Temporary Housing 

Cond.1tion: 
No permanent or temporary dwellings 3hall be built or 1nstalle~ 

on the &ite for residential U5e other than those needed tor . construction-related activity. such as those for foremen~ super-

visors. or watchmen. 
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We~t~ terminal shall report to the CountY,of santa Barbara 
County-Ci%ies Area Planning Council information'1nclu~ingthe 
number or employee~ and their general area of residents (i.e. 
within a t~o-m1le radius of the residence) and their mode or 
transportation to the LNG facility construction site. 'this data 
shall be provided on a ~uarterly basis. the first set of data 
!ollowing. as soon as possible., the start of construction of the 
~~G facility. including the installation of the pipeline ~~d 
electric transmission lines if applicable. and be discontinued 
when the facility begins operating. 

Discuss1on: 
'this condition respon~s to the County'~ re~uest tor data 

to ascertain the impact of the construction work force on the 
County. 

29. Natural Gas Tra.nsm1ssion Pipeline 
PG&E and PLS shall file with the Com:n1ssion all applicable 

engineering plans, specifications, design calculations. an~ MY 
o~her applicable information at least 100 days prior to ,ipeline 
construction. 

Discussion: 
One hundred days for pipeline plan review will be re~uired 

because of the magnitude of the re~uired pipeline construction. 
30. Facility Lighting 
Condition: 
No beam or exterior lighting originating 1n the facility. 

within the limits approved by the Coast Guard for naVigational 
and pier lighting, s~all be ~irected toward adjacent areas W1th
out intermediate ob5~ruction. Night lighting of any k1nd shall 
be restricted to that required for (1) construction actiV1ties 
and (2) essential light1ng tor safety and security purposes during 
operations. 

Discussion: . 
This reeommen~ation is adopted 1n order to min1=1zev1sual 

impacts on reSidents at Hollister Ranch. 
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31. Notice or Proposed Orfshore Work 

Condition: 
West~ ~erm1nal shall provide, insofar as practicable, 

~itten~n6titication to affected commercial fishermen, kelp, 
harVesters, local marinas, and boat-launch facilities of tbe 
proposed offshore work, 1ncluding but not lim1ted to the loca
tion(s), dates, duration, and type or construction to be performed. 

D1seussion: 
This type of notice will help minimize impact on the local 

ma~ine-oriente4 business. 
32. Meteorological and OceanographiC Monitoring 

Condition: 
Western Term1nal shall cont1nue its meteorologic and oceano

graphic monitoring program to further evaluate actual sea-state 
conditions at the Point Conception marine terminal area. A 
I:l1ni:nu:ll of two years of continuOUS on-51 te measurement or sea
state conditions including wind, wave, swell, current, and tog 
shall be recorded. Arter review and analysiS of th1s data, the 
Co==1s~ion will make a further determination as to the safety 

. , 

~~d reliability of the project's maritime operations. If deemed 
necessary, further conditions may be placed upon tbe permit in 
orQer to assure the safety ~d reliability of tbe marine operations • 

• ,... ..... , .... f· • j .. 

Tonis data shall be submitted to the Commission not later than 
January 15, 1980 and shall encompass the period December, 1977 through 

December, 1979. 
Discussion: 
A prel~nary conclusion that'maritime conditions at Point 

Conception are acceptable ror nafe,and reliable operations is . 
based on evidence utilizing data developed ~y h1n~cast1ng methods. 
The record eV1~ence shows tbere 15 some uncertainty in the con
clusions reached on sea-state conditions at Point conception due 
to differing interpretations of the ~ource data. ~hererore, the 
Commission rinds it prudent to guarantee the sat1sractory reso
lution or these weather-related uncertainties ~y requ1ring on-. 
site measurement data to verity that the proposed maritime opera-
tions at Point Conception are conducive to- safety and rel1a~1l1t7. 
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33!, : Miscellaneous EIR Mitigation Measures' 

Condition: 
Applicant shall 1mPlement all mitigation measures in Appendix 

? which are referenced to Condition 33, to the extent feasi~le. 

Discussion: 
Several minor mitigation measures shown to be useful in 

re~ucing environmental impacts' 1n the EIR and round to- ~e feasible 
in this decision are not covered in the major conditions. These 

measures are required by Condition 33,. 
34. Air Qualitl 
Condition: 
Western Terminal shall implement the mitigation measures 

ult1cately adopted after further hearings ~erore this Commi~s1on 

reg:arding air Q.uality requirements. 
Discussion: 
Further hearings are required to consider recocmended condi-

tions of the ~~, as set forth in Response Bll or volume 2 of the 

Pinal EIR. 
35. Maritime Measures 

Condition: 
To the degree they are consistent with United States Coast 

Guard regulations and sound maritime practices~ We~tern Terminal 
is directed to adopt and implement the maritime equipment and 
procedure measures delineated in AppendiX F or this-decision. 

Discussion: 
Adoption or the above-rererenced measures will serve to. 

t reduce the risk associated with LNG vessel trafric to and from 

Point Conception. 
36. Geological and Geotechnical Investigations 

Condition: 
Wentern ~erm1nal shall undertake the further geolog1cal and 

geotechnical investigations outlined 1n ALJ Doran's June 16. 1978_ 
order to Western Terminal. At a minimum. a~d1t1onal trencbing 
to th~ east and west aide or Arroyo Central is required to further 
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evaluate the significance or the fault 1~ent1r1e~ a8 tbe Arroyo 
Fault. -Add1tionally~ two trenches on seismic l~ne ftC" as ~hown 
on Plate 1.DC or EXh1~it 0-106 are re~u1red to analyze the sig
nifieance or geolOgical anomalies i4entit1ed to the north or 
Arroyo Central. Any further trenching and 1nvest1gat10n~ a.s 
requ1re~. will be the subject of future Comm1ssion dlrect.1ve~. 

Discussion: 
Currently ava1la~le data ind1cates t~at the Arroy~ fault 1s 

not causative ~ut rather a seeon~a~y tault result1ng from aetivity 
on one or more ~1gnir1eant faultz immediately offshore. However. 
the absence of definit1ve geological and geotechnical data pre
cludes the Comc1ss1on from conclusively aff1rm1ng the propos1t1on 
that an LNG facil1ty can be re11ably constructed and operated at 
Po1nt Conception con~istent with 1nterestz or public safety. 

~. Because an active fault has ~een 1dent1f1ed with1n the Point 
<1... Concept1on s1te - the Arroyo fault - the phy~1cal and seismic 
tt character1st1cs of this fault must ~e thoroughly evaluated to 

determine the suitab1lity of the site. Given the poss1~1l1ty 
of on-site surface rupture and corresponding strong ground mot1ons 
which can threaten the Viability of the entire project, it is 
ine~~ent that the COmm1ssion have placed before it surr1cient 
and detailed information upon which to make its independent 
judg=ent respecting the nature and extent or the Arroyo fault 
~~d accord1ngly, 1ts ~pact on the issue of locating an L~G 
facility at Point Conception. 

37. Subsurface Exploration 
Condition: 
Due to the recognition or 8econ~ary faults within the site. 

e.g. Arroyo rault. Beach fault; if subsequent investigation con
t1rm3 the site's suitability. Western Term1nal is directed to 
undertake detailed subsurface exploration to insure that no . 
critical LNG component rill be located Within the distance of 
100 ~eet (30 m.) ~om any fault trace. 
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.. Discussion: 
, Location or critical components at surf1c1ent distances !rom 

ex~st1ng ~ult traces will serve to preclude damage to such com
po~ent~ resulting rrom any surface ground rupture along the traces. 

38. Storage Tank Foundations 
Condition: 
Western Xerm1nal is directed to place a reinforced concrete 

mat under the LNG storage tanks, unless a careful analysis 
demonstrates conclusively that it is not n~eded and is approved by 

the CO:l:liss1on. 
Discussion: 
The Commission has concern for the behav10r or the supporting 

elements or the LNG storage tank and the base anchorage system. 
The concern is that a relatively thin base plate is supported on 
25 in. of fo~glas$ insulation, 1 1n. of sand, ~~d a 4-1n. level
ing layer or concrete. None of these supporting mater1al~ have 
significant tensile strength. Tensile stresses can result from 
h1g."l shear stresses, created 'by the dynamic response or the tank 

to seism1c stress waves propagating through the foundation. A 

very careful analysis or the seismiC stress conditions that 
develop in these supporting materials supported by experimental 

tests is required. 
39. Uniform Foundation Materials 
Condition: 
Western Terminal is directed to site eritical component~ 

such as the LNG tanks, on uniform compacted rill material or firm, . 
~~weatbered tedrock. unless a eareful analysis 4emonstrates con-
clusively that the measure is unneeessary and is approved by the 

Cocm1ss1on. 
Discussion: 
In v1ev or signiricant seismiC velocity differentials between -the terra.ee cteposi ts and the f1rm 'bedrock taken 1n eOnjunet1on 

v1th the irregularity or the ancient wave-eut platform surface • 
. the loeation or critieal eomponents upon soils or d1rferent density 

with varying settlement rates must be aVOided. 
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~O. ;Seismie Categories 
Condition: 
Western Terminal is d1rected to class1fy all struetures. 

eomponents and syste~ tor the LNG tae1l1ty into one of three 
se1smic safety eategor1es which are detined az follows: 

Category I: Th1s category includes all structures, com
ponents, and systemz re~u;red to shut down the facility 
during and following a Safe Shutdown Earthquake (SSE) ~~4 

maintain the on-site LNG in a safe condition. 
Category II: This category 1ncludes all structures. com
ponents, and systems required to perc1t continued safe 
plant operation during and follOwing an Operating Basie 
Earth~uake (OBE). 
Category III: This category includes all structures, com
ponents, and systems not included in Categories I or II, 
but essential for mainta1ning support or normal plant 
operations. 

Regulatory Guide 1.60 response operator, properly sealed to the 
peak ground accelerat10ns recommended tor the SSE and CBt shall 
be used 1n ~he design of Category I and II structures, eomponents 
a."ld systems. 

A qua11ty assurance program in accordanee with Appendix B 
or 10 CPR 50 should be established that assurez reliable perfo~"lce 
or all Category I and II structures, components and systems 1n 

the1r respectively-def1ned seismiC environments. 
Discussion: 
The recommended seiSmic classification procedure s1mplifies 

design as different levels or se1smic performance are perm1tted 
tor each category. Also, it permits Western Terminal to relate 
the des1gn to both satety and economy in operat1on. For example, ~ 
items required to ma1nta1n the on-site LNG 1n a sate condition . 
must be 4es1gned to withstand the most severe seismiC enVironment, 

(. the SSE. Other items required to maintain plL~t operat1on witbout e· interruption or service are designed to a lower seismic level, the 
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OBE. Th1~ level can be established by a cost tra~~ff study 
• I :"' .... 

between the added cost of des1gn1ng to a given 'OBEseism1c level 
versus the savings in the cost of probable c1a.ma.ge and service 
interruption of the facilities that are not designed to- this 

level. 
41. Critical Earthquake Intensity 

Condition: 
Western Terminal, in the' design of critical LNG components, . 

such as storage tanks, is directed to utilize aece:erat10ns 
associated With a 7.5 magn1tude earthquake on the North ~~d South 
Eranches of the Santa Ynez fault and/or on the F-l fault. 
ACCordingly, Western Terminal shall design all critical components 
to a peak bedrock acceleration of ~7 g (gravity) at the s1te. 

Discussion: 
Prudence and the publiC interest dictate that the LNG 

facil1ty be des1gned to withstand and to continue to operate after 
occurrence or that earthquake which would produce an intensity 
of earthquake ground motion at the site that has a very high 

probability - on the order of 99.5 percent - of not being 
exceeded during the 50 year service life of the facility. To 
assure this high probability or plant and investment protect10n~ 
the Co~~ission is d1rect1ng Western Terminal to design and con
struct the term1nal to withstand ground motion at the site 
associated with the earthquake on the North and South Branches 
of the Santa Ynez fault and/or on the F-l fault or that earth~uake 
which has a pro~abi1ity of occurring one time in lO~OOO years 
(10-4 per year) correspondingly, a peak be~roek acceleration or 
.7g at the site is appropriate for ~es1gn purposes. 

c. Rejecte6 CCC Conditions 
~he following CCC recommende~ terms an~ conditiQns are 

rejected: 

. , 
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1. eec Condition 15 - Public Utilities Commission Denial 

or Conditions. . 
For the reasons stated above under "General Comments,n we 

are or the op1nion that 1mpos1t1on or this condition will adversely 
arfect the public health and safety. We further rind that imposi
tion or the term or condition will cause delays in commencement 
or term1nal operations that will, result in signif1cant curtailment 
of h1~~-pr1ority natural gas requ1rements and that deletion or 
~o~itication or this condit10n will avoid or signitic~~tly reduce 
such eurta11~ent. 

2. cee Condition 23 - Seawater Exchanse System and 
Transmission Lines. 

E~~101t A-40 shows that the use of gas-fired vaporizers 1s 
undesirable from economic and energy conservation standpoints. 
A!r pollution (ma1nly NOx) produced by the~ase-load vaporizers, 
as listed in the DEIR and E~~ib1t A-87 would exceed the threshold 
level established by the EPA, requiring a Prevention or Significant 
Deterioration permit from EPA. Th1s would require trade-offs. 
wh1ch could be very difficult to achieve 1n Santa Barbara County_ 
If this condition is a~opted. 1t would cause lengthy delays. or 
it coul~ clock the project completely. 

This air pollution argument against gas-f1red vaporizers is 
also applicable to ons1te generation by conventional methods. The 
parallel condit1on suggested by the County for exotic metho4s or 
ge~e~ation is inappropr1ate because these methods are not suf
ficiently developed. The transmission l1ne mitigating measures 
specified in' our Condit1on 15 will s1gnificantly reduce the impacts 
that concern these agencies. 

In addition. this cond1t1on is adequately addressed b1 our 
Condition 4. Marine Resources: Seawater Intake and D1scharge 
System, as well as our Cond1tion 15, Electr1e Transmission Lines. 

We are or the opin1on that imposition or CCC Condition 23 
~ will cause delays in commencement or ter.m1nal operations that Will -
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result ~ s~r1cant curtailment or high-priority natural ga& 

requirements and that deletion or the condition ~~l avoid or 

significantl, reduce such curta1lmen:. 
While we reject this condition at this time we also point out 

to the CCC and to our starr that the further hearings.~ proVided tor in 
our order~ to deal with the que5tion or air quality mitigation measure$ 
are broad enough to alloW cec and ARB to present their respective . 
reco::::lendat10ns and ev1d.ence w1th'respect to cce Condition 23. 

3. ccc Condition 27 - Surf1nS Breaks 
The CCo. concept or construeting~ ir necessary, an artificial 

reef for surfing is vague and impractical. There is no indication 
or whether it is feas1~le, where it might ~e placed, the cost, 
or what the environmental consequences or this structure might ~e. 
An alternative, the providing or surfing access 1n an area not 
presently access1~le by the publiC, is included within our Condi
tion 17. Weste,rn Terminal, moreover, has stated that it will not 
restrict nea.rshore recreation. Further, the proposed location or 
the trestle is not in the actual area "renowned" tor its surring .... ,, 
breaks. Consequently we believe surfing opportunity in the site 
vicinity will be at the S3l!le level after co,nstruction as it was. 'before 
and that such situation is consistent with public health and safety • ... -

,I' • 

We are of' the op1n1on that Ceo. Con.c11t1on 21 Wa& not. 
base~ on substantial evidence considering tbe record as a whole. 

4. CCC Condition 14 - GeoloEtc Hazards 
~he operation and funding or an independent terminal design 

~~d construction review panel 1n addition to the funded Safety 
a.~d Construet1on Monitoring Program or thi& Commission, would· 
be unwarranted and 'Ul'leconom.eal.. It would be an unneeessary 
duplication of' expert effort. 1nvestigation, and review. The 
Co=m1ss1on's Safety and Construetion Monitoring Program ~ll 
e:ploy a permanent ,starr of professionals as well as utilize con
sultants. Our monitoring program will a.ssure that the construe-
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t10n <1rawings and calculations are tboroughly reviewed and that 
the eonstrucj:ion is adeQ.uately inspected. Furthermore, at the - . 
present time there are ongoing specific site inves,t1gat1ons by 

a variety or competent professional geologists. Various govern
ment agencies and other interested parties are evaluating tbe 
geotechnical hazards that might affect the terminal. 
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We are-ot the op1nion that impozition or CC~ Condition 14 
W1li ca.use -<1elays 1n commencement or terminal operations that 
w11~ result in signiricant curtailment or high-priority natural 
gas:re~uirements, and that ~eletion or the condition w1ll avoid 

, . 
or significantly reduce such curtailment. 
D. Responses to Certain Santa Barbara County Reeo~~en~at1ons 

Set forth below are specific responses to the termz an4 condi
tions recommended for adoption 'by the Board of Supervisors of the 
Cou."lty. 

1. Reeo~~endation 1 

The Commission retains all responsibility for implementing 
and entorcingeach and every condition adopted as part or the 
perm1t. 

2. Reco~~endat1on 2 
Our Condition 21 should cover the County's concern tor unreason

a~le delay in commencement or project construction • 
S. Recommendation 3' 
Staff Guidelines (1) and (3) as detailed in our po11ey state

ment (see General Co~ents) above) should satisfy the County's 
concern for availability of information. 

4. Reco~~endations 4 through 22 - Safety 
Section 5637 of the Act re~uires the Commission to adopt 

regulations governing the safety and construction ot the terminal. 
The Co~w1$sion already bas adopted regulations. General Order No. 
1~2. governing design. construction. testing. ma1ntenance. and 
operation or util1ty gas transmiss10n and distribution piping 
systemz. Seet10n 5637 requ1res the Commiss1on to establish &' 

monitoring system to ensure that terminal construct10~ and opera
tion 15 1n compliance With all applicable regulations a~o~ted and 
terms and conditions established. OUr current 1nvest1gat1on~ 
OII 1, 1& address1ng the safety aspects or the projeet and con~id

,er1ng the part1cuJ..ars or a Comm1~s1on Mon1 tor.1ng Program. All 
the specifics concerning the safety and construction monitoring 
aspects or the project are expected to be formulated and deta11e~ . 
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at the eon~sion or the OII 1 proceed1ng. ~o spee1ty ~eta11ed 
safety eon(rol measures at th1~ time would be 111~adv1sed and 
premature. 

5. Recommendations 23 throU5h 32 - Flood Control 
Sta.rr Guidelines (2) and (4) provide the opportunity for 

the County Flood Control Engineer to reView all engineering and 
construction plans and to determine whether such plans conform 
with the County Flood Control De~artment's st~~dards. 

6. Reco~~endations 33 throuSh 38 - Fire Control 
Our Condition 14 should adequately cover the County's concern 

in this area. Stafr GUidelines (l)~ (2)~ (3)~ and C~) will afford 
the Co~~ty Fire Department an opportunity to review Western 
Terminal's fire protection plan ~~d to correct any variance with 
its st~~dards. The Corn=1ssion will monitor all actiVities regard
ing the fire protect1onplan to ensure compliance. 

7. Recommendation 41 
Our Condition 7 proVides for a noise monitoring program. 

Statf Guidelines (1), (2), (3), and (4) will afford the County the 
opportunity t~ provide input and make known its'concerns prior to 
,plan approval. ~he starr is required to modify to- the greatest 
extent rea50na~ly possible $uch a plan 1n order to include the _, 
Co~~ty's recommendations and to assure that the plan is 1n contor
~3nce with County standards. 

8. Reco~~~ndat1on 42 
Our Condition 22 requires the development or a potable water 

supply to be 1n accor6ance with th~ California Safe Dr!nk1ng 
Water Act and the Department of Water Resources - Water-Well ' 
Standards. Staff Guideline5 (2) and (~) allow tor additional 
appropriate standards to be followed, as well as mOditication or 
any plan~ 1n order to include other reasonable reqU1rement5 as 
requested by other' 1ntere~ted government agencies. 

9. Recommen~at1on ~l 

Our Condition 23 tult111s the needs of th18 County recommenda
tion with the exception ot allowance tor santa Barbara County 
approvals. 
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10. !ecommendat1ons 44 and ~5 
Our Conditions 2~ and 25 incorporate the basic concerns o~ 

tbe County's Recommendations ~~ and 45. Specifies as to the 
sewage and waste water facilities and as to solid waste collec
tion a~d disposal methods Will be determined prior to plan approval 
and arter consultation with appropriate state and local agencies. 

11. Recommen~at1on 46 
Our Condition 26 accepts the County's Recommendation 46~ 

except that the Commission is re~pons1ble for all approvals. Starr 
Guidelines (1) and (2) allow tor local agency reView and opportu
nity to revise the disaster plan so that the legitimate concerns 
of the agency may be addressed. 

12. Reeo~~en~ation 41 
The Comm1ssion~ utili=~~g its Monitoring Program, Will 

determine all necessary inspection. ~his does not preclude the 
Commission's Monitoring Program trom allowing the Co~~ty Health 
Department ofricials from making necessary inspections and evalu
at10ns and to report their findings to the Comc1ss1on. 

l3. Recommendation 48 
Inground1ng ot LNG storage tanks is covered in our Condition 18. 
14. Recommen~at1on 49 
Our Condition 16· covers site access. 
15. Recommen~at1on 50 
This has been adopte4 as our Con~ition 27. Th~ Monitoring 

Program will ensure compliance by Western Terminal. 
15. Reco~~endat1on 51 
Access road approval rests w1th the Commission. The County 

~ransportat1on Department Will be consulted by the start monitor
ing team. The County Will be furnished requested data. 

11. Recommendations 52 and 53 
Access road eon~it1ons are eovered by our Condition 16. 
18. Recommendation 24 
Stag1ng areas and the parking plan are covered by our 

Condit1on 16. 
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19. Recommendat ion 55 . 
Saret~ rules applying to the terminal will b~ developed by 

the Comm1~sion 1n OIl 1. (Also. see the response to Recommenda
tions 4 through 22.) Our Condition 20 requires term1nal design 
to comply With Comm1ss1~n rules. 

20. Recommen~ations 56 through 64 
The intent or these recommendations is covered by our Condi

tion 7. The Commission's Const~uct1on and Safety Monitoring 
Program involves review of plans tor the terminal. (See, also
the a1scussion ot Recommendations 23 through 32.) 

21. Recommendations 65 through 68 
Standards for the access road construction will be determined 

by the Commission's mon1tor1ng team 1n consultation with the 
County Pu~l1c Works Department. It is our intent that the road 
be built to County standards, to the extent teas1ble. The pro-
cedure for accompl1sh1ng this is established by Staff Guideline (2). 

22. Recommendation 69 
See the discussion under Recommendations 23 through 32. 
23. Recommendation 70 
All final design plans shall be SUbmitted to the COmmission 

tor review in accordance with the Consruction and Satety Monitor
ing Program. 

24. Recommendations 7l and 72 
The intent o·f these recormnendat1ons is covered by our Condi

tions 7 and 8. 
25. Recommendations 73 through 77 
Our Condition 34 establishes air pollution control reqU1re

ments. The Commission's monitoring team will work closely With 
the County Air Pollution Control District in the reView or con
struction and operation plans. 

26. ~ecommendation 18 
ElectriC power tor the racility Will be proVided by a trans-

( . mission line from the initial stages or operation or the term1nal 
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in order to prevent significant deterioration of a.ir q,ua11ty 'by 

em1$s!ons from gs;s turb1ne generators. The impact of tbe transmis
sion line ~ll be mitigated, it ~ossible, 'by a combination of . 
undergroun~1ng and using or wood-pole line supports. Western . 
Terminal bas been directed 1n our Condition 15 to study these 
mitigation measures and submit a plan for Comm1ssion approval. 

The use of eold power systems, solar, or wind power genera
tion or electricity is not praet1cal at this t~e. These are 
considered supplemental energy sources that may become available 
for use at the ~~G terminal some time 1n the future after addi
tional researeh and development are accomplished. The terminal 
will require a reliable supply of electrieity, available 24 hours 
a day, seven days a week, using proven technology. This ean be 
most reasonably accomplished by installation of an electric trans
mission line and standby gas turbine generators at the terminal 
site. 

Recommendation 78- deals with air ~ual1ty among'other th!ngs anu· 
should be readdressed by the County in the further hearings we order 
herein with respect to air quality ~tigat1on measures. We will expect 
AP.B, among others. to comment turther on this recommendation. 

27. Recommendation 80 
The intent of this recommendation is covered by our Condi

tion 10, which deals with replacement or lost habitat, anI! our 
Conl!1t1on 19, which I!eals with commercial kelp harvesting. 

28. Recomm~ndat1on 81 -
This reeommendat1on is covered "Oy our Conl!1t1ons 7 a."'ll! 8. 

, , 
29. Recornm~n<!at1on 82 
This recocmendat1on is covered by our Con<!ition 16. 
30. Recommendations 83 through 85 
These recommendations ~e covered ~y our Condition 28. 
3l. Recommendation 86 
See the discussion under Recommendations 23 through 32. 
32. Recommendation 81 
Petroleum and other spills are dealt with 1n our Condition 6. 

Our ~tart will consult With County per:5onnel to ensure that COtmty 
requirements are satisried to the extent tbey are not preempted 
by EPA and Coast Guard requ1rements. 

33. Recommendation 88 
Our Condition 9 deals with decomm1ssioning the term1nal. 
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34. Recommen~at1on 89 
, 

Removal or debris on the beach is re~U1red by our Condition 
2. Our starr Will see that the construction plan proVides ror 
:oemoval or man-made junk and debris. 

35. Recommendations 90 through 92 
Pipeline re~u1rements are covered 1n our Conditions 8 and 27. 

It is not 1nthe best interests or the ratepayers to loop the 
pipel1ne befor~ it is re~u1red. 

36. Recommendation 93 
Ingr0 u."'ld1ng. or the tanks is tI:eated in our Condition 18. t.rh!.:s 

should significantly reduce the Visual impact or the tanks. ~he 

necessity and desirability or dense landscap1ng will be determined 
diJ.r1ng reView or termina.l plans. 'Xhe starr will consult With the 
County according to Starr Guideline (2) a."ld consider its position 
p~1or to approVing plans. 

31. Recommen~at1on 94 
This recommendation is covered by our Condition 30. 
38. Recommendation 92 
In our op1n1on this cond.1t1on is not Within our jurisd1ct10~. 

~1st1n~ law governing ~1ab1~ity is a~equate and ~11l be ~dm1n1st~rec1 by 
the ,CO\lrts. Western :erm1nal will carry adeq,uate liability insurance. 

39. Reco~~endat1ons 96 through ~ll 
L~G ship safety matters are outside the jurisd1ct1on or the 

COmmission. The Coast Guard is the proper agency to establish 
these re~uirements. The Commission has tranSmitted a COP7 or 
these reco:m:lendat1ons to the Coast Guard for its evaluation ... 

40. Recommendations 112 and '113 . 
our Cond1~ 3 and 4 cover the !=pact of marine rac1l1ties 

on the environment. 
~l. Recommendation 114 

~h1s recommendation has been adopted as our Cond1tion 31. 
42. Reeommendation 115 
t.rh1s reeommendati~n haa been rejected as counterproductive. 
43. Reeommendations 116 through 123 - Environmental Monitoring 
Tbeae recommendations are adequately covered by our Conditions . , 

3. 4. 5. and 7 and the Comm.1ssion's Monitoring Program. 
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44. ~commendat1ons 12~ through 13~ - Cultural Resources 
, Our Oond1tion l2 covers cultural resources. Additional 

specific requirements will be negotiated, as requ1red, under Starr 
GU1~e11nes (1), (2), and (3). 

· ~5. Recommendation 132 - Pipeline 
ThiS recommendation is encompassed under Starr Guidelines 

( 2 ) a."'ld ( 4 ) • 

45. Reco~~endations 136 and 131 - Access Road 
The Co~~ty's concern a~out the design of the access road is 

cove~e~ ~y Starr GUidelines (2) and (4). Further, our Conditions 
7 and 16 consider the access road mitigation measures, as well as 
requiring studies tor alternate routes and a tr~~sportat1on plan. 

47. RecoTT'.:nendat1on 139 
Section 5583 or the Act precludes ~~y local government rro~ 

~~dertaking any development which would be in nonconro~ce with 
the population density criteria of the Act or development 1ncom
~at1ble with the operation or the terminal. Section 5582 and 

5583 cover the intent or County's Recommendation 139. Insuffic!ent 
1nt'ormation is available concerning the cost o·f this recommendation. 
Pro~erty owners have recourse to the courts. 

48. Reco~~endat1on 140 
~he COmmission is responsible for all inspection and enforce

ment procedures. Any contracts ror consultation or independent 
inspection will be determined by the Commis$1on. 

49. Reco~~endat1on l41 
&~y contract$ between the Com=iss1on and the County must be 

mutually agreeable. It they ~eter.c1ne that contracts are neces
sary, the$e ean be concluded under the Commission's Monitoring 
Program. 

50. Recommendation 142 
The Commiss1pn. under the Act. Will decide upon any eon!l1et- --

.1ng regulations· or conditions and make any appropriate ~eter.m1nation • 
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rv. MOTIONS 

A. Outstan~ing Motions . 
At tb~ submission or each of these proceedings. several 

motions were still awaiting our ~ec1~ion. Below is our discussion 
~~d rulings on these motions. All other motions still outstanding 

shall be deemed denied. 
B. Bixby Motion - Objection to Jurisdiction 

Counsel for BiXby filed written "Notice or Objection of 
Ju::-1sd1ct1on" on October 28, 1971. On November 2, 1917, BiXby 
f11e~ a "Notice or Motion to Dismiss tor Lack of Jurisdiction" in 
the consolidated matters here before the CommiSSion. A Memorandum 
of POints ~~d Authorities in support or this motion was f11e~ on 

Nove:ber 2, 1917. 
Additional material filed by Bixby in support of its objee-

tions to the ju:isd1ction or this Cocm1ssion in these consolidate~ 
,roeeeQir~s may be summarized as follows: 

l. Letter dated Fe~ruary 3, 1976, advising that 
Federal Executive Order No. 10~6; would not 
be relied on (withdrawing the argument pre
sented 1n the Memorand~ or Points and 
Authorities filed November 2, 1911, m1meo. 
pages l5-22). 

2. s~pplemental Memorandum in Su~port or the 
Motion to Dismiss and Re~uest tor Official 
Notice filed February 24, 1978. 

3. Second Re~uest for Ofricial Notice filed 
March 1 .. 1978. 

4. s~~ or Case$ Inaccurately Cited, presented 
r~eh 2, 1978 (see Case No. 10342, ~ Vol. 30, 
page 3138). 

5. Re'Outtal Memoran~1.UIl of the :Fre~ H. BiXby Rench 
Company in Support or Motion to Dismiss r11e~ 
Y.arch 2~, 1978. 

G. Letter date~ May 22. 1918 objecting to the 
~ta!r'8 proposed LNG safety regulations 1n 
OIl 1, -enclos1 g a Memora.n(jum or the FERC 
staff in PERC Docket Nos. CP75-140 an~ 
CP75-S3-2. 
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~' Oral argument was held on the BiXby motion on Mareh 3.' 1978 

before AL3 Mattson. Pursuant to the ALJ's ruling setting oral 
argument. l?arties c1e51ring to present argument we~e re~u1red, to 

tile briers prior to oral argument. 
Starr co~el and counsel tor the applicants in Applieation 

No. 57626 filed bri~fs in opposition to the BiXby motion on 
February 24, 1978. 'Bixby, app11cants, and starr participated in 

oral argument March 3, 1978. 
Pursuant to submission at oral argument. applieant and start 

filed their clo~ing briefs on March 17. 1978. Bixby flled a 

reply brief on March 24, 1978. 
1. Bixby's Contentions 
We have reviewed the documents tiled by Bixby. Bixby's major 

content1on5 are: 

1. Federal law has preempted the siting of LNG 
terminals and the Act is to that extent invalid. 

2. The Com=1sSion cannot exercise the power to 
deter=1ne a site tor an LNG terminal because 
the power to decide the location or an LNG . 
terminal 1$ exclusively a federal decision. 

3. The Cocm1ss1on cannot establish sarety regula
tions 10 OII 1 since regulation or tac111t1es 
used to process LNG moved in interstate com
merce has been specifically preempted by the 
Federal Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act or 
1968 (49 USC 1671 et seq.). 

4. The Act unconstitutionally burdens interstate and 
foreign commerce. 

5. The duties assigned the Commission are outside the 
jurisdiction set by, the California constitution. 

2. Discussion 
a. Federal Preemption 

Bixby's pr1mary basis for aS5ert1ng the unconstitutionality 
or the LNG ~erm1nal Act 15 1t8 contention that federal law ha~ . 
preempted ~oth the &it1ng and safety regulation or LNG term1nals. 

(... B1Xby repeatedly asserts that tederal jurisdiction is "exclusive". 
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(~ However. "CsJtateme~ts concerning the 'exclusive jurisdiction' 
of Congress beg the only controversial question: whether Congress 
intended to~e its jurisdiction exclusive." Ca~1rorn1a v. Zook. 
(1949) 336 u.s. 725~ 731. 

~e existence or a federal law relating to the su~jeet, matter 
or a state statute "poses. rather than disposes or" the preemption 
issue. Florida Lime and Avocado Growers, Inc. v. Paul. (1953) 
373 u.s. 132, 141. Once this issue is posed. two further ~uest1ons 
arise, at least one or which must be answered affirmatively in 
order for federal legislation to be preemptive. First. the federal 
8."ld state laws must be in actual conflict; failing this, the federal 
law must expressly or ~y implication manifest Congressional int~nt 
to wholly occupy the field. We ~elieve neither of these questions 
C~"l be answered 1n the att1rmative, and that consequently. 
California's LNG legislation is not preempted by federal law. 

Regarding the question of actual conflict. the test under 
this L"lquiry is whether there is "such actual conflict between the 
two scheoes or regulation that both cannot stand in the 8ame area." 
Florida L1rne, su~ra, 373 u.s. at 141 (emphasis added). It is 
aetual, not potential or hypothetical conflict, which will invalidate 
a state statute. See e.g •• Goldstein v. california, (1973) 412 
u.s. 545. Even where an actual conflict can be shown to eXist, a 
State statute will be preempted only to the extent of the conflict, 
s~"lce "the proper approaCh is to reconcile the 'operation of both 
statutory sehemes with one another rather than holding (the State 
SCh.eme) completely ousted'." DeCanas v. Bica, (1976) 424 U.S. 351, 

*1 357 .. fn. 5.-
However, petitioner has not aer1ou$ly suggested that an actual 

conflict eXists between the California and federal laws. 'Xhos'e 
laws do not expressly make compliance with both imPOSSible .. and 
neither California nor the federal government has defin1tively 
and concluzively applied those laws to the present appl1cations. • 

!I The severability clause found in Section 5593 of tbe LNG 
~erm1nal Act constitutes State statutor.1 reCOgnition of this 
principle. 
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'The DOE A<!m1n1strator's :Final Opinion and Order. issued December 30. 
1971.!1 co~1tionally approving the Oxnard site., ~a expressly ~ 
exclusive approval or that site alone. Largely ~ecause or insurfi
cient eVidence on the record. Point Conception could not be 
considered 1n this Opin1on (Op1ru.on at ~l). However. the Opinion 
clearly states: 

"DOE's decision today approving Oxnard does not preclude 
~~yone from pursuing an LNG project (including this one) 
sited at Point Conception. DOE is not disapproving any 
alternative site." (Opinion p. ~2) 

More 1mportantly. the Op1n1on clearly states DOE'~ intention 
to give full force and effect to California's LNG Terminal Act. 
The Op1n1on states at page 38: 

n ••• the DOE has determined it has the authority to take 
into account the procedures established in the California 
legislation for state consi~eration or an appropriate site. 
~~d we choose to exercise that authority •••• " 

ce Moreover: 

"In the circumstances of this case. and at least at this 
stage of the proceeding. California should have an 
opportun1ty to decide whether or not the operation or an 
LNG faCility at Oxnard is acceptable to it as a means of 
faCilitating the import and distribution or that gas to 
its citizens. Thus. pursuant to the Terminal Act. as well 
as any other applicable California legislation (present or 
future). Calirornia will have the opport1.1ni ty to wei'gh and 
evaluate the safety and environmental characteristics of 
(sicJ LNG site. taking into, account the projected need for 
gas ~~d supply thereof." (Opinion. p. ~O) 

The Opin1on makes clear that its conditional approval or Oxnard 
does not necessarily exclude POint Conception or any propo$e~ ~ite. 
in part because of the policy expressed 1n the President's National 
Energy Plan which favors s1 t1ng an LNG terminal away .tx-om 4ensely 
populated areas. and 1n part because or tbe population density 
criteria and eonso~idated site selection process establisbed by 
the LNG Terminal Act: 

!I Pacln6ones1a LNG Company. DOEIERA Op1n1on NO.1. (Mimeo. Docket 
No. 77-00l-LNG) (Dec~er 30. 1911). hereinafter DOE Pinal 
Opimon and. Order. or Op1n1on. 
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n~he Cal1tornia site screening process now under way 
may. by July 31. 1978. the deadline fixed by Californ1a 
law, p:oduce a £1te that is also acceptable,' or even 
preferable to Oxnard. The DOE will cooperate with the 
State to settle on a mutually acceptable site by that 
date. Unle$s that effort fails. the DOE f1nd5 no caU5e 
to exerci~e its authority under Section 3 ot the 
Natural Gas Act 1n disregard of the legitimate interests 
or the State or Calirornia to partiCipate in the site 
selection process." (Opinion. p. 8.) 

DOE quite clearly recognizes that it does not automatically preempt 
Cal1fornia: 

"Since it is clear ••• that DOE is arrorded a degree of 
latitu~e 1n asserting its jurisdiction over 'Section 1 
type' issues such as siting in an import ease. it 
follows that DOE has discretion in sueh cases to deter
mine whether and the extent to which a state has a 
leg1t~ate interest in the siting issues and should be 
deferred to in whole or in part to resolve those issues." 
(Footnote omitted; Opinion. p. 39.) . 

Actual conflict is therefore simply not a basis tor asserting federal 
pree::ption. 

The test for the second in~uiry. regarding Congressional intent 
to occupy the fiel~, was well stated by the Supreme Court in Plorida 
~, su~ra. In the absence of an irreconcilable conflict, the 
settled rule, 1n deference to a State's legislative exercise of its 
tra~1t1onal police powers. is: 

" ••• not to ~ecree such a federal ~isplacement 'unless 
that was the clear and manifest purpose ot Congress.' 
Rice v. Santa Fe Elevator Corp. 331 'O'.S. 218_ 230, 
57 s.c~. 1146. 1l52, 91 ~.Ea. 1~47. In other wor~s, 
we are not to conclude that Con ess le 1s1ated the 
ouster 0 this Ca 1 orn1a statute ••• 1n the absence 
of an una~b1 uous con ress10nal manaate to that effect." 

3 u.s. at 1 -1 7 empnas1s a~~e~ • 

An examination of the relevant tederal statutes and the ease 
law :.nterpret1ng them demonstrates no "clear an~ manifest purpose 
ot Congress" to pr~empt State regulation, even concerning matters 
within the State'J traditional poliee powers. 
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(~ BiXby repeate~ly states that re~eral regulation or all 
5ales or transportation or gas 1n interstate or toreign commerce - . 
is exclus1!e. We agree that California cannot approve these 
transactions; BiXby has p01nte~ to noth1ng in the Cal1rornia 
statute that woul~ alter this conclusion. Rather, BiXbY assumes 
that the exclusive re~eral jur1s~1ct1on over transportation or 
sales necessarily gives the te~eral government exclusive juris
diction over the Siting or an LNG terminal, without presenting any 
rationale supporting the el1m1nation or this ~1stinction. We agree 
W1th the starr that BiXby's argument presupposes that rererences 
in the legislative history or the statute, the language or the 
statute itselr, and the cases interpreting the Natural Gas Act, 
which all deal with aspects or sales or transfers or natural gas, 
must be read to ~~cl~de the very difrerent and distinct concerns 
relate~ to siting an~ constructing a terminal. We also believe 
that Bixby's "exclusive federal jurisdiction" argument is unfounded; 
we rind no evidence that either Congress or the courts have intended 
sales, tr~~srers, or transportation in interstate commerce to in
clu~e siting concerns. 

The United States Supreme Court has clearly held thZt the 
Gas Act is not preemptive or the entire field or regulation 
or natural gas. In Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co. v. PubliC 
Service Co~~1Ss10n or Indiana, (1941) 332 u.s. 507, the Court 
upheld a State regulatory commission's assertion or authority oVer 
certain sales or gas be1ng transporte~ through an interstate pipe
line. Arter a lengthy review or the legislative history, the 
Court conclu~e~: 

"Tbe Act, though extending re~eral regulation, ha~ 
no purpose or effect to cut down state power. On the 
contrary, perhaps its pr1mary purpose was to· a1~ in 
making state regulation efrective, by adding the weight 
or federal regulation to supplement an~ re1n!oree it 1n 
the gap create~ by the prior ~eeis10n5. The Act wa~ 
drawn with meticulous regard tor the continued exercise 
or state power, not to han~1cap or dilute it in any wa1.ft 
33Z O.S. at 511-518 (emphasis added; Citations o~tted). 
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To the pipel1ne company's assert10n or total federal pre
emption. the Court replied: - . 

"It w~uld be an exceed1ngly incongruous result if a 
statute 50 motivated, designed and shaped to ~r1ng 

. about more effective regulation, and particularly more 
effective state regulation, were construed in the teeth 
of those objects, and the ~port of its wording as 
well, to cut down regulatory power and to do so in a 
manner mak1ng the states less capable of regulation than 
before the statute's adoption. Yet this, in eftect, is 
what appellant asks us to do. For the essence or its 
pOSition, apart trom $tan~1ng directly on the commerce 
clause, ~s that Congress by enacting the Natural Gas Act 
has 'occupied the field,' i.e. the entire rield open to 
fe~eral regulation.... Tohe exact opposite is the fact. 
Congress. it is true, occupied a field. But it was 
meticulous to take in only territory which this Court 
had held the states could not reach." (332 u.s. at 519) 

~he Supreme Court's interpretation of CongreSSional intent 
was even more clear in a second P~~han~le Eastern decision. There 
the Court stated: 

"Without entering upon another review or its legislative 
history. (footnote om1tted) surfice it to say that the 
Natural Gas Aet did not envisage federal regulation or 
the entire natural gas field to the limit or constitu
tional power. Rather it contemplated the exercise of 
federal power as specified in the Act. particularly in 
that interstate segment which the states were powerless 
to regulate because or the Commerce Clause or the Fe~eral 
Constitution (footnote omitted). ~e jurisdiction or the 
Federal Power Co~~ssion was to complement that or the 
state regulatory bodies (footnotes Omitted.)" 
(Federal Power Co~~iss1on v. Panhan~l~ Eastern Pi e Line 
Compan'y. 7 u.. 9, 0 - 0 • 

~he allege~ "manifest purpose or Congress" to totally 
preecpt all aspects of natural gas regulation also does not appear 

. in the relevant sections or the Natural Gas Act or the cases 
1nterpreting them. 

Bixby first argues that Section 3 or the Natural Gas Act 
preempts State regulation. Section 3 gives the FPC (now the DOE) 
the authority to grant or deny an application to import or export 
natural gas. Nothing in the language or Section 3 rerers to Site 
selection or construction or facilities. At the same time, the 
LNG ~erm1nal Act is to re~late site selection and construction of 
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~~ a ter.m1nal. It does not purport to regulate imports or exports. 

• 

B1X~Y nowhere has presented an analysis ot why "importation" i~ -equivalent ~o "a1t1ng and construction." Bix~y's'case tor pre-
empt10n under Section 3 appears to rest entirely upon the lead1~g 
ca.se of D1'strigas Corporation v. Fec!eral Power Commission .. (D.C. 
Cir. 1974) 495 F.2d 1057. However .. we are persuac!ed that D1strigas 
~~d its progeny. including the atorereferenced DOE Opin1on .. 
affirmatively demonstrate that Se,ction 3· does not preempt State 
siting legislation. 

The Distrigas ease arose when the FPC attempted to assert juris
~iction over Distrigas' LNG terminal facilities after having initially 
deter:lined that the facilities were exempt from federa.l regulation. 
Briefly s~~rized the Distr1gas decision held that the authority 
of the FPC to impose con~tions over 1mporta.tion of natural gas is 
broad enough that the FPC could .. in its discretion, attach to an 
~port pe~t terms ~~d conditions relating to facilities. ~e 

Court found that the FPC did not automatically preempt state regula
tion~ ~ut did have di5cretionary regulatory power over such 
faci1i ties under Section 3,. which could ~e exerCised by imposing 
facility-related conditions on permit authorization. 495 F.2d at 
1064. The Court stresse~ the "elastic" nature of Section 3 jur1s-
cll.ct1on: 

"Un~er Section 3~ the Commission's authority over imports 
or natural gas is at once plenary an~ elastiC. It maI 
authorize ~~ports. as it di~ in Opinion 613, subject to 
no conditiOns whatever as to facilities and subse~uent use; 
~t may deny ~port author1zation altogether. So long as 
its conclusion is reasonable ••• tbe Commission may a180 and 
qUite properly adopt a position somewhere between these two 
poles. granting 1mport authority ~ut 8ubjecting it to 'terms 
~~d con~it1ons' that it tind$ 'necessary or appropriate' 
to the public interest." 495 F.2d at 1064. (Emphasis aOdeO.) 

Thus. the "plenary~ Section 3 juris0iction to impose regulation 18 
discretionary. anO does not 1n'itsel! compel a rind1ng or preemption.

or equal s1~!icance is the standard put forth by the D1str1gas 

Court ~y which the FPC abould decide whether to exerc1ae its dia
cretion to 1mpoae conditions on facilities: the FPC sbould consider 
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~ whether "such regulation cannot or will not, as a practical matter, 
~e ~poBed by tbe states •••• " 495 P.2d at 1064. - . 

In the~resent case~ DOE's Pinal Opinion ba$ expressed that . 
agency's determination not to preempt California's siting ~uri&-
c11ction: 

"(Q) Tbe authorizations granted here~ will not take 
effect as to any facility, or operation or any part or 
any facility, ~~t11 all necessary Federal, state an~ 
local authorization A5 to tbat part or the facility, or 
operation thereof, have ~een ~ecure~, inelu~ing the 
a ro r!ate authorization from the Ca11forn1a Public 
Ut11it CO~~1ssion under the State s L10ui ied Natural 
Gas ~erm1nal Act of 9 •••• Em~haS1$ ad~ed. DOE 
Final Op1n1on ane Order, pp. 62-63. 

~h1s expres$ condition is s1gn1r1cant evi~ence that no re~eral pre
e:ption is present, and substantiates our View, expressed earlier, 
that DOEts statements 1n tbe body or tbe opinion relating to siting 
a..~c1 construction of a terminal indicate DOEts rirm intent:ion to 

I 

defer to California on these matters. (See this Decision, pp DOE 
~ Final Opin1on and Order, pp. 38-~2.) Section 3 of the Natural Gas 

Act thus provides no basis for finding federal preemption. 
BiXby also argL.1es tba.t Section 1 or the Natural Gas Act pre

e:pts California's LNG terminal siting legislation. ~hi5 argument 
is apparently based on language 1n Section 1Cc) stating that no 
"interstate" gas facilities shall be constructed without a certificate 
of public convenience an~ necessity from the federal government. 
From this, Eix~y asserts tha.t the federal government has exclusive 
siting jurisdiction. 

However. the eXistence ~ ~ or a fe4eral permit re~u1rement 
is not indicative, 1n itselt. or tbe extent of any federal preemption. 
In a case closely analogous to the present one. tbe California 
Supreme Court held that the State's power to impose reaaonable regu
latory conditiOns includes the power to determine the siting of a 
rederally eert1!icated rac11ity. Northern Cali~ornia Ass'n. to 
Preserve Booe5a -Hea.d and Harbor, Inc. v. Public Utilities Commission 

-{196lt) 61 C.2t1 126. 133. In that ease. the Court affirmed the 
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f~ e 
. 'authority of this Comm1ss1on to pass upon the site or a re~erally 

C.e 

certificated nuclear power plant. The Court rejeote~ a cl~ that 
the Atomic-Energy Act preempte~ such state regulation. 

1'he la.."lguage or Section 7 supports th1~ analysis. S1m1lar 
to the 1mpl1ed authority or Section 3~ Section 7 explicitly recog
nizes that the federal agency has the di~cret1ona!y authority to 
1::lpose terms and con~ition,s on interstate rac1lities. Thi,s authority 
is not ma.."'ldatory l' and in the presence ot reasonable state regula
t1on. the federal agency can choose to not exerc1se it. 

Moreover. as with its argument under Section 3. BiXby completely 
fails to address the issue ot whether matters related to siting and 
construction are logically and legally includec1 Within "sale tor 
res·a.le in intersta.te com:nerce." Tll1s type or issue was crucial in 
all or the eases Bixby c1tes tor preemption. None or those eases 
has held. that the holder or a Section 7 certificate was exempt from 
reasonable state regulat1on.~ 

\t,'hen the nature or the LNG terminal and. the purpose or the LNG 
~er.:inal Act are closely examined.. it becomes clear that the State 
regulation is reasonable. valic1. anc1 comports with the Congressional 
sch~e. The LNG term1nal is a huge facility costing hundreds of 
millions or dollars. and. will have an impact on the environment 
tor many years to come. Every federal environmental law enacted 
in recent years includes either an intent to have state input into 
the federal decision making process. or a direct reqUirement for .. / 
state perm!ts.-

, 
B1Xby has cited. eases (~, New York State Natural Gas c0Po. 
v. Town of Ellna (W.D.N.~. (1960) 162 i.SUPp.l) 1n wh1ch a Oeal 
authorlty unsuccessr~lly attempted to prOhibit federally autho
rized construction. ~hose eases are inapplica~le because tbey 
involved an actual (rather than bypothetical) and direct conflict 
between local and federal jurisdictions. Bixby cites no eases 
which say that a State may not subject federally authorized 
construction to reasonable and harmonious regulation. 

See the National EnVironmental Policy Act (NEPA). 42 U.S.C. 
§4332; Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA). 16 u.s.c. S145l; 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act~ 33 U.S.C. Sl151; Clean Air 
Aet~ 42 u.s.c. $1857; Estuarine Aet 0: 1968. 16.U.~.C. ~122l; 
peep~aJ_~;-.. ?9rt~ Act or 1974~ 33 u.s.c. 51501. i .' •• 

--____ •• __ .__ .,... t~ •• 
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Even it Section 7 were to be roun~ preemptive or all state 
regulation~ased on its pol1ce power5~ Bixby's argument must rail 
because it.erroneously relie5 on purely hypothet1cal tactual outcomes. 

F1r&t~ Bixby assumes tbat because the LNG ~erm1nal Act eon
t~plates receipt of gas from Indonesia an~ south Alaska~ the 
propos.ed terminal will in fact receive Alaskan gas. However~ tbe 
applicants' proposal before the PERC 1n the Pac Alaska proceeding 
has not even reached the In1t1al Decision stage. It the application 
is not approved, no "interstate" gas would be involved, ~~d the 
allegedly preemptive provisions of Section 7 would be wholly 
inapplicable. 

Secondly, B!x~y assumes that if a Section 7 order is issued, 
it will ~ conta1n an express requirement tor a California permit. 
Particularly in View of FPC prece~ent and the DOE's final PacIndones1a 
Opin!on imposing just such a con~ition, this assumpt10n is unwarranted. 
Moreover, an order contain!ng such a con~ition clearly is not pre
e=pt1ve. 

Since B!x~y's constitutional argument is toun~ed upon hj~o
tbetical fact situations, it cannot be a~sessed unless and until 
these hypotheses are borne o~t. It any or them are not, Bixby'S 
argu:ent rails. Certa1nly at the present time, this constitutional 
attack c~~ot be sustained. 

We are persuaded that Bixby's assertion or total ~reemption 
over siting and construction of an LNG terminal has never been 
recosn1ze~, either by Congress or the courts. Without aome showing 
that these matters tall w1th1n what Congress inten~ed as transporta
tion or sale tor resale in interstate and toreign commerce~ Bixby's 
argu=ent based on tbe Natural Gas Act fa11s. 

b. Federal Preemption-Pipeline Saret~ Act 
BiXby !urther argues that the federal P1pel1ne Safety Act~ 

which imposes mandatory minimum safety atandarda on the 1nterstate 
transportat10n of natural gas by p1pel1ne~ necessarily preempts 
state regulation.of LNG terminal 5it1ng and construction. We 
t:11sagree. 
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F1r$t. it is unclear whether the Pipel1ne Safety Act covers 
an LNG rega61rication terminal 1n California at all. ~1s act 
only regulates interstate transportation, or "pipeline", facili
ties. "Pipeline facilities" are ~er1ne~ a~ including: 

" ••• without limitation, new an~ ex1sting pipe r1ghts
or-way an~ any equipment facility, or bui1~ing used in 
the transportation of gas or the treatment of gas during 
the course of transportation but 'r1gAts-of-way' as use~ 
in this chapter does not authorize the secretary to 
rescribe the location or rout1n of an 1 eline tac111tv. 
E:phas1s ac.d.ec.; 9 u.s.c. 1 71 

It is questionable whether the LNG terminal at issue is such an 
interstate facility. Further, whether interstate or not, the Act 
may not cover an LNG terminal. The pipeline Safety Act was written 
prior to the development of LNG facilities and was concerned With 
interstate pipelines. An LNG terminal is not a pipeline, in ~~y 
sense of the wor~. It involves storage, tr~~sportat1on, an~ process
ing of gas. Such a fac11ity nece$sari1y requires ~ifterent re~~la
t10ns than does a pipeline. A bald conclusion tha~ the Pipeline 
Safety Act governs the siting of this type of facility is thus 
u..~wa.rranted·V 

Moreover, even it the Pipeline Safety Act covers the 
California LNG terminal, it is preemptive. if at all, only ot 
safety regulations applying to the faCility. But under §56l3(a), 
"satety" (risk to lite and property) is only one factor to consider 

Petitioner s1mply assumes that "interstate transmission . 
facilities" are 1nvolved. This would hardly be the case even 
it the proposed terminal processed gas which had travelled in 
interstate commerce. '!he Court in Tenneco Inc. v. PubliC Service 
Co~~1ss1on of West V1r$1nia, (4th C1r. 1973) 409 F.2~ 334, 335, 
pointe~ out that the Pipeline Safety Act has preempted sarety -
regulation o~ "interstate transmission of gas by E1pe11ne." 
(Emphasis added.) In the instant ease, no interstate trans
mission "by' pipeline" 1& even proposed. 
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(··e 'in evaluating and rank1ng potential sites. Allor tbe otber 
concerns relat1ng to site selection. wb1cb are primarily env1ron-. 
mental ract~rs. are not preempted. Bixby tails to recognize th1s 
distinction. Its argument merely assumes that because tbe Pipeli~e 
Safety Act regulates aetual operation and construct10n or an 
interstate gas transportation facility. the Act also· regulates all 
aspeets of sitin5. 

Concerning the proposed pipeline whicb is to be bUilt from 
the propose~ LNG terminal, the question of safety preemption turns 
on whether the pipeline is interstate or intrastate. This is 
because Congress, While preempting safety regulation tor interstate 
pipeline facilities, specified that "CaJny State agency =ay adopt 
ad~1t1onal or more stringent stan~ards for intrastate pipeline 
tr~~sportat1on if such standards are compatible with the Federal 
:inim~ standards." (49 U.S.C. §lo72(b)). 

At page 9 of their application to the PUC under the LNG 
Te:--1nal Act, the applicants state that the proposed pipeline to 
be built ~~der that Act would streteb from the proposed term1nal 
at Point Conception, California to Gosford, California. It would 
therefore appear that the proposed pipeline is an 1ntrastate pipe
line expressly subject to state regulation. Indeed. no re~eral 
certification for this pipeline has been applied for; the applicar.ts, 
and everyone else, have proceeded on the basis that the only pipe
line involved would be solely intrastate. 

Except for Bixby'S mere assertion to the contrary, all of . 
the eVidence before this COmmission. based upon facts as they 
presently eXist, 1n~icates that the 'proposed pipeline is "intra
state." We must therefore eonclu~e that state regulation of this 
pipel1ne 15 not preempted by the Pipe11ne Satety Act. 

c. Burden on Interstate Commerce 
At pages 2223 of its Memorandum, Bixby contends that "CaJny 

. . , 

lim1tation 1mposed by tbe State or Calirornia upon siting or an 
LNG facility and the eondition or population density or the locale 
15 1nva11d as an undue burden on 1nterstate and foreign commerce.-

• 
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It ~ difficult to underatand tbe basis tor B1Xby's assertion. 
because BiXh-y 1"a11s completely to identity tbe "burden" the LNG 
Terminal Act would ~poae on ~~ter5tate commerce.' Apparently. 
CeJ.irorn1a's assertion of jurisdiction 115 enough. :51%by alao 
mentions "the condition or population density criteria of tbe 
locale." but again tails to explain why this condition. wh1ch is 
a valid expression of California's authority to regulate under its 
police power. poses enough or a "burden" to invalidate California's 
statute. 

Even 1!' the LNG Terminal Act were !'ound to impose 50me as yet 
unidentified bur~en upon interstate commerce. and it is a rare state 
regulation which will not have ~ 1mpact on such commerce. the 
1nQ,u1ry is not over. Only- an "undue" burden 15 1mperm1ss1'ble. 'Xhe 
U.S. Supreme Court has derin1tively- stated the test to be applied: 

"Although the criteria tor determ1n1ng the validity 
of state statutes affecting interstate commerce have 
been variously stated. the general rule that emerges 
can be phrased as follows: Where the statute regulates 
even-hanaedly to effectuate a legitimate local publiC 
~~terest. and its efree~s on interstate eommerce are 
only 1nCidental. it will be upheld unless the burden 
1cposed on such commerce is clearly excessive in rela
tion to the putative local benefits. Huron Cement Co. 
v. DetrOit. 362 u.s. 440. 443. 80 S.Ct. 813. 4 t.Ea.2d 
E$2. I! a legit1mate local purpose is round. then the 
question becomes one or degree. And the extent or the 
the burden that will be tolerated will of course depend 
on the nature or the local interest involved. and on 
whether it could be promoted as well witb a lesser impact 
on interstate act1vities." Pike v. Bruce Church, Inc •• 
(1970) 397 u.s. l37. l42. (See also Great Atlantic & 
Pacific Tea Company. Inc. v. Cottrell. (1916) ~24 u.5. 
$bC. 37l-372.) 

An important aspect ot this analysiS is the tact that the LNG 
~erminal Act imposes site selection criteria based on enVironmental 
and aatety grounds. As stated previously. theBe are exactly the 
types or eons14erationa contemplated and even requtred by NEPA and 
the Coastal Zone ~ement Act. Purther.more. the permitting 
authority or the LNG Terminal Act is a valid exercise by Cal1torn1a 
or its poliee power. 
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Several or the e~e~ cited by Bixby utilized the balancing - ' test disc~~ed above 1n asse~s1ng whether or not .oning ordinance~--
another exercise or pol1ce power--created undue burdens on inter
state commerce. For purposes or this analysis. we rind the courts' 
rat1onale~. and not the outcome or the case~. to be most 1mportant. 
For example. in New York Natural Gas Corp. v. Town or Elma, W.D.N.Y. 
1960) 182 F.Supp. 1" 5" the court tOWld that absent an undue 'burClen 
on l.~tersta.te commerce" there is,' room tor local authorities to
ena.ct zoning ordinances Wlder the state's police power. Bixby also 
relies heavily on Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corp. v. Hackensack 
Y.eadowla~ds Development Co~~ssion (3d eir. 1972) 464 F.2d 1358, as 
an exa:ple or zon1ng which impermissibly 1nterferred with interstate 
eo~erce. However, that case involved an extreme fact s1tuation 
where facilities were already 'built and where local authorities were 
attempting to proh1b1t any and all new con~truct1on at or near the 
Site. While the court struck such a zoning ordinance down, it 
reatfirmed states' (and local governments') authority to impose 
reasonable restrictions on interstate commerce through the use or 
zoning ordi~~ces and the police power. 

Applying the rules of law set rorth in the above cases, we 
must weigh the 'burdens 1mposed by Caliro~a's siting legislation 
against the state's interest, including the environmental and other 
risks inherent in such a project a~ the proposed LNG terminal. 
Here, the burdens are small. The Site selection alternative study 
and state input are already requirements under both ~~PA and the 
Coastal Zone Management Act. Since,no facility has been 'built" an~ 
no final inexorable fe~eral decision has yet 'been reached on accept
able federal locations ror a facility. no undue interference With 
i~terstate commerce can possibly exist. On the other hand. 
California's interest ~s clear and direct. ~e term1nal. proposed 
to be located on the coast. is a very large ~ac11it7 costing approX1~ 
mately 500 mill1on'dollars. Its cogeneration potent1al may attract . 
1ndustr.1. Its projected lire is at least 20 to 25 years. during 
wbich it will receive at least two supertankers each week. More
over. it will significantly alter its surrounding environment. 
:1.nclu<U.:lg the temperature or the ocean around it. Sarety problems. 
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while great .. are as :yet poorly understood. It!!. known .. however .. 
that an acei~ent .. while not probable .. could kill thousands of 
people. Furthermore. the presence or the facility presents 
California-W1th a 20-25 year gas supply which will have a major 
1Cpact upon the state in many 4irrerent ways. Given all or these 
factors .. California can. and has. vali4ly exercised its police 
power without creating an undue burden on interstate commerce. In 
tact. tbe LNG Terminal Act may even faCilitate interstate commerce 
because or its integrated. expedited siting procedure. 

d. State Constitutional Authority 
Eixby further contends that the duties assigned to the Com

mission by the LNG Terminal Act are outside the jurisdiction set by 
the California Constitution. We must disagree with this contention. 

While Bixby recognizes this Commission's authority granted by 
A.~icle XII .. Sections ~ and 6 .. BiXby has failed to mention. much less 
discuss. Article XII .. Section 5 .. which states in relev~~t part: 

"The Legislature has plenaq power. unl1m1tet1 ~y the 
other provisions or this constitution but consistent 
with this article .. to conter a~ditional authority and 
jurisdiction upon the COmmission •••• " (Emphasis added.) 

The California Supreme Co~t has consistently 1nterpreted this 
power to be or very broad 'cope. A, long as the legislatively 
gra:'lted authority is "cognate an~ germane" to matters surrounding 
the regulation or public utilities, the Court will not invalidate 
the legislation. Paeific Tele4hone an~ Telegraph v. Es~leman, (19l3) 
166 c. 640. ~e Court 10 that case expressly rejected a claim that 
the Co~ssion's power was l1m1te~ to supervising and regulating 
pu~lic utilities, there~y ~eelaring that "cognate an~ germane" 
was a far-reaching eoneept. ~is 'holding has never been overturned. 

~e Legislature's broa~ power to expand this Commission's 
authority over nonpubl1e utility businesses (see .. tor example~ 
the H1ghway Can-iers Act. Pub. 'C'til. C04e §§3501 !! seg.) and 1n 

a l1:m1ted way over, publlcly-owned utilities (the Los Angeles 
Metropolitan Transit Authority and the Bay Area Rapid ~ans1t Distriet) 

, 
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has consistently been upbeld by the Court. See Los Angeles 
Metropolitan Transit Author1tl v. PUC, (1963) S9 ~.2d 86,:;'; an4 

d1scus$1on~ Ricbfield Oil Corporation v. PUC. (1960) 54 C.2d 
4l9~ 434. 

The only question presented here is whether the LNG ~erminal 
Aet is "eognate and germane" to matters relating to the regulation 
of public utilities. We find this Q.uestion must be answered in the 
arr1...""::lAtive. Even Without the LNG 'l'erminal Act, this Commission 
would have jurisdiction over the rates cbarged by Ca11fornia gas 
corporations and the adequacy of their service. See California 
Constitution, Article XII, Section 1-9. parti~ularlY Section 6. 
Moreover, Cal.Pub.Uti1. Code Section 1001 requires that: 

nNo railroad corporation whose railroad is operated 
primarily by electric energy, street railroad corpora
tion, gas corporation, electrical corporation, telegraph 
corporation, telephone corporation, water corporation or 
sewer corporation shall beg1n the construction or a street 
railroad, or or a line, pl~~t, or system, or of any ex
tension thereof, without having f1rst obtained from the 
Commission a certificate that the present or ruture 
pu~lic convenience an4 necessity require or will require 
such construction •••• " */ -

The a4ditional authority conferred directly by the Legislature over 
the proce~ure tor permitting a ~ite tor the LNG terminal facility 
is quite clearly related to and an extension or this Commission's 
al.:-ea~y existing authority over intrastate ga.s rates. a~eQ.\lacy or 
service, and siting and construction or any gas plant. Moreover, 
~ reco~~ition or the poss1b1l1ty or 5er1ou~ future shortages or 
natural gas, the Legislature's primary purpose tor enacting the LNG 
Ter:n1nal Act was to expedite the siting process, 1n part by giVing . 
siting authority to the state agency most directly responsible tor 
all other state regulatory aspects or the LNG project. Pub.Util. 
Code §5551. Any argument that the LNG Terminal Act is not "cognate 
and germane" to matters concern1ng regulation or public utilities ~ 

simply cannot stand. 

Pu~. Util. Code Sections 221 and 222 c1et1ne "ps plant" and 
"gas corporation". 
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C. B1xby~ot1on to Reopen the Procee~1ng 
Bixby; citing Rule 84 of the Commission's Rl:1'les or Practice 

and Procedure, riled a motion on May 30, 1978 to have the portion 
or these proceedings dealing With the anticipated berth availa
bility and the ~e~ign of the marine facilities at the proposed 
Point Conception LNG terminal reopened. Bixby requested that 
additional evidence be taken respecting the validity of estimates 
of adverse wind and wave conditions which have been put into the 
record by Western Terminal in support of the reliability and 
design of its proposed project. 

Bixby states that the LNG terminal which Western Terminal 
desires to construct on the California coast is deSigned to- provide 
a de~en~able supply of natural gas for high priority uses, including 
residential and eo~~ereial $paee heating. It is therefore important 
that the terminal be able to continue operating and to provide a 
reliable sup~ly of natural gas at all times--~~d especially during 
periods of peak demand. BiXby reiterates its contention that the 
project design must assure the term1nal's ability to receive LNG 
from carrier ships on an almost constant basis during even the 
most severe Wind and wave conditions which can be expected to 
oeeur over the 20-year life of the projeet. 

This motion is a repetition of a sim11ar mot1on previously 
made by Bixby and denied by ALJ Doran on May 1+~ 1978. The Bixby 
motion which was denied on May 4, 1978 sought to require Western 
Te~inal to pro~uce a~ditional witnesses and all ~oeuments falling 
Within several general eategories,'all or which related to the 
stu~1es of a Western Terminal consultant, OSI, coneerning wind an~ 
wave con41t1on~ at Point Conception. Although the 1n5tant motion 
does not expressly request the same relief, it is apparent that it 
is. in tact, a repetition ot the previous motion. 

Rule 8~ requires that a motion to ~eopen a proceeding "shall 
specify the facts' cla1me~ to constitute grounds in justification (e thereor, 1nelud1ng material che.nSie~ or ract or or law alleged to 
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. 
hav~ occurr~~ since the conclusion or the hearing." (Empha~i~ 

added. ) The prlmary purpose or Rule 84 is to perm t tbe reopen1ng 
or a proceed1ng when new developments have occurred atter submis
sion. Bixby's motion doe~ not Cite any such developments. This 
alone constitutes grounds for denial of the motion. 

Rule 84 also re~uires a party moving to· reopen a submitted 
p~oceeding to prov1de~ in its motion~ "a brief statement or the 
propose~ a~~1t1onal evidence ••• " it contends should be added to 
the record. The motion contains only a very general statement 
that OIl 1 should be reopened "so that ad~itional evidence can be 
taken respecting the validity or estimates or adverse Wind and wave 
conditions which have been put into the record by Applicants in 
su?port or the reliability and design or th~ir proposed project." 
A further flaw in Bixby's motion is its failure to provide specific 
information concerning the nature or the additional eVidence and 
its releva.nce. 

Further~ the present fil!ng states that Bixby premised its 
r4Y 4 motion and this motion on the belier that the OS1 studies 
were the foundation or Western Terminal's analysis of project 
reliability. However. Western Terminal did not directly rely on 
the OSI studies for its analysis or project reliability. 

Western Terminal filed a response on June 28. 1978 opposing 
the mot1on or Bixby to reopen OIl 1 to take further eVidence on 
w1n~ an~ wave con~itions at Point Conception. The response pOints 
out that Delft Hy~raulics Laboratory's study or optimum berth 
orientation. which ut11ize~ the questioned OSI data. reacbed conclu
sions concern1ng "downtime" at the l)erth due to wind and wave condi
tions and the percentage or time that the berth is available to 
receive vessels on an annual ba~is. It was not a statement or - -pro~ect relia~i1it1 or an ana11~is or the entire LNG transportation -
system~ a concept ~ch considers many factors other than-Wind and 

, . ." ... 
wave conditions. 

~ Accordingly. B1xby'a motion to reopen the proceed1ng tor 
receipt or additional eVidence respecting wind and wave condit1ons 
at Point Conception 1a defiCient 1n both law and tact. the motion 
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f&1ls.to allege tbe occurrence of any "material changes 1n tact or 
(" ~ law" since the 8ubmission or this issue. Purtber, Bixby m1sapprehends 

tbe relevance and significance ot tbe OS1 test1mony. data which vas 
, 

utilized to-determ1ne optimum berth orientation and not as direct 
~ . 

support for Western Terminal's analysis of project reliability. 
For tbe above-mentioned reasons, Bixby's motion to reopen the 
proceedings is denied. 
D. Motion of the In~ian Center of Santa Barbara - Com21ianee 

To CEQA or Request for Trenching at ~oint Conception. 
on July 3. 1978, intervenor Indian Center or Santa Barbara, Inc. 

("In~1an Center"), tiled a motion in the 011 1 proceeding pursuant 
to Rule 11.1(e)(1) of the Commission's Rules ot Practice and Pro
cedure. The motion re~uested the Commission to determine whether 
certain trenching and excavation work on the Point Conception site 
involved a "project" under the California EnVironmental Quality Act 
("CEQA") an~ sought a stay of further excavation work pending a 
hearing on the motion. The Indian Center's supporting Points and 
Authorities filed July 7 also requested that the Commission prepare 
an ~IR on the trenching and excavation activity before such work 
continued at the Site, although the Center did not specifically 
request that relief in its moving papers. 

On July 5. 1918, the California Native American Her!tage 
Co=miss1on ("NAHC"). represented by the Attorney General, !1le~ a 
~rief pu.-portedly as an "Interested Party" jOining in the Indian 
Center's motion.~ This brief described the requested relief in part 
as a Motion tor Rehearing on the Commission·s order reqUiring 
further trenChing. However, as the request for relief is styled, the 
basic contention is that trenching and excavation to ascerta1n the 
existence ot possible earthquake faults at the Point Conception 

, . 
site Will irreparably damage property which has religious signifi-
cance to Native Americans and has archaeological and historical 
importance both to Native Americans an~ to all Californians. 

!I On July 27, 1978, the COmmission received a copy or the t1nd1ngr 
ma~e by the NARC relating to the propose~ LNG terminal at Little 
Cojo Bay near· Point Conception. Their findings relating to the 
archaeological and cultural resources and the religiOUS importance 
of this area to Native Americans are similar to those 1mpacts . 
identified in the Final EIR. Pursuant to the NARC's comments on 
the Draft EIR, the Commission bas prepared a study or tbe'ethno
history or this &rea tor the Pinal EIR. 
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~e controversy concerning the trencb1ng began shortly arter 
May 2. 1978~ when. in response to evi~ence or tbe existence or a 
possible faUlt at the site submitted by intervenor Hollister Ranch 
Owners' Association. tbe Commission requested Western ~e~nal to 
perform certain trenching and exca.vation work by June 2. 1978 to, 
determine the nature. extent. and capability or the apparent tault. 
Western ~erm1nal alrea~y bad done some trenching at the site wben 
concerned Native Americans began to protest the excavation activities. 

As a result of subsequent negotiations. Western Terminal and 
the Indian Center. as well as representatives or various Native 
Azer1can groups. signed an agreement dated May l~. 1978. perm1tting 
trenching work to continue with the implementation or certain 
mltigation measures. including monitoring by an archaeologist and 
other interested persons. Western Terminal complete~ excavation 
of two trenches and. on June 9. 1978. subm1tted to the Commission 
a report by their geotechnical consultants (Dames and Moore) 
discussing the results or the on-a1te investigation. No further 
trenching activity has been performed at the site to date. 

On June 12. additional hearings in tbe OII 1 proceeding began 
and continued through June 22 to consider the results or the 
trenching and tb.e possible need tor additional excavation. 
Anticipating a Commission request tor additional trench1ng. on 
J~~e 12. Western Terminal obtained a grading perm1t !rom tbe Santa 
Barbara County Department or Pub11c Worb authorizing !urtber 
trenching at the site. On June 16. Adm1nistrative Law Judge Doran 
grante~ permission to undertake renewe~ trenching. which the 
Cocm!ss:1on requested by letter of 'the &ame date to Western ~erminal 
(Exhibit "An to Indian Center's Mot1on). 

The Indian Center meanwh1le had appealed the 15suance or '''the 
grad1ng perm! t to the Santa Barbara County Board or SuperV1sors 
which denied the appeal on June 19. On June 20. the Center there
tore petitioned the Santa. Barbara County Superior Court tor a writ -
or mandate compelling tbe County to seek. environmental review by 

the County Department or Environmental Resources prior to any 
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further trench1ng.. At the same time. the Indian Center moved the 
Court for a tempor&r,1 star or any rurther on-site geotechnical 
investigatian pending a hear1ng as to whether tbe grading permit 
was grante~unlawr~lly a~5ent approval or the Department or EnViron
mental Resources. Tbe Court granted a temporary stay. but atter a 
hearing on June 23. dissolved the stay order and denied the petition 
for a writ of mandate. on grounds that the sole permitting authority 
and forum for enVironmental reView was this Commission. 

On June 27. 1978 the Commission wrote to· Western Terminal adVising 
that no further excavation co~ld .commence until the Commission 
staff had met with Native American representatives to discuss 
adoption of measures to mitigate the impact of the trenching on 
c~ltural resources (Exh1~it "B" to Indian Center's Motion). The 
meeting took place on June 28. 1978 but failed to resolve the 
pro~lems concerning the additional trenChing. 

On June 29~ 1978 the Commission received a mailgram from NARC 
requesting a stay or further trenching pending the outcome of a 
NARC meeting scheduled tor July 8. On June 30. the Commission advised 
Western Term1nal by letter that no new agreement With the Native 
Americans had been reached~ but urged that additional trencb1ng 
rollo~~ng certain mitigation measures specified in the letter. or 
those set forth in the May l4~ 1918 agreement w1th the Indian 
Center~ be undertaken. Therearter~ the Indian Ce~ter~ joined ~y 
NARC, filed the instant Motion. 

On July 6. 1978~ Western Termina.l wrote to the Commission 
stating that in view or opposition by Native Americ~~ representa.tives 
and unavailability or archaeologists ~o implement the mitigation 
meas~es~ the company would deter further trenching activ1ty. The 
Comm1ssion responded by letter or July 11 proh1~1ting any excava
tion at the site until further order or the Commission. 

As appears trom the toregoing summary or recent events. it 
<1oes not appear necessary to address tM merits or tbe instant 
Motion at this jun~ture. The only trench1ng that has taken place 
to date is the excavation or ~encbes Nos. 1 and 2 referred to 1n 

and approved or ratified by the May l~. 1918 agreement between 
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("e the Indian Center and Western ~erm1nal. The Commission' as letter ot 
July 11. 1978 prohibited additional trenching until fUrther or~er or 
the Commissfbn and. as a practical matter. implemented at ~ea~t a 

portion or the reliet sought by this Motion. Moreover. contempo
raneously With tbe authorization to perform additional trenching 
set torth in today's Order. we have issued and certitied the F1nal 
EIR. For these reasons. we ~e1ieve that the matters raised by 
the Motions are efrectively moot. 

The Indian Center contends that the trenching activities con
stitute a "projeet" Within the meaning of CE~ and tor wb1ch an 
EIR must 'be prepared. NARC extends this argument to encompass 
within the definition of "project" the Administrative taw Ju~ge's 
Order or June 16 directing Western Terminal to excavate additional 
trenches beyond the two- completed pursuant to the May l~. 1978 
agreement with the Indian Center. We need not reach these issues. 
however~ since the Final EIR certified today amply considers the 
environmental impact of excavation and related actiV1ties at the 
terminal site within the larger context of construction of the LNG 
fa.cility. 

The Final EIR discusses earth-moving activities. ineluding 
trench1ng to perform the subject geoteehnical investigations. at 
pages 1-9 and 3-1 to 3-3. In addition. response to Comment E179 
addresses this subject. The EIR also cov~rs archaeologieal, his
torical. and religious resources at the site and tbe impact or the 
project. including various types ~r eonstruction activity, such as 
soil testing by backhoes. leveling or the earth sur!aee. and 
trenCh1ng~ on these resourees. (See 'l'echnical Report S'. "Cultural 
Resources" (espeCially pages 1~-16 and 8~-86). and the Final EIR 
text at pages 1-17 an~ 3-41 te> 3-~3.) ", 

~le we respect NARC's expression or coneern in this matter 
by the tiling or its brier joining in tbe Indian CenterYs Motion 
purportedly as an "Interested Party." we must question NARC's 
standing to do ao.' The procedure Zor an interested person becom1ng 
a party to a proceeding before this Comm1ssion without formal 
intervention is aet forth 1%1 Rule 54 or our Rules or Practice and 
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-Procedure.!I 1'lle Rule requires that 1m appearance be entered. at 
the hearing'"; the eftect or which is to subm1 t the' person to the 
Commission's jurisdiction and entitle ~ to participate in the 
proceedings, including making motions. See City or Visalia, 69 
C~C 310, 311 (1969). NABC a~parently did not request to· enter its 
ap,earance at any ot the bearings in the OIl 1 proceeding or otber 
related proceedings. 

Secondly, questions ot procedural compliance asid.e, we do not 
believe that NARC is empowered under its statutory mandate to seek 
tbe reliet requested herein. Public Resources COde Sections 5097.9 
!! seg., the statute creating NAHC, provides tor the bringing or an 
action to prevent irreparable damage to Native American sacred, 
ceremOnial, or religious sites located on public property. (Section 
5097.94(g).) NARC's powers with regard to private land are 11m1ted 
to consultative and information-gathering :unctions. (Sections 
5097.95(a),(l~),(c),(h).) The site or the LNG terminal and subject 
trenching activities is privately owned land, and theretore, NAHC has 
no power to act under Public Resources Code Section 5097.94C~) or to 
join in the Indian Center's Motion. 

For all of the above reasons, we must deny the instant motion. 

!I Rule 54 proVides: 

"Participation Without Intervention. In an investigation or 
application procee~ing, or 1n sueh a proceeding when heard on a 
consolidated recor~ With a complaint proceeding, an appearance 
may be entered at the hearing without riling a plea~ing, if no 
affirmative reliet is sought, if there is full ~isclosure or 
the persons or entities in whose behalf the appearance is to-
~e entere~, it the interest or such persons or entities in 
the procee~1ng an~ the position 1ntende~ to be taken are stated 
fairly, an~ it the contentions will be reasonably pertinent to 
the issues alrea~y presente~ an~ any right to broaden them 
unduly is disclaimed. 

A person or entity 1n whose behalf an appearance is entered in 
this manner becomes a party to and may part1c1pa.te 1n the 
proceed1ng t'o the ~egree indicated by the pres1d1ng ort1cer." 

308 

... 



e 
A. 57626 et ale ALT.-RB-ap 

.~- '... . I. __ .,.... -,...---. _ ...... _ ....... _ .... ~. ___ ._. 
___ ~ •. ~~~. FQ..R,.A!1E~~ .~PPL~.CA'l'lON._ IN, 'l'BE _~ .. FPiAL ..PERMIL u. _ 

__ c_' .£A~U.;: ,.I§S~ 19;t, PQm .. c..O~CEnION 
As tUlly d1scussed above. the Comm1ssion ~elieve& that the 

evidence or record to date justities the issuance or a conditional 
permit to- construct and operate an LNG terminal at the Point 
Conception (L1ttle Cojo Bay) site. However. our above discussion 
clearly 1ndicates that rurther investigations and bearings are 
necessary betore the Commission would be 1n a position to issue 
a tinal permit tor the Point Conception site. As a result ot these 
tu:ther investigations and heari~gs regarding the Point Conception 
Site. it may ~e determined that actual construction ot an LNG 
terminal at Point Conception may not be teasible. For example. it 
turther excavation at the Point Conception &ite pr04uces conv1ncing 
evidence that causative taults exist at the site which would make 
construction ot an LNG terminal at ~oint Conception either impossible 
or proh1~itively expensive, this COmmission would not allow an LNG 
ter=inal to be constructed at Point Conception. 

ThUS, while we t04ay grant a conditional permit tor the 
construction ot an LNG terminal at Point Conception, we would be 
ru.~~acentally remiss 1n our respons1bilitie~1! we were to tail to 
address possible solutions to the prOblems that would be created by 
our inabil1ty to issue a final permit tor POint Conception. Our 
conclusions w1 th regard to the ne·ed tor supplemental gas suppl1es 
are unconditional. We consider the need tor an LNG terminal 1n th1s 
state by 1983 to be an irretutable tact. Therefore, we place 
Western Terminal on notice that it the further studie~ and investiga
tions or~ered herein result in a determination that a t1nal permit 
for construction ot an LNG terminal at POint Conception cannot be 

'. 
issue~. we will ort1er Western ~erm1nal to amend its appllcation 
betore thi& Commission and the appropriate tet1eral agencies (ERA 
ant1/or PERC) t~ include those alternate aites which would allow tor-
the rece1~t ot LNG to Calitorn!a at the earliest possible date. ~ 

~h1a·tomm1ss1On will also urge all relevent rederal agencies 
to partiCipate with this Commission (includ1ng the possibility or 
jo1nt hearings) to process the amended application as expeditiously 
as possi~le. \0 our actions are based 'on ·the 'ra'ct th8.t' our 
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paramount objective ~st be to insure the timely construction or 
'an LNG ter.=inaJ whether that con~truction is authorized and man
dated by ~ L1quer1ed Natural Gas Terminal Act of 1977 or some 

other state or federal law. 
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XVII. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Base~ upon the evidence presented in Applications Nos. 57625 
an~ 57792. Case No. 10342. and OIl 1, this Commission makes the 
findings and conclusions whieh follow. 

Findings 
1. In compliance With Sections 5600 and 5601 of the Act, We~tern 

LNG Term1nal Associates (Western Terminal) submitted Application No. 
57525 on October 14. 1977 for a permit to construct and operate an 
t.~G receiving terminal near Point Conception on the Santa Barbara 

County coast. 
2. The estimated base load natural gas supplies available 

to California gas utilities are as set forth in Appendix B. 
3. Commission Pl through p4 gas reqUirements, when satisfied, 

maintain employment, essential residential consumption levels, and 

air Q.uality. 
4. The estimated gas customer requirements by customer class 

(end-use priority) are as set forth in Appendix C. 
5. Supply-requirement relationships, absent supplemental gas 

supplies. are set forth at Tables 5, 6 and 7 or this decision. These 
tables are based on eold weather, normal weather and warm weather 

years, respe,cti vely. 
6. Supply-requirements relationships, including baseload 

supplemental supplies, are set forth at Tables 10, 11 and 12 or this 
decision. The tables are based on cold weather, normal weather and 

warm weather years, respectively. 
7. Calirornia cannot reasonably rely on synthetic natural gas, 

liquefied petroleum gas, or Elk Hills gas as baseload supplies between 

now and 1990. 
6. Baseload supplemental supply projects tor California 1nelu~ 

Canadian "bubble gas" (gas surplus to the needs or canada). Mexiean 
gas from the Reforma area or southeastern Mexico, LNG from Alger1a 
as part or the El Paso Algeria II project. Indonesian LNG. South 

Alaskan LNG, and Alaska North Slope gas. 
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9. Californ1a cannot reasonably rel:9' on receipt of supple
mental gas =Supplies trom Cana~a, Alger1~, Mexico 'or the North Slope 
ot Alaska to substitute for supplies of LNG rro~ Indonesia and 
South Alaska. 

10. California cannot reasonably rely on the gas which is 
temporarily surplus to the needs of other areas as a substitute tor 
supplies or LNG from Indonesia or South Alaska. 

11. The estimated costs of traditional gas supplies to 
California a~e set forth at Ta~le 8 (page 72) of the deCision. 

12. The estimated costs of potential baseload supplemental 
gas supplies are set forth at Table 9 (page 73) or the deCision. 

13. The estimated costs of LNG trom Indonesia a."ld South Alaska 
are comparable with the costs of traditional supplies to Caliro~n1a 
at the prOjected date of deliveries of the Indonesian and South 
Alaska LNG. 

14. Curtailment of natural gaz service to Priority 4· customers 
has commenced in southern California. Without any base load supple
mental gas supplies, gas service to southern Cal1forn1a. P2B, P3 and 
pl; customers will be curtai1e~ by 1981 (under cold-year conditions), 
by 1983 (under normal weather conditions) and by 1984 (under warm 
year conditions). 

15. Full curtailment or Californ1a P3 and pot; gas customers 
Will require capital investment in alternate ruel facilities of 
over $200 m1llion, direct loss of 90,000 jObs, and over $116 million 
in increased operation costs. 

16. Supplemental gas supplies. are needed to prOvide long-term 
base load gas supply to California. :he proposed importation or 
500 MMcf/d for 20 years trom Indonesia will proVide gas neede4 to 
meet California gas reQ.uirements by 1983-

11. The proposed importation or LNG trom South Alaska will 
provide long-term base load gas supply needed to meet California ~ 

gas requirements by 1984 and 1985 • . 
18. Curtailment or service to P3 through P5 customers Will 

adver~ely affect air quality in the San Francisco Bay and Los Angeles 
areas, and delay air pollution abatement progr&m:5. 
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19. ~ past re~eral allocation policy has ~en to· allocate 
decl1n1ng gas supply equally to utilities. based on customer 
priority. Gas diverted by federal authorities to meet national 
emergency conditions has subsequently been replaced Without dis
advantage to California utilities. 

20. California utilities and this Commission participate in 
federal allocation and pricing proceedings. Such partic1pation 
asserts the right or this state to fair an~ equal treatment under 
federal allocation and pr1cing policies. The acquisition or h1~~er 
cost new gas supp11es has not, under past federal polley. resulted 
ln loss of existing gas supply. 

21. The neeC: to protect high priority ga.s customers in 
southern California by transfers or gas trom northern Ca11fornia 
requires an 1ncrease in 1ntertie capacity at an est1matee cost of 
$5 mil11on. 

(e 22. Pacific Ga.s a.."'ld Electric Company (FG&E) and Pacific Lighting 
Serv1ce Company (FtS) should r11e an app11cation tor a cert1ficate 
o! pub11c convenience and necessity tor a new pipeline requ1red to 
inerease the a~111ty to transfer gas supplies between northern and 
southern Ca11fornia. Such a pipeline coul~ substantially increase 
hiSh priority gas customer protection trom the interruption of gas 
service. 

23. PG&E shoul~ be re~u1re~ to ~1vert 1ts PS gas to the 
system of Southern California Gas Company (SoCal). 1n order to 
protect SoCal's P2B. P3 and P~ cust,omers trom curtailment. SoCal 
shoul~ be required to pay back these volumes With P5 gas When 
ava1lable to SoCal. 

2~. Both PG&E an~ SoCs;l subm1 tted contingency plans 1%1 the 
event or both short- and long-term interruptions ot LNG gas supply. 
~ese p1ans~ in conjunction witb the requirements set forth in the 
dec1s1on~ Will be .sufficient to protect California gas customers . 
against undue supply interruptiOns. 
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25. ~rtam1na. the Indonesian state oil company. bas ha~ the 

contractual right to cancel the LNG gas sales agreement since 
October 6. 1977. 

26. The Alaskan gas producers have had tbe contractual right 
to term1nate their sales agreements since July 1, 1978. 

27. ~he preliminary design for the Point Conception LNG 
terminal is base~ upon existing and proven teehnology. 

28. The preliminary ~e$1gn information submitted in the 
application is sufficient for the LNG perm1tting and environmental 
review process. 

29. ~he eonstruction cost est1mates submitted by Western 
Te~inal are representative ot order-of-magnitude costs expected 
to be incurred for the project in terms o! mid-1971 dollars. 

30. The preliminary terminal design will reQ,U1re mo~ifica.
tion du:!ng the design stage ot the project to include mitigation 
measures required 'by the conditions ot this deeision. 

31. It is necessary for Western Terminal to submit to the 
Co=miss1on, prior to commencement or construction, updated cost 
estimates tor the project. 

32. The cost monitoring plan or the statt, as deser1bed 
herein, is reasonable tor the Point Conception ~roject and tully 
meets the requirements of Section 5638 or the Act. 

33. The safety and construction monitor!ng plan ot the 
stat!. as described herein and subjeet to retinement in Phase II 
or OIl 1, is reasonable tor the Point Conception project and meets 
the reQ,u1rements ot Seetion 5637 or the Aet. 

3~. The safety and construction monitoring plan as submitted 
by the statr will be expanded to 1nelude mon1tor1ng or enVironmental 
t~r.ms and conditions to be adopted as part or this permit. 

35. The co=t or establishing and 1mpl~ent1ng the monitoring 
program is most appropriately borne by Western Terminal. 

36. The costs or designing and constructing tbe proposed 
terminal are, to the extent they are pruOently ineurred, 1n the 
best 1nterest or the ratepayers; however, the action hereinarter 
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'taken ~s not to be considered as indicative or amount~ to be 
included 1ri:tuture proceedings tor the purpose or'determining 
just and reasonable rates. ' 

37. Western Terminal and its sponsors (pte and PGlE) have 
the ability to finance the Paclndonesia and PacAlaska projects 
including the Point Conception terminal. 

38. Project financing" as proposed. is in the ~ublic 1nterest. 
39. Delay of a decision to' issue a permit for an LNG termi~l 

will lead to a risk of loss of gas supply contracts for gas from 
Indonesia and south Alaska. 

40. Delay due to selection of a Site. other than the applied 
for Site" will lead to the risk of loss or the LNG gas supply 

contracts. 
41. Delay due to selection of a site, other than the a~p11ed 

for Site" would greatly increase the capital cost or the project 
and thereby would place an unJustifiable burden on the ratepayer 
or may even preclude financing of the project. 

42. Selection of a site, other than the applied for site, 
w1ll lead" at a min1mum" to a two-to-tour year delay before a 
terminal at anyone of the alternate sites could be operational. 

43. Severe environmental impacts would arise at Rattlesnake 
Ca.."lyon due to construction or a. massive breakwater" blasting of 
offshore pinnacles" greater throughput of sea.water for vaporiza
tion, and the inability to avoid significant cultural resources. 

44. The project, as proposed, would have a significant impact 

on air quality. 
45. Mitigation measures Which substantially reduce the air 

quality 1mpact of the project are feasible. 
46. Further hearings are ~ecessary to· establish the extent 

to which air quality m1tigat1on 1Z necessary and feasible. 
~7. The project. as proposed. would have a significant impact : 

On marine biology 4ue to fisb and plankton entrainment. An uncer
tain level of imPact would result trom the discharge or chlorinated 
organic compounds. with tbe cooled aeavater. In addition. commerc1al 
utilization ot kelp and tiab at the site would be hindered. 
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~8. ~sh entrainment can probably be mitigated through the 
use or a "eaisson type" seawater 1ntake system. 

49. No feasible mett~d exists tor m1tigating plankton entra1n-
mente 

50. The impact on kelp associated resources can be'largely 
mitigated by minimizing tbe size of any safety-relateC exclusion 
zone and by cons1~er1ng kelp harvesting and f1shing needs in 
planning terminal operations. 

51. Impacts caused by the discharge of chlorinated compounds 
can be reduced by the use or anti-foul1ng coatings and scheduled 
::l3.1ntenanc e • 

52. Significant terrestrial biology impacts will result from 
the construction of the proposed ~ipe11ne and access road. Minor 
1cpacts on terrestrial biology will result from the use of terminal 
site acreage. 

(~ 53. Terrestrial impacts due to the construction or the pipe-
~ line can be minimized by realigning the route to avoid rare or 

endangered speCies and sensitive habitats. 

(. 
e 

54. Terrestrial impacts caused by the construction of an 
access road can be minimized by choosing an alternative route which 
does not re~uire major fill in the coastal ravines. 

55. Terminal site 1mpacts ean be mitigated by ac~u1ring 

habitat or equivalent value and maintaining it in a natural state. 
50. Th1s project will sharply contrast With the un~evelope4 

setting of the region. The powerl1ne an4 access road as ~roposed 
will impact views from the coastal terraee and Gaviota State Park. 

57. Visual impact or terminal structures can be reduced by 
camouflage painting, proper landscaping, and by partial.1nground-
1ng or the~. 

58. V1suaJ. impacts or powerl1nes can be reduced with careful 
a.11gnment, use or ~xist1ng "004 poles, or WldergrouncU:c.g. 
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59. Visual impacts or the access road can be reduced by using 
25-MPH Hollister Ranch road alternative or other alternatives 

to be stu<!1ea. 
60. The project w111 conflict with existing land ~e trends 

toward recreational and low density rezident1al uses. 
61. Construction activities will bring a significant tem

porary in-migrant population to Santa Barbara County and place 
additional demands on the housing market. Residential development 
on ranches adjacent to· the site will be adversely affected by the 

project. 
62. There are known archaeological sites that will be afrected 

or, in some cases, destroyed by the proposed terminal, pip~11ne and access 
road. Development of the site will adversely affect access to a small 
portion or the Point Conception area for Native Americanz who place 
religioUS Signiricance on the vicinity. 

63. Signiricant archaeological sites at the terminal site can 
be largely avoided by shifting the location of project racilities 

l500 feet eastward. 
6.4. 'the proposed pipeline route can 'be realigned to avoid 

significant archaeological resources. 
65. Impacts of the access road on archaeological resources 

can be reduced by using the 25 MPH Hollister Ranch road alternative. 
66. Adverse environmental impacts of lesser significance 

will occur 10 the areas of topograpby and SOils, bydrology, :nOise, 
ma:ine traffiC, public services, induced development, and onshore 

transportation. 
67. Various mitigation measure.s required 1n the conditions 

discussed in Sect10n XIV will su~stant1allY reduce many of these 

environmental ~pacts. 
68. Further study is required to determine the access route 

having the least adverse environmental 1mpact. 
69. Further stue.y is required to determine the powerl1ne . 

configuration having the least adverse enVironmental ~paet. 
70. The proposed pipeline corridor bas tbe least adverse 

enV1ronmental 1mpact. 
71. Tbe project's impact on safety 15 min1mal and aeceptable. 
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72. ~he development or the POint Conception site does not 
appear to be sufficient incentive to attraet industry to sueh a -remote loc~t1on. 

13. The project Will consume significant quantities or elec
tricity, however its net energy impact will be a major increase in 
gas supply to California. 

74. Western Terminal's marine operations plan shows that no 
marine vessel transporting LNG 'Will be required or permitted to 
pass within one mile or an area 'of pop~lation density of ten person~ 
per square mile nor within rour miles of a population density of 
60 persons per s~uare mile. 

75. Starr'$ proposal to require Western 'l'erminal to construct 
the LNG storage tanks on bedrock seems prudent but requires further 
evaluation. 

76. Western Terminal's plans for the construction. operation 
and maintenance of a 34-inch pipelirle from the proposed LNG terminal 
at Point Conception to Gosfor~. California. indicate that Western 
Terminal will construct. operate and maintain that pipeline in 
accordance with the provisions of General Order No. l12-C. 

77. The staff's recommended Site approach routes for LNG 
vessels to the degree they are consistent with sound maritime 
practice, should be adopted. 

78. Subject to Finding No. 77. the stafr's recommended mari
time equipment and procedure requirements will reduce the risk 
associated with LNG vessel traffic in the Santa Barbara Channel 
and should be adopte~. 

79'. The pro'ba!>i1ity of an acc'i'dent involving ten or more 
casualties at the proposed site ~s approximately one chance in 100 
million years at existing population levels. 

80. The probability or an accident involving one or more 
casualties at the proposed site 15 one chance 1n 1 million years 
with the existing ~pulation level. 

8l. Western '~erminal's security plan. when 1mplemented as 
proposed~ will provide greater security than at other LNG racllit1es~ 
will approaeh that employed at nuclear plants and Department or 
Defense installations. and will serve to' deter and proteet against 
sa~otage attacks. 
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82. W...,tern Terminal will obtain liability ~uranee eoverir.g 
th1r4 part~ property damage and personal injuries ,~ an amount not 
less than $50 million per occurrence. 

83. Western Terminal will require that eaeh LNG vessel which 
is used 1n the proposed project carry protection and indemnity 
insurance of not less than $50 million per occurrence. 

84. Western Terminal's insuranee plan is adequate to protect 
the public in the event of personal or property damage resulting 
rrom terminal operations. But W,es,t,ern' ~erm1nal 's ultimate liability 
in the event of & mishap could excee4 the iSO'mil1ion policy l1mits~ 

85. ~he probability or an airplane penetrating a critical'LNG 
system at the proposed site is approximately one ehance per 20»000 
years for LNG pipelines» one ehance per 100»000 years for the LNG 
tank root and one occurrence per 1,666»700 years for the LNG tank 
Sidewall. 

86. The probability or a tank, pipe or tanker being penetrated 
by a meteorite is apprOximately one chance per 10 million years. 

87. The average annual probability or one or more missile 
tragments penetrating an LNG storage tank, pipeline or LNG tanker 
is less than one chance 1n 333»300 years 1n 1980 and declines to 
less than one chance in 2»500»000 years by 1987. 

88. For purposes of determining the reliability of the pro
posed LNG transportation system berthing will ~e preclude~ if any 
of the following conditions exist: waves or six reet or greater, 
winds of twenty-rive knots or greater or V1si~ilit1 of one mile or 
less. 

89. While evidence or recor~ does not support a finding tbat 
long-period 6well activity could seriously impair operations at 
Point Coneept1on~ further on-site observations are appropriate anc! 
should be orc!erea. 

90. Based on,available data opt~~ berth orientation at 
Point Conception appears to be within the sector or 225° to 255°. 

I' , 

91. While annual Weather related ~ownt~e at Po1nt COnception 
may excee~ 17% ~,ur1ng 50me "3ear5, aV'erage annual relate~ ~OWl'lt~e 
w111 tall Within the range or OJ to 17% during the lire or the project .. 
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92. The projected level of weather related berth downt~e is 
aceeptable...a.nd will not seriously impair the proj.ect's ability to 

d~liver the contract ~uantities. 
93. I The threat pose4 by soil ereep" lands11d1ng" flo~1ng" 

erosion and li~uefaction at Point Conception 1$ minimal. 
94. While we find that & hish degree or conservatism 1$ 

appropriate in the deSign" construction and operation of an LNG 
facility" the strict application of NRC siting criteria to those 
activities is inappropriate. 

95. The geologic criterion for 1dentifyir~ areas of high 
seismicity" which 15 critical to the siting and design of a sare 
and rel1a~le LNG faeility" shall inelude activity1n the late 
Pleistoeene period. 

95. The Arroyo fault is an active fault. Further geological 
and geotechnical 1nvestigation is re~uired prior to any conclusive . 
determination of the nature and length of the fault" and the 
associated potential magnitude and ground aceeleration of the fault. 

97. Currently available evidence indieates that the Arroyo 
fault is no~ causative" i.e. eapable or generating a 5.0 magnitude 
or greater earthquake; but rather it is a secondary rupture result
ing from seismic activity on a nearby significant offshore fault. 

98. Pending receipt or further geologie and geotechnjcal 
in!ormation" we may conclude that the predo=1nant seismic bazar~s 
to the Point Conception site are the North an~ Soutb Brancbes or 
the Santa Ynez fault as well a~ the F-l fault. 

99. There exists the poss1b11~ty of a 7.5 magnitu6e eartb
~uake" with associated bed.rock accelerat10ns O'f .6 g to .68 g" 
occurring on either the North and South Branches or the Santa" Inez 
fault as well a$ on the F-l fault at d1stances or 3 to ~" 5" or 3 
miles respectively from the site~ 

100. Prudence and the pub11c interest d1ctate that tbe LNG 
facility be designed to· w1t~tand and eont1nue operat1on after 

• 
occurrence of that earthquake wh1eb would produce an jntena1ty 
or eartbQ.uake ground motion at the Site tbat bas a very h1gh 

probability--on the order or 99.5%--of ~t being excee~ed ~ur1ng 

the 50-year serviee 11te or the facility. 
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101. ~o usure & high level or plant safety and investment 
protection. Western ~er.m1nal should be directed to design and 

, 
construct por~1ona or the terminal to withstand ground motions at . ' 

the site associated With an earthquake on the North and Soutb 
Branches or the Santa Ynez fault &s well as F-l fault or that 
earthquake which has a pro1;)a'b111ty ot occurring one time 1n 10,000 
years (10-4 per year). 

102. Caution dictates that the critical components or the LNG 
facility should be designed to Withstand a maximum earthquake or 
Richter Magnitude 7.5 using a bedrock acceleration-t1me history with 
a maximum peak accelera.tion or 0.7 g (gravity) at the 31te. 

103. Utilization or two levels or earthquakes and three 
categories or equipment tor purpose= or seismic design incorpo
rates a prudent level or conservatism into design'an~ allows tor 
sate and reliable operation or the LNG terminal. 

104. Regulatory Guide 1.60 response spectra. properly scaled 
to the peak ground accelerations recommended tor the SSE and OBE. 
sbould be used 1n the design or Category I and II structures. com
ponents and syste~. 

105. In accordance with Appendix B or 10 CFR SO, a quality 
assurance program should be established that assures reliable per
formance or all Categories I an4 II structures. components an4 
systems in the1r :respec'e1vely-4er1ne~ seismic env1romnents. 

106. A reinforced concrete mat shou14 be place~ u.~der the LNG 
storage tanks. unless careful analysis proves it unnecessary. 

l07. Western Terminal should demonstrate by appropriate 
analysis or test that the inner and'outer LNG storage tanks 
respo,nd independently to seismic excitation' or that the 
potential tor their interaction has been eonsi4ere~ in design. 

108. ~e only trenChes which have been excavated at ~be site 
are ~eneh No.1 and Trench No.2 referred to in the May 14 .. 1978 
agreement between the Indian Center and Western ~erm1nal. 

109. No further excavation or earthmoVing actiVities have 
, 

been undertaken at the site to date. 
llO. NARC c11c1 not enter an appearance at the hea:r1:lgs in 

OIl 1 or any relate4 proceeding. 
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lll. ~e Point Conception ~1te is the only site where an LNG . 
terminal coul~ be constructe~ and operational in sufficient time to 
prevent eurtailment or high priority requirements for natural gas~ 
there~y maintain1ng employment, essential residential consumption 
levels, an~ air quality. 

ll~. Point Conception is the only reasible site for Whieh a 
pe:-mi t can be granted that will allow the securing or the Indonesian 
and South Alaskan gas supplies. ., 

113. At the time operation or the terminal commences, Western 
Te~ina1's propose~ site at Point Coneeption will tully comply with 
the pop~lation density requirements or the Aet. 

114. Su~ject to the terms and conditions of this decision, it 
is consistent with public health, safety, and welrare to construct 
and operate a terminal at Point Conception. 

115. Su~ject to the LNG sarety stan~ards to be adopted in 011 1, 
it is consistent with pu~11e health, safety, and welfare to eonstruct 
and operate an LNG facility at Point Conception. 

116. Present an~ future pu~lic convenience and necessity will 
require the construction and operation of the proposed gas tr~
mission pipeline trom the Point Conception terminal faCility to 
Gostord in Kern County. 

117. It is not feasible to eomplete eonstruct1on and commence 
operations or a terminal at Camp Pendleton, Rattlesnake Canyon, or 
Deer Canyon in sufficient time to prevent significant curtailment 
or h1~~ priority requirements tor natural gas as defined by the Act. 

118. A terminal at the Camp ~en~leton site would not be con
sistent with pu~11e health. safety. and welfare because it would 
confliet With military operations. does not quality under population 
density requirements or the Act. is near areas or extensive pub11c 
recreational use, and may preclude the operation or the existing -nuclear facility ~t San Onofre. tA terminal at the Deer Canyon ~1te--
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would not be eonsistent with pu~l1e health. safety and welfare 
because it is inconsistent with the remoteness criteria required by 
Section 5552· or the Act. in that the public parks,boarder1ng the s1t~ 
would put ~rans1ent public users in close proximity to a terminal. 
Also. the cost of constructing a terminal at Deer Canyon is exorb1;tantly 

expensive. 
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119. A terminal at the Rattlesnake Canyon site 'Would not be 
eonsi&tent 'With pu~lie health. safety. and welrare ~eeause or tbe 
hostile marl.ne env1ronment. the excessive capital, 'cost or construe-

.. tion.the potential preclusion or the operations or a nuclear faeility 
at Diablo Canyon and ~ecause it does not meet tbe legislative mandate 
or remoteness spelled out in Sections 5550 et seq. 

,. 120. Impacts caused by the placement or an LNG terminal at 
Point Conception are necessary and a~ceptable in order to locate the 
te~na1 in 8. ftremote ft location as required by the Act. 

121. The construction and operation of the proposed facility 
~~ll not produce an unreasonable ~urden on natural resources. 
aesthetiCS or the area in wbich the proposed facilities are to be 
located, air and water ~ual1ty in the vicinity, parks, recreational, 
and scenic areas, wildlife and vegetation, historic Sites, 
a:-chaeological Sites, or community values. 

122. The overall level or environmental impacts aSSOCiated 
with this project are moderate in comparison With other energy 

related pro~ects of sim1lar value. 
123. The benefits or the project outweigh its adverse environ-

mental impacts. 
124. The procedures used to prepare the EIR were in compliance 

with CEQA and the State EIR Guidel1nes. 
125. The Draft EIR was prepared in compliance with the require-

ments or CEQA and the State EIR Guidelines. 
126. 'the Final EIR is adequat,e and meets the requirements of 

CEQA and the State EIR Guidelines. 
127. 'the terms an~ con~1tions recommended to th1~ Commission 

by Santa Barbara County (Ap~en~1x E) should ~e accepted. modified, 
or rejecte~. to tbe extent in~1cated in Section XIV or this 

decision. 
l28. In the event a final permit cannot be issued tor the 

• construction and operation or an LNG terminal at Point COnception, 
We~tern Terminal should be required to amend it~ application be!ore 
this COmmission and the appropriate !ederal agencies to include 
those alternate sites which would allow for the receipt of LNG to 
California at the earliest poss1~le date. 
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'Conclusions or Law 

l. C~nditions Nos. 1 through 12_ 15. 16. 24. 25. and 26 
reeommende~ by the CCC in its t1nal report to th1~ Commission are 

, 
contrary to the general intent of the Act. Each or these conditions 
will cause delay in commencement of terminal operations that will 
result in significant curtailment of high priority natural gas 
requirements and deletion or mo~1r1cat1on of each such term or 
condition will avoid or significantly reduce such curtailment. 

2. Conditions Nos. 9. 10. 11. 14. 23. 25. 26. and 27 recom
mended by the CCC in its final report to this Co~~ss1on are not 
based on substantial evidence. considering the record as a whole. 
and deletion or modification of each such term or condition is 
required. 

3. Condition No. 13 recommended by the CCC in its t1nal 
report to the Co~~ission is contrary to the specific language or 
Section 5637 that requires the Commission to establish a mOnitoring 
program to ensure that the LNG terminal is constructed a."ld operated 
in comp1!ance With all applicable regulations adopted and term3 and 
conditions established. Modification or this condition is required. 

4. Condition No. 28 recommended by the CCC in its rinal 
report to the Commission is contrary to specific language in 
Section 5637 of the Act and modification or this condition is 
therefore reqUired. 

5. Each and every condition recommended by the CCO in its 
tina1 report to this Commission which requires approval by the CCC 
or some other agency prior to the commencement or construction or 
operation is contrary to the general intent of the Act to make this 
Commission the exclusive permitting authority ror the applied tor 
LNG terminal. ' .. i 

6. Congress has not intended to grant federal agenCies 
exclusive ~ur1sdiction pertain1ng to the siting. construction and 
operation or the proposed LNG terminal. 

7. There is' no manirest Congressional intent to preempt 
(. harmonious state'regulat1ons pertaining to the Siting. construction. -tit and operation or the proposed LNG term1n.al. 
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8. There is no actual conrlict between existing federal 
laws and the LNG 'rerm1na.l Act or 1977. 

9. By enacting the Natural Gas Act, Congress intended no 
man1rest purpose to preempt harmonious sta.te regulation or siting, 
construction, and operation or the proposed LNG term1nal. 

10. The Pipeline Safety Act I!oes not preempt state laws 
regulat1ng LNG terminal siting and construction. 

11. The LNG Terminal Act of 1977 is not preempted by federal 
law. 

12. The LNG Term1nal Act or 1977 places no undue burden on 
interstate commerce. 

13. The duties assigned the Com..'n1ssion l.Ulder the LNG 'I'erminal 
Act or 1977 are cognate and germane to the COmmission's re5ponsi
b111ties to regulate public utility gas co~an1e5. 

11.+. The COmmission has the jurisdiction to permit the siting, 
construction and operation or an LNG terminal in Californ1a. 

15. Bixby's motion to reopen the proceedings in OIl 1 presents 
no new ractual allegations or material changes of fact or law and 
should be denied. 

16. Bixby's motion to re~pen the proceedings in OIl 1 to 
present a.~~1t1onal ev1~ence 13 without merit an~ should be denied. 

17. The Co~s$1on has eomplied With CEQA With regard to 
additional trenching by issu1~g a final EIR which covers trench
ing and related earthmOVing aetiv1ties. 

18. The Santa Barbara Indian Center's Motion should be den1ed 
as moot. 

19. NARC lacks stand1ng- to appear and join in the Indian 
Center's motion. 

20. The CommiSSion certifies that the Final EIR bas been 
completed 1n compliance w1 tb CEQA and tbe Guidelines, and that the 
COmmission has reviewed and consi~ered the information contained ~ 

in the EIR. . . 
Becauzse or tbe urgency nature or the Act and the necess1 ty tor 

conducting hear1ngs relat1ng to tbe conditions set forth ~ the 
~ecizsion, this ~ec1s1on should be erfective immediately. . 
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XVIII. Dl'TERIM ORDER -IT IS 9RDERED that: 
1. Pursuant to the L1querie~ Natural Gas Terminal Aet of 1917: 

a. Western LNG Terminal Associates (Western 
Terminal) is granted a eonditional per.m1t 
authorizing 1~ to construct and 'operate a 
1iquefie~ natural gas terminal at Little Cojo 
near Foint conception in Santa Bar~ara County~ 
California. . 

~. Pacific Gas and Electric Com~any (PG~) 
an~ Pacific Lighting Service Company (PLS) 
are granted a permit to construct and 
operate a pipeline and appurtenance$ 
thereto necessary ror the transmission of 
the regasif1ed liquefied natural gas from 
the metering station at the outlet or the 
terminal over a l12-m11e route to an 
existing pipeline near Gos!ord in Kern 
County~ California. 

2. Pursuant to Section 1001 of the Pu~11c Utilities Code, 
PG&E and PLS are granted a conditional certificate or public 

4tconvenience an~ necessity to construct and operate the pipeline 

descri~ed in Ordering Paragraph l.b. 

3. T.be certificate here~~ granted is subject to the follow-

ing provision of law: 

The Commission shall have no power to authorize 
the capitalization or thiS certificate of publiC 
convenience and necessity or the right to own~ 
operate, or enjoy such certificate or public 
convenience and necessity in excess of the amount 
(exclusive or any tax or annual charge) actually 
~ai~ to the State as tbe cons1~eration for tbe 
issuance or such certificate or public convenience 
and necessity or right. 

l;. The authorizations granted. 1n Ordering Paragraphs 1 and 

2 are subject to the terms and conditions adopted 1n Section XIV 

or this decision. . 
5. ~e Co~ss1on starr is 41reete4 to establish cost. 

( environmental. and s~rety and construction monitor1ng programs 
~ tor the term'Da' and pipeline construction authorized herein. 
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6. W~tern Terminal ~hall re1m~urse the Commission tor all 
costs incurred that relate to these proceedings after July 31. 
1978. an~ ror all costs incurred in establishing and implementing 
the monitoring programs ~escribe4 above. 

7. Western Terminal shall submit to the Commission. prior 
to commencement or construction. updated cost est~ates tor the 
total project. 

8. PG&E and PLS sha!l, within 180 ~ays after the erfective 
4ate of this or~er, mo4ify existing interties on their respective 
systems to provide a capability or diverting to the SoCal system 
from the PG&:E system on a best efforts baSis up to 500 MMcf/~. 

9. PG&E, an~ PLS, shall, within 180 ~ays after the effective 
~ate of this order, rile an application with this Co~ission tor 
a certificate or public convenience and necessity ror a north-south 
pipeline system having the capa~i1ity of delivering up to 100 
billion cubic feet annually. 

10. PG&:E and SoCal shall, With1n 90 days after the efrective 
date of this order, modify the mutual assistance agreement required 
~y Decision No. 85l8'9 (to protect Pl and P2:A service statewide) 
to provide for best-efforts delivery 'Of P5 natural gas from. one 
system to alleviate any curtailment of P2B. P3 and p4 customers on 
,the other system and to proVide for repayment with P5 gas to the 
extent such P~ gas is availa.ble. 

11. The motion or the Fred H. Bixby Ranch Company to set 
aside submission and reopen the proceedings for additional evi
~ence on Win~ an~ wave con~ition3 at Point Conception is denied. 

12. The motion of Fred H. Bixby Ranch Company to dismiss 
these conso11dated proeeedings tor lack or ~urisd1cti~n is 4enied. 

13. ~e motion or the Santa Barbara Indian Center to require 
the preparation or an enVironmental impact report prior to· addi
tional trenChing at the site is denied. 

14. To the degree permitted by federal law. Western Term1naJ 
shall design. construct. and operate the racil1ty 1n complianee 
with relevant COmm1sa1on sarety standards to be adopted 1n OIl .1. 
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~rtber hear1n~ Will be beld 1n these p~oceedings to: 15. -
~. Esta~11sh the extent to Whicb air quality 

mitigation measure~ are necessary and 
feasible. 

b. Evaluate the environmental and economic 
impacts or the alternate access roads 
and select the appropriate route. 

c. Evaluate the seawater alternatives 
heretofore ~1scussed and select the 
appropriate system. 

~. Determine the environmental and econom1c 
1mpacts. or alternate electric transmis
sion line routes ~roposed and select the 
most appropriate route. 

16. Further hearings will be held in Phase II of "chis ~roeeed
ing on the issues of (1) Western 'Xerm1na.l'& proposed changes 1n 

seismiC design criteria. (2) the stafr's proposed general order 
on li~uefied natural gas safety standards. (3) refinement or the 
stafr's proposed safety and construction monitoring plan. (~) addi-

~tional seismic evidence required by Conditions 36 and 37. and (5) 
additional wind and wave evidence required by Condition 32. 

17. ~he Executive Director of the Commission is directed to 
tile a Notice or Determination tor the project. With contents as 
set forth !n Appendix G to this decision. with the Secretary ror 
Resources. 

16. In the event a !inal permit cannot be issued for construction 
and operation or an LNG terminal at POint Conception, Western Terminal 
shall su~m1t an amended application to this COmmission and all 
appropriate federal agencies wh1ch shall include those alternate 
$ites which would provide tor receipt or LNG to California at the 
earliest possi~le date. 
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The effective date of this order shall be the date hereof. 
Dated at San·!'r&nd:500 . , California, this 3/.iJ;: day 

of f 'JULY , 1978. 

1;S1oner~ 
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RICHARD D. GRAVELLE, Commissioner, Concurring: 

I concur. ; 

It is my firm hope that today's action by the commission 

does not ultimately become a vain attempt to provide an essential 

commodity for the health and welfare of the people of California. 

I am not optimistic, however, that we have aceomplished 

anything worthwhile. S.B. 1081 (The Act) was structured, 

in its critical formative stages, as much by those who, devoid of any 

'record, had already made up their minds that supplemental gas 

supplies in the form of LNG were unacceptable for California, 

as it was by those who desired that the final decision be based 

upon an evidentiary record to establish the facts of the matter. 

Those who in 1977 claimed the clairvoyant ability to perceive 

~ornia's energy needs in the mid 1980's shaped The Act so that 

Point Conception would be the onl~ viable site that might be 

accepted under the statute. Point Conception was their choice 

because of their belief that there were so many known or potential 

problems with the site that they felt confident no facility could 

be constructed there in time to keep the Indonesian and South 

Alaskan contrac'cs open - and that there was a great likelihood that 

no facility wo~ld ~ be sited there. 

The Act mandates a remote site and spells out specific 

criteria defining what qualifies as remote. At the time of its 

enactment, Western Terminal had only one choice to make for its 

application; Point Conception. 
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The California Coastal Commission (CCC) was giv~n the 

inherently inconsistent task (for an agency with its statutory 

responsioilit~r) of nOminating sites other than that selected by 

Western Terminal. I commend the effort of the CCC. Its labors, 

necessarily conducted in a self-destruct atmosphere, produced as 

good a selection of alternative sites as could be ~ch~eved by any 

person or entity. But what in fact do we have', bearing in mind 

the mandate of remoteness? 

Horno C3nyon, which clearly falls outside the statutory 

definition of remoteness, is jealously guarded by its owner, the 

U. S. Governmcllt, and is located in close proximity to a nuclear 

facility which the Nuclear Regulatory Commission tells us might 

cause the closure of the generating plant. 

Rattle~:nake Canyon, a site while not clearly outside the 

specific permanent population criteria of the act cannot in any 

way be said to meet the legislative mandate of remoteness because 

of the heavy transient population existing within two miles of 

the site, also facing the same NRC problem that plagues Horno 

Canyon, and one which would do massive ecological damage through 

oreakwater construction and sea bottom disruption. 

Deer Canyon, another site located between two state 

parks with a trestle carrying LNG passing over U. S. Highway 1 

(This is remote?) ~ where earth movement o·f massive proportions are 

required, and where the naval commander of Poi~t Mugu urged that 

a facility there would interfere with missile firing. 

We are left with Point Conception. Remote it is. Other 

problems exist there, however, that could and indeed may result 
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'in what I fear most. The facility may never be ouilt. It would 

be repetitive to state here the problems with Point Conception 

that are chronicled elsewhere in this decision. 

Why has this proceeding, this issue, taken on such 

importance that it involves the myriad interests that have appeared 

before us and before the federal regulatory bodies that also 

address the subject of LNG. Because the subject is one that is basic 

to the future well-being of every Californian through the next two 

decades. California is a gas dependent state. It is also a 

growing state with a vibrant economy that gobbles energy in 

increasing quantities in spite of successful and continuing efforts 

at conservation and ,alternate energy development. 

Some, those who manipulated the Act included, believe 

that stopping LNG development will force a lifestyle change upon 

our citizens that they perceive to be beneficial. These are not 

the ones who bear the responsibility for seeing that california 

is able to meet its energy needs in the future, their interests 

lie elsewhere. As one Commissioner, with the obligation to see 

that the general population and the economy, which is sometimes. 

its slave and sometimes its master, will be able to meet their 

energy needs in the future, I do not feel the privilege of doing 

less than examine those needs in the light of recent history. 

Two consecutive years of drought did this state great damage. 

Two consecutive years of cold weather could do worse. WE NEED LNG! 

WE NEED ALL THE GAS WE CAN GET! Certainly, there are constraints 

on procurement. Safety, price and environmental impact are all 

possible deterrents. That is why we are dealing with a regulated 

business. Public protection in the way of safety, price and 
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envirorunental impacts '''.re leg.itimate roles of government, 

' , 

but to work effectively we cannot expect either industry or the 

regulatory bodies to play with a stacked deck. The Act was such 

a deck. 

I sincerely hope that in spite of the handicap we will 

be able to enjoy the use of LNG in California by 1983. 

San Francisco, California 
July 31, 1978 

~~~ HARODD. GR.A: ELLE, COmxtll.ssl.oner 
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AUTHORIZATION FOR LNG TERMINAL AT POINT CONCEPTION 

COMMISSIONER WILLIAM SYMONS, JR., CONCURRING in Part 

In these times when so frequently the nay-sayers. gain the high 
ground and kill important new energy projects, one after the other, 
today's CPUC action is a refreshing change. 

Our review was extensive but not endless. Our conclusion 
grants Western LNG Terminal Associates the go-ahead for a rational 
project to bring needed natural gas to the California market. 

Sufficient energy must be available to California if our people 
are to prosper. Therefore, it is critical that reasonab,le supply 
projects not be blocked by state government. 

Several portions of the 308-page Discussion are objectionable. 
Howeve:::- most of the Findings of Fact, the Conclusions of Law, and 
the Ordering Paragraphs are narrowly written; they can be accepted. 

I specifically concur with the provisions neces·sary to 
authorize applicant's LNG Terminal Project. These are Findings 
of Fact numbered 1 through 20 and 24 through 127; Conclusions of 
Law numbered 1 through 20; and Ordering Paragraphs numbered 1 
through 7 and 11 through 17. 

I do have serious objections to the following: 

I. The Incredible and Forlorn "Commission Energy Policy" I was 
startled to read pages 36 and 85 through 8'7a which outline::- a new 
energy policy for California. Where it came from, I do not know. 
The COmmission makes a brazen proclamation that henceforth it is 
California's goal to burn natural gas in every way, including boiler 
fuel for electriC generation! 

Today's order asserts that California will be hostile not only 
to "turning" to coal, but also "turning" to oil. (P. 86·) The new CPUC 
position is a two-part Pollyanna program: it (1) selects natural 
gas as If ••• the interim period primary energy source :for this 
state ••• ft (p. 86) which will carry uz over into (2) " ••• an 
economy which depends largely on solar and other clean,. renewable 
energy sources ••• " (p. 8'5). 
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The tl1nter1m" selection of natural gas as the fuel-of-choice to 

burn for electric generation is incredible. This action flies in 
the face of a strong national policy (1) to save natural gas for 
higher priority uses and (2) to promote our nation's nuclear and 
coal options for electrical generation. Additionally, the CPUC's 
disqualification of coal and oil because of "air pollution" contra
dicts directly the pronouncements of other major California state 
agencies. It was only on January 6, 1978 that Tom Quinn> Chairman 
of the California Air Resources Board went on record as saying 

ft ••• it is our conclusion that a coal-fired power plant 
can be constructed in southern California ••••. This can be 
accomplished without damaging air quality and in full 
compliance with all local, state and federal air protection 
laws & regulations." 1/ 

Further, in February of 1978 the California Energy Commission reported 
to the State Legislature that future plans for oil-fired and coal~ 
fired electrical generation plants were IT ••• environmentally 

2/ acceptable and feasible as well as economically attractive." 
Is the CPUC dreaming? This LNC project, even at peak operation, 

will only supply 1/3 of our state's gas requirements. Where are we 
going to obtain the gas surplus necessary to meet our rising elec
trical generation requirements? Just speculating about what 
consumers will be charged for electricity: generated from high-priced 
imported LNC should cause anyone to wake up with a jolt. 

And what about the second part of this policy--the f'uture--the 
new policy places all the state's eggs 1n one basket labeled "solar 
and other clean, renewable energy sources ••• " Come do~~ to earth! 
Anyone who appreCiates the magnitude of our energy needs through 
the end of' this century, and (aside from hydro-power) who knows the 
miniscule contribution that is possible from these Comm1ssion
des1gnated"sources" during the same time period, must see that the 
Commission's Energy Policy is unrealistic, empty-handed bombast. 

Letter of Mr. Tom Quinn, Chairman, Air Resources Board. to 
Mr. Richard Maullin, Chairman, Energy Resources Conservation 
and Development Commission, p. 1, dated January 6, 1978. 
"Report to the Leg1s1ature: AB 1852 - Alternatives to a 
Sundesert Nuc lear Proj ect ,TT Docket No., 77 -NL-l, California 
Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission> 
p. x, February 1978. 
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Can the Commission truthfully discuss the options that 

~ Californians have open to them, weigh possible alternatives, and 
completely fail to consider nuclear power? 

This decision beats its b~east for federal concessions to allow 
California to burn unlimited supplies of natural gas for electriC 
generation. What is the justification? Well, California must 
avoid air pollution, and we need more electricity. However, the 
deCision fails to mention how the CPUC, less than four months ago, 
killed the Sundesert Nuclear Power Project which prom1sed safe, 
beneficial generation of needed electric power for southern California 
totally air-pollution free. 

With such shortcomings in the CPUC's analYSiS, ::.t is no wonder 
the resulting energy policy is bankrupt. The CPUC totally fails 
to provide the people of California with a sound energy policy for 
the :Cuture. 

II. The Unjustified Scheme for Sending Northern California Gas 
to the South. Findings 21, 22, and 23, as well as Ordering 
Paragraphs 8, 9, and 10, relate not to the LNG siting decision, but 
to the transfer of gas supplies from Northern to Southern California. 

Under the new directive in today's order, the curtailment by 
Southern California Gas Company of its users with a priority as low 
as P-4 is enough to trigger massive north-south diversions of gas. 

Any justification for compelling such a north-south transfer 
is totally missing from today's deCision. The mandate is not to 
protect production, for we have already required p-4 customers to 
install back-up alternate fuel capability for cases of curtailment. 
The deCision fails to measure the economic and environmental harm 
that diverse communities in this state will surfer under this 
policy. I cannot condone such a directive. 

III. Income Tax Discussion and Re~ard for Federal Authorities. 
Concerning the tax discussion on page l18a the Commission should 
remember that federal tax collections and credits operate in 
aecordance with the expressed will of Congress •. It is federal law, 
not the CPUC, which sets the standards for participation and' 

3 
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eligibility for optional tax treatment. Where Co~gress specifically 
conditions eligibility upon tree election of options by a utility 
taxpayer" without coercion from any state' utility commission, it 
is a mistake for the CPUC to act like a bull in a china shop. If 
threatening or coercive language on our part should lose'eligibility 
for the utility, the loser is not the utility but,the California 
customers who stand to bear the ultimate cost. 

The tax discussion on page 118a is without basis in the record, 
gratuitous and unfortunate. Actions like this by the CPUC have 
already imperiled our state's largest communications utility. 
Pacific Telephone is presently faced with loss of eligibility which 
means that this communications system, and ultimately its.ratepayers, 
could lose the benefit of nearly one billion dollars in tax deferments. 
We should return to this matter in subsequent phases of this project 
and consider the issue with more care. 

San FranCiSCO, California 
July 31, 1978 
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COt«tSSIONER CIAIRE T. DEDF.ICK, ~---"~I'Y'fj 

The accelerated UJG tel::minaJ. site approval process just completed 

by the State was designed to assure that a reliable gas supply would be 

available at a time to be cleteJ:mined during the process. The action of 

this carmission will have the opposite effect. 

The results of tile investigations carried out in the ten nonths 

since the effectiv~ date of SB 1081 are inconclusive on all matters. 

Gas is needed between 1982 ~ 1986. Taking the IrOst optimistic 

prediction of traditional gas supplies and. the mst optimistic predic

tion of gas needs, we will run out of gas for California's 5.9 million 

residential custaners by 1986. It will cost at least one to two thousand 

dollars apiece for those 5.9 million custaners to convert to an:t other 

energy source - solar or electricity generated by any means. In addi

tion air pollUtion, at least in the los Angeles Basin, and probably 

downwind £ran san Francisco, is literally killing people. B'Ilt'ning coal 

or oil in industrial facilities ca."l only exacerbate the situation. To 

accept the "no gas" alternative is quite simply not a responsible gov

ermoental decision. 

The Federal government contIols new gas supplies that califol:nia 

needs to augment our d:il'ninishing supplies from traditional sources. 

But at this time not only have no Federal decisions been It'ade, wt there 

is no indication to california what the Federal goVertlment may decide. 

In fact, it is wi thin the power of the Federal gove.rnrrent to strangle 

both the economy of California and literally the people of california 

through its power to control gas supplies to the State. 

The statute gave the coastal Catmission responsibility to locate.a 

site, J:)ut barred that l:lody frem consiCierinq on off-shore site and 

required that Point Conception, regarCless of its merits, be considered 

in the final ranking. The statute reqcires the PUC to adopt the Coastal 

Contnission priority unless we find that significant gas curtaiJ.n'l(mts ~d 

result. Yet, the statute dici not allow enou9h t:iJre for this corrmission 

to consider any other site but Point Conception. Suitable sites are 

sharply limited by the severity of weat.her I 'Wind, current, and rou9h 

coastal to~aphy in the central and northern partS of the coast 
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Nevertheless , five poten'l".ial sites were identified by the Coastal 

Camlission. Las Varas was later el.iminated when an active earth

quake U!.ult was discoveroO. on it. 

It is apparent £ran the data developed. by both carmissions that 

every site onshore is plagued by safety hazards os seismic and wW/ 
wave/weather conditions and with serious conflicts with fish and wild

life resources, cul'bJral and recreational needs. Many of these problems 

would be reduced or rerrovea. by the selection of an appropriate offshore 

site. 'fJ.CMever, the st4l.tut.e specifically requires that the first site 

~:be onshore. This. shortsighted policy has nCM delayed and will con

tinue to delay a viable operating ING facility in california. 

But while tl'le Coastal Ccmnission was considering these five sites, 

the Public Utilities Conrnission was considering the only one before us 

- Point Conception. 

Point Conception has unusually valuable fish and wildlife resources 

which would be seriously &maged by the project, as shown in the recor.:1. 

'!'he rocky reef-filled near shore area is extraordinarily rich in marine 

life and supports substantial o::rrrrercial and recreational fisheries. 

Kelp Bed 32, in the area of the project, is the xtOst productive earL

mercial :Kelp bed in the state. 

Point Conception itself is sacred to the california Ol1.':nash Tribe 

<md has ):,een declared by the NARC as a site which "has had religiOUS 

and spiritual s,ignificance since 'titre iImem:>rial." A feasible alter

native site exists at PenQleton which such resources would not be ir

reparably damaged. '!'his is clear in the Coastal Ccmnission record. 

Continuously, since 1835, Point Conception has ):,een known to 

mariners as the "cape Horn of the Pacific. tt This strong phrase is 

still used today in the Pacific Coast Pilot, the official u.s. CiI::N

ernment document advising mariners of ail nations. Gales of 70 knots, 

lasting three days and nights, have been frequently described over 

the years. The Point is the ~g place of two strong opposing 

coastal cur.rents, resulting in turbulent and unpredi~le sea conditions 

as well as very rich marine life. Wave ~ights are i.nf.!nrol.lS arrong 

both fishermen and surfers. But despite official pUblications and record' 

of 200 years of ,Pacific Coast navigation, ~..cre appears to-:be too little 

evidence 'in ~ record for the POe staff to either verify or reject 

this infomation. 
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Is this the place to locate a major industrial seaport for vessels 

1,000 feet long, drawing only 35 feet and carrying a highly :fl.arcmable 

• cargo weighing ml.lCh less than water? These ships act like gigantic 

sails, difficult to maneuver by all marit.ime standards. 'to provide 

reliwle gas supply of 1.3 billion omic feet per day, 190 of these vessels 

must be unloaded each year. How can a port with weather and sea conditions 

like this be expected to alicw reliable delivery? Would a breakwater 

help? We don't' knew because construction of a breakwater was nel/cr 

considered. Why? Because the applicants say they don't need one and 

this ccmn:i.ssion did not have eno\,lgh evicience in the record of wind and -----
sea conditions to challenge that contention. SO the proposed order 

requires a 'tINO-year study before const:l:'\X:tion can begin. But, the time 

fraxre set forth in the order allO'w'S only one year before start of con

struction. 

Point Conception is located in the n"Ost tectonically active portion 

of the California coast. The Point itself is sur.ro1JX'lded by rrajor active 

faults 12 miles to the north, 5 miles to the east, and 3 miles to the 

south. Seismic events of 7.5 magnitude or greater have oceuned in the offshore 

area twice wi thin the last 175 years. .Action on these faults is thrusting 

the block of land on which the site is located upward and inward, warping 

and cracki:ng its surface. Four active eart.hg;.lake faults are visible on 

the Sl.tr:face of the site itself. These faults 'Were not seen by the appl±~ 

cant's geologists. One was identified in studies on the site in April 

1978 by other geologists; the applicant and our consultant then detected 

the others. These facts ~ in the record. 

Is this the area in which to locate a Inajor indust:ial seat:Qrt for 

a highly fl.aIrmable cargo, which must be transported in a massive cryogenie 

pipeline fran the ship on a trestle nearly a mile long, constructed on a 

hicfllly seismic sea bottom to three cryogenic tZlnks 240 feet in diameter 
and. 145 feet high? Will such an assorttr'cnt of interconnected s1:rl..1ctUres 

surlive an earthquake and perhaps a tsu:nani of even half the 50 foot 

tidal wave associated with. the eart:hqIJake of 1812? Will this be a 

rellWle source of gas supply for california? 

And, what will all this cost the gas users - the ei tizens of 

Califomia? Make no mistake, this is a bill which will be paid. by the 

pl.lblic. What will it cost to make the struc:tw:'es earthquake re.'$istant, 

if t.1at is possible? There is no answer in the record. What \o1ill it 

eost to build a dcek and trestle to withstand the forces of wine, sea, 

eart:hqIJake and ts\:Irnanis? 'I'here is no '?Jn$Wer 'in ~'record. 
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.And even if all these questions are answered satisfactorily and 

expeditiously, the earliest possil:>le date for ~letion is 1984 on 

• the shewing in the record. 
But what if sane or all of these questions are answered negatively? 

We will have no LNG tc:aninal in 1985. We \<Jill have ,,;asted another two 

years trying to put bandaids on a marginal project. 

The statute requires that the PUC accept the site priority r~g 

determined and approved by the coastal Ccmnission, unless .-,.;e find: 

". • • with. respect to each higher r~ site that 
it is not feas~le to canplete construction and 
COIm'Ience operations of the terminal at such higher 
ranked site in sufficient time to prevent significant 
curtailment of high priority reqW.:l:'e:metlts for natural 
gas ~d that approval of the lower ranked site \<Jill 
significantly reduce such C'JItai:I.mant." 

The priority ranking places camp Pendleton and Rattlesnake canyor: 

before Point Conception. We have virtually no evidence in the record on 

which to ~e a finding that Point Conception could be built before 

either of the other two sites. The record contains staterrents to that 

effect, but no proof. Camp Pendleton is located in an area of tranquil 

weather and sea o.:mditions, technically known as "the doldrums." 'l'h~ 

scismici ty of the area is known to be of both a different type and fre

quency than is fo1.Jl'ld on the central coast. Its marine resources would 

not l:e severely affected by the project. It may be much less t:.:iJre

consuming and much less disruptive of other reSOlJrces to locate- a 

terminal there. It may result in a much rrore reliable. gas supply at a xrux:h 

lower cost than any other site. But we don't know that because there 

is no evidence in the record. -- -----
The order says it would take 'l.'lnti1 1987 to canp1ete a terminal 

at camp Pendleton. But it includes an undersea pipeline, the need for 

which has been no rrore clearly established than t."lc lack of need for 

a breakwater at Point Conception. If that pipeline is not needed, the can
plction date would be 1985~ If a breakwater is needed at Point Conception 

the cort;;>letion of the project is \'l%'llikely to occur at all. 

Tl'le only· substantive reason given for rejecting the Coastal can
mission's first choice - camp J?end.J.eton - is that the property belongs 

to the United States Government which -.....ill not release it anc1 woulc1. not 

allow consideration of it in the EIR. 
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Who is the United States Govennrent 'Which owns 50% of the land. in 

caJ.ifornia? It is ~ gove.rnm:mt. c.,llfornia is 10% of the popw.ation 

of the United States. It has the equivalent economic vall.le to the 

seventh ~thicst nation on earth. It has 4S :representatives in the 

Con~ess of the United States. It is the largest industrial state in 

the nation. 

Should the interests of the State of california be dismissed as 

nothing'? Can we accept that the decision not to :release 120 of the 

125,000 ac:res at camp Pendleton is ~table? 

~ answer is "NO"! The decisions of a single bureaucracy> no 

matter how 1.lrlWilling to bend, a%'e much more suscep:tible of reversal 'f:hcll? 
the decisions of nature. 

A."'lOther blnding portion of the statute we are acting 1.:Inder states: 

"The Ccmnission shall not issue a pe:cni t for con
struction and operation at any site \lnless it finds 
that to do so is consistent With pcblic health, 
safety and welfare • • • " 

It is clear from the :record that such a d.et.erm:i.l'lation cannot be 

• made on Point Conception. It is not clear £rom the :record that such a 

determination cow.d not :be made on camp Pendleton. 

I believe '\:h.;Lt nat\lral gas ~ important for caJ.ifotnia; that we do 

need a r~le gas port. Nature itself has excluded. Point Conception. 

The very least that this cormci.ssion should do is take action to begin 

the process of authorizing another site at camp Pendleton by directing 

the applicant to amand its application to incltXle Camp Pendleton. At 

least nore years would not then be wasted while Point Conception excludes 

itself. 

San Francisco, California 

July 31, 1978 

CIAIFE T. DEORIO< 

Ccxmlissioner 
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Assoeiation; Vaughan, Paul & ·-iyci~~::,::·by John C. L*ons, Attorney 
at Law, for California. Fertilizer Assoeiation; P iIip W. Marking. 
Attorney at Law, for Santa Barbara Citizens for Environmen~al 
Defense; Philip R. Mann, ·:.Attomey at Law, for Solar Turbines 
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Kennet:h M: Robinson" Attorney' at· Law~.for,KaiS:er:St·eel::':Corporat:ion; 
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for Friends of the Earth; latham & Watkins, bY'''Ba~r A.SanCiers., 
Atto:mey~ a.t Law,. 'and Thomas: R •. Riee, .for Appl.ied .~ision AnalysiS, 
Inc. ; Andrew . Sesal~' for , .. San. Diego . Mr. Pollution ·'Con_t.1:01: :District.; '. 
John r;l •. wiet-, .eJ.t.y Attorney, ·by \.hlliam S·. Shaffran;:' Attorney at 
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Downey, Brand, Seymour. & Rohwer, by Philip A. Stohr, Attorney at 
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Applicants and' respondents,:"- MaleolmH:' ~ F~~b~~h'~.~"i~b~~t,; Ohlbac~,.~~ , ..... ; 
Peter·W •. Hansehen,.,Bernarcl: J .'Del-Ia· Sant.a" KOermft.:::"R;':Ku1)itz',,::,and 
Harry W. Long~ Jr. ~ Attorneys' at'~ Law, ,for Pacifie:. Gas:. and, Elec.tric. 
Company; Jonel C. Hill, Attorney' at" Law~' for:;~acific-;l:-ight'~ng::,~,·:, 
Service Company; .. Thomas D. Clarke and-James -P" .. , Greene, Attorneys 
at Law, for Western LNG Terml.nai- Associates;and-'Jane 'c.~':I;;--'" .;' 
Goichman and John, p~ Meek, Att.orrieys at La'W'~ - f~(.Weste:rn.. ~G:>. ,< 
Terminal Associates and Pacific Light:i.ng service' Company:-:·--',-':·,. '_' 

Respondents: 'Gordon Pearce, C,. Edward Ci~50n,. Vi~C:ent: p,~: Ma:~~ei;:Jr., 
Stephen A. Edwards,'. and Barton M .. Myerson~ Attorney's;at~,-Law,.,an4 
Chickering & Gregory,. by· David. R~ Pigott', Sharld .L·'Green-~~-,ancl:,~,~, 
Dennis V. Swanson~, At t'omeys. at LAw, f.or ,San Diego -Gas; &-,;Electric 
Company; and John; H; Craig" J. C. -Hill, and E .. R. -Is1:and, 'Att~rneys 
at Law, for Southern California Gas Company. . ,,' , , ~ 
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Interested Parties': < _George.R.- Ail~n, Attorney·~t I:.aw~' fO~Holli~ter 
Ranch Owners' Assocl.atiou;. c. william' Altman, Attorney::.at.Law,.,.for 
Santa Barbara County;, George' Gilmour ,Jonathan Blees , .. ~ and .',.Dion .. 
Grueneich,. Attorneys at Law, for' California ,Energy,· ~esourees, .. 
Conservation and Development Commission; Samuel Blitman,.:.for: ' 
himself; Brobeck, ,Phleger', &. Harrison, . by Go~a~n '.EO: 'Da\t~is~=-and-··'.· 
William H:. Booth, Attorneys at .. Law,· for· Calif'ornia','Manufacturers 
ASsoeiation; Fulop, Rolston, Burns &- MeKittrick~ 'by, Marvin·, G;. 'Burns, 
K .. Phillip. Knierim, and Kenneth K.' Bley,for:' Fred 'H .. .: Bixby. Ranch 
Company; Ste.:Qhen Chesnoff, AttorneYl':t 'Law, for J.·.·:C.' Penney; 
Vernon ~E. CUllum, for City of Long -Beach; Norbert-H~"'-Dalr;~;for:,' the 
Sierra CluS; James M. Dovle,for Callfort1ia Department'~-of,:,~arks 
and Recreation; John t. ~eesman, Attorney at Law," Barry~Eps,tein, 
and,Jerry Simmons., , for california Citizen Action Group; Malcolm H. 
Furbush and GilbertL. Harrick; Attorneysat',~taw,: ·,for:Paci£:l.c~Gas: 
tNt terminal Company; ,Be'ardsleY,o:Huf,s.tedler & Kemble~>by.:·Burton J. 
Gindler, Attorney at Law,"--forKelco Company; "Lt~ •. Commander ,john t. 
Hair, for the United States Coast Guard; Rollin t. woodbury, 
iOSert J. cahall, Dennis G. Mon~, and Carol B. Hennings on, 
Attorne~s at Law, for Southern california Edison Company; Jimmie 
Jones, for International Union of Operating Engineers - LOcal i12; 
thomas D. Kampas, for himself; Garard Kapuseik, for Ventura 
County Concerned Citizens Committee, Inc .. ; tom Knox, Attorney at 
Law, for California Retailers Association; Graham & James, by 
Boris H. Lakusta., David J. Marchant, and Jerry J. Suich, Attorneys 
at taw, for collier Carbon & Chemical Corporation; Henry F. 
L1~pittz 2nd, Attorney at Law, for California Gas ProdUCers 
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BASE'LOAD -SUPPLIES 

Potential Supplemental Supplies * 
, (MMcfd) 

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA 

Prudhoe 
~ Ba;x: Mexico ~eria Indonesia So. Alaska 

-c era) 
1979 1 
1980 11 ' . . ' 

1981 59 
1982' 75 
1983 86 2'50 
1984 200 93· 175 250 100 
1985 200 100 174 250 200 
1986 200 111 185 250 .200 
1987 200 129 209 250 200 
1988 200 l19 211, 250 .200 
1989 200 121 215 250 ,2,00 
1990 200 134 230 .. 250 200 

, 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

1979 7 
1980 42 
1981 160 
1982 190 
1983 22:1"" , 250 
1984 400 228, . 307 . 250'" '100 ' . ",,, 

1985 400 . 237, ' ' 313 250 .200 .' 
1986 400 243 31l 250 200 
1987 400 250 296 250 200 
1988 400 265 291 250 200 
1989 400 265 285 250 200 
1990 400 262 269 ,250 200 

Canadian 
"Bubble Gas" 

.2_':; 
215 
215 
215 
215 
215 
215 
215 
215 
215 
215 

* Does ,not include short-term supplements that may be acquired from 
gas supplies temporarily surplus to the needs or others. 

e 
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1979 
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1 c;:-:/. 
.L';~:> 
'I ro ' ... ,' .. .l, 
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__ ......... d ••• _._ ........ 

l5/. 
l51, 
1~/, 
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1~11 
1$1. 
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151: 

J.51. 
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?u::f 

~!(J~ 
~ti""" 
A''Ir'~j I' 

2,/'J 
;~\/~ 
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~x 
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~~L. :; .. I 

/J,~~ 
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, ;;:~6 
,::~~ . 

.;:~6 
;';)b. 
:::~~~ 

114 

llJ 
·11; 

.' 1:!J .. 
11} 
11$ 

1~61$ 
1,616 
1,t.l,·3 
't,l/29 

J;~.6)e 
1r6J ... ~· 
1,:6$7 
.l.;.C"/5 
1,.689 

1,.'7(·1 .. 
l,·{.t.? 
1~73~ 
J~ ,'IJ.J!. 
l;,77~ 
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'J.:,CJ/) 
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eor c:~:,('TIt. p)l\nt reC}l.l~rcmenta. 
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Cold, '~(".l'~.l'I- Y.e::;.r . . 

(I·:r1c1'd. ) 

: Vr-"'''' . ?j ... !~Z~ : i'~, ! P2 : ?4 . '1'0 ::..:ll : 
-=-::.!:!:... . . 

.. ,.'" . 
r~o!"t,hC"m C::U.:UO% ~lic. _ ... 

1977 1,l:'2 151.. 1&4 2.1.2- 1,692 
J.97S 1,::.15 l51. l84 ~.42 1,695 
:'979 1,:'~5 151.. 21')3 ~2 1,72J., 
1980 1,.1l9 154 20; 23t,: 1,71.2' 

J.9Cl 1,1:;0 ).5k. 203 2,36 1,72, 
19:.3? .l,l4l ljJ.;; ~O) 2)6·,' '. 1,,7~ 

196), 1,l5;· 154- ~O~· 2% . 1,71.J.> 
19S1. 1,::",,{2 l5.4: 20::' 2:36~ .. 1,765 
19$; l,lHe 154: ZO; 236' . 1,'7Sl 

1ge." l,201. 151... 203 2)6· lp797 
1ge7 ::.,~~ l5k. ~0.3 2)6: 1,814 
191Z2 ~.,/.~? l~L ~C) ... ·)6 ' ~,S)2 ";I 

11~9 l7~~'" l54 203 ;t.,6' ' 1,'847 
19?(i .1: :,:1.1 151• :0'-' 2~6 ' 1,$72 . ',) 

$~~~hcrn,C~~~o~ 

1977 ' :"9 l4S ~l ll4 2,lC2 .. , , 
197E. 1~ 5,;6 ~.s 31~ ll:r 2,.llj/) 

1979 l,;74- lL..2 ,13 m' " 2~1$ 

1980 l~5el 148 309 UJ . 2,.153. 

1981 1!600 l.4B ;09 ll, 2,l70' 
19~2 1,619 .l48. ;09 llJ' 2,J.e9 
19$) 1 · ... 9· 2.4S ~oe lJ4 2,.209 

"C':; 

1984- 1,65<! l.!.;.Z' ),08 US" 2,'229 
1ge.5 1,C.77 1I.s ,)07 :uS' 2,':t.47 

1986 1,.703 l.4$ ')07 llS 2,273 
19~! l,7S0 l48 ;(,6, ll5' 2,299 

.. 1988 1,756 ,ll.S ')06· 116' 2 ... .126 
, ,'" 

1989 l,'(e, l.4S ' :;,0; ll6' 2,:;52 
1990 l,tZC9 J.J..S ')0$ 116 2,378 

, . . ' .', 

, , 
. 1,' 

... 

, .... ' . 

'.' . '. e 
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Wru.-m \,l¢~thcr 1c.r 
(:Ifl.:C!d) 

-: Ye~ : j.ll+P2.A : P2B : ?J : PiJ. : '1'0+4_: - -
~thc:-n C .... J.i£orr.ia 

1977 9~ :L54 lSI .. 2l.2 1,500 1978 9'?7 lSi... 1~2. ~ 1,507 1979 '1:;:2 l;J. 7.0) 242 1,5;1 1980 9~2 154 203 236 1,~1$ 

1981 'j.29 154 ~v.3 ~~6 1,5.22 1982 9~5 1$4 20; 236 1,528 1983 9J.V.. 154- 203 .2:36 l,535 19810 956 l54 :;0:3 236 1,549 1985 ?6e 154 .203 .236 1,561 
1986 981 154 ~O3 236 1,574 ""~' . 1987 ~91. l54 ~O3 236 1,5S'"1 

. .. 
1988 1,OOS 154 ::.03 236 1,601 e 1ge9 1,.019 154 203 .236 1,612 2.990 1,O41 1;4 203 236 1,634 

Southern Ca.li!orni:l 

1977 1,.290 J..4S 2Sl lll~ 1,8)3 1970 1,=:9l u.s 313 ll:3 1,%5 19'19 1,292 :u.s 313 1::.3 1,866 :!.930 1,293 l.4S 309 lJJ 1,86~ 

1981 1,307 l4e ~09 113 l,877 1982 l,320 l4S 309 ll.3 1,890 1983 1,334 l.4e ~oe J.14 1,904 1984 1,347 ll£ 300 llS 1,9le 1ge~ l,361 :u.s 3t17 ll5 1,9S1 
1geb 1,38.3 l4B 3C1 llS 1,953 1987 1,4CJ; lL.e 306 llS 1,974 19Sa 1,t..Z'/ lkS 306 116 l,997 1989 1,41..9 J.J..S .305 ll6 2,OlS 1990 1,4'"11. lJ~ 305 116 2,04t.; 
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FINAL REPORT EVALUATING AND RANKING LNG TERMINAL SITES 

S~RY 

On May 24, 1978, the california Coastal Commission adopted the following 
ranking of potential LNG terminal sites: 

.,...,.. ...... 
1. HORNO CANYON on ~mp Pendleton in San Diego County where.a ~, " . 

terminal would have the }east adverse"impactS',:'on"coas:taj"·resources. 

2. RATTLESNAKE CANYON in San Luis Obispo County. 

3. LITTLE COJO near Point Conception in Santa Barbara County~ , 

4. DEER CANYON in Ventura County where a tennina1 would ha~'~, the 
most overall adverse impact on coastal resources. 

",", . 
The Commission eliminated a fifth site, at ,LAS VARAS in-Santa Barbara' 
County (Figure 1), due to the recently' conf1'rmed presence ota ,sma 11 , -
active earthquake fault passing through- the site.,· As:imnar' fault ,has 
been identified at the LITTLE COJO site~ which ;s'neverthelessretained 
in the ranking because the LNG Terminal Act of 1977 requires, that the 
Commission rank the site selected by Western LNG Terminal Associates 
in its application to the Public Utilities Commission (PUC). 

, . 
J"'" "', 

The Corrrnission also adop'ted thirty-oneterms·and·-eonditions designed 
to minimize adverse LNG'termfnal impacts" at any of the 'sites. on re
creation, natural resources"public views and' other resources protected 
by the policies of the california Coastal Act of 1976. The Commission 
is required to submit a Site ranking wit~ recommended conditions t~ the 
PUC by May 3l, 1978. The PUC must then reach a decision on whether a 
permit shou'd De granted ,for construction and operation of an LNG tennina1 ,. 
at one of the sites by July 31, 1978. 

, . 

It has been difficult to identify possible. onshore LNG 'terminal sites on the 
1,100 mile iong california coast. The Commission eva1uated 82 possible sites. 
including 18 nominated by the pub1ic, and retained on1y five as potentially 
feasible sites for further study and ranking.. Adverse wind, wave and fog 
conditions, nearby urban, areas, earth~uake-fau'ts and rugged land ruled 
out most of the coast for siting potentially hazardous LNG terminal 
operations. Seismic evaluations of the five sites resulted in discovering 
sma1l active surface faults at two of them, and such faults may be found 
at the other sites after additiona1 evaluation. 

e ' 
" - .,,,., •. ~. _ ....... ,II' ........ , 0 .... ' ....... H', ". "",.. . 

.•• , ,,~ •.. .,.. ' •• "., " .. " _'~. v." •• ·• • . '""'"~.'~.r ~ """.'~.,,_ ..... , .•. ,~., ............ ,~.. "_" •. ,. ...... ,," ... " 
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o 
1 

LNG Terminal Sites 
Retained for Final Ranking 

Rattlesnake . Canyon' 

Little Cojo"(Pt Conception): 
Las·Varas . 

• ·11· •• ·.~ ••• • : I: •• II... .... . ,. II 
,,' II II " •••• ~:~-: •• : .... : •• ,. 

• II •• :. ".. ," 
..,. • II •• II. 

II III. .. II .." 
...... III " • .. II· •• II II II •• II • 

• .. _. II II • .... II. If_ • II. ",.-" .. . 

•••• ~<oo '. III '., : .... ', ·,1,· .",.,. II II. ". ...... III 

II .......... :" ..... '. • : .. \~~ ..... :... "III. •• ;O ...... _ ....... ~ ..... II·· '0.-".' .......... , 
• :: ••••• :. . .. ~: , ,_ II ...... ~:...: ....... : .... : ';':','" •• 

II ,," .'" •• II ••• ' ••• : ~ .~~ ••• :'. II II" .. ' .. 11"11 11._ 
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, I 

.. II ... _ .. ..... ... .. • .... .. .. II pili,.. "Ii 

.. " ...... II ... 

. " 
:.~ ... : ..• 
.,N .... ' 

.';~ ....• ;:: .. . -"a... ' . . 

• - " II .•• !>,. .•. .•. ;~~.~: . . . 

Figure 1 
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The Com-nission contracted with a number of consultants to assis't" in' 
technic:a1 evaluations of tne sites, and correspondence has been received 
on the site ranking from many federal and state agencies"environmenta1 
groups. surfers, property owners. Western LNG Teminal"'Assoc'iates"'an'd' 
other interested parties. The Conrnis.sion, held, fourpubHc ,hearings.,il'l 
Apri' near tne sites to be ranked and received testimony from more 'than 
150 groups and indi.viduals. A.final ~ub1ic hearing on this report was 
held in L.os Angeles on May 15. 1978. The process estabHshed by the 
L.NG Terminal Act for identi,fying. evaluating. and ranking sites' by the 
Coastal Commission has been an open pub1ic: process. The record contains 
over 2000 1etters and repol"ts c:onmenting on a11 aspects of'the site ranking process. • ' 

,',1',' 

",' . ~ ,~. , 

",', ... ..... ,,~" 

.' . ' . 

.. ,0' ,. ~ , 

..... ' ... ' 

," . ,/, '.: 
:'.,:. 
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II. TERM!NAL S!TE AANK!NG AND FINDINGS 

A. Site Ranking . 
The Coastal .ColT'rnfssion adopts the' fonow1~g ranking' for'Possible',"~ 
LNG termina1 s.ites. ' The:'- sites are ranked' 1n',order.start1'ng with the site 
where LNG tenninal constructionan<i operation woul'd h'ave the'least':adverse 
impacts on resources protected Dy the pol i'ci'es of the·California.,Coastal 
Act of 1976 and ending with the site havi'ng the most c~ldverse .·,impacts:: 

, . ' ," , .' v 

1. HORNO CANYON on camp Pendleton in San Diego COunty 
" ", 

, ..... 

2. RATTLESNAKE CANYON in San Luis Obispo County 

3. LITTLE COJO near Point Conception in Santa Barbara County 

4. DEER CANYON in Ventura County 

The Corrmission removes the LAS VARAS site in Santa Barbara County from 
the ranking due to the recently confirmed presence of a small but active 
earthquake fault on the site. A similar fault has bee,n detected on the 
LITTLE COJO site. and the PUblic Ut~1ities COl'l'lT1ission and federal Department 
of Energy may not be able to approve this site given this seismic problem. 
However. because this ~)te was selected by the ap~licant Western LNG 
Terminal Associates and nlust be ranked by the Corrmission., it is retained 
in the rar.king. recognizing that it too 'may be elimina'ted from the ranking e 
by the PUC 01'" Department of Energy. 

B. Fi~dings on Site Rankings 

The Conrnission adopts the following findings and declarations: 

1. Th@ Coastal Corrrn'ission Has a Limited Rol.@.in the LNG, Project !)@C1si~"" The 
LNG Terminal Act of 19'7 deleted the Coastal Commission~s permit author~ty over 
the eonstruction and operation of california's first I.NG terminal. Under 
the California Coastal Act of 1976. the Coastal Commiss~on had the authority 
to approve 01'" deny an application for an I.NG terminal on the California 
coast. The LNG Terminal Act replaced the Commission's permitting authority 
with a more limited role, to det@rmine by ranking. which possible LNG ter
minal sites wou1d have the least adverse impacts on the Objectives of the 
Coastal Act and to submit that ranking to the Public Utilities Commission 
(PUC). That Commission has the exclusive state authority to make the 
decision on whether to approve an LNG project, based on overal' consideration 
of the public hea1th, safety, and welfare. The LNG Terminal Act does not 
allow the Coastal Commission to make a finding that an LNG terminal 1slrn)t 
needed or adversely affects public welfare and therefore should not be per
mitted. 
The Comnission rec09nizes that the project, has national enel"'9Y poHcy 
implications"and that the level of ,gas supply affects, the State's 
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economy ll.nd environment. In reaching'its. fina,l.decis10n·~~.th~: lo~ation 
of an l.NG terntinal. the PtlC is the State agency, wh1ch.w.i.1l.weigh .. these 
other factors. and, will represent the State of California· in -the .. federal 
proceedings on this project. ... ",... .,' ... 

• • , .! ,.. ~ " .' • , 

2. Art LNG Terminal at An SiteWi'l Cause SeriOus" Im acts to C~ast~l 
Resources. he. Corrrniss. on inds that a .. ter an eva ,uat,on. o· I potentia' LNG 
tenninal s~tes along' the 1.100 mile long' Cal1fornla ·:coast·:'.and after in
tensive evaluations of five of those sites. there is'. no· poss:fble remote 
onshore terminal site that would not cause major 'adverse 1mpacts::.·to natural 
marine and wild1ife resources. pubHc recreation areas. and· other resources 
protected by the Ca1ffornia Coastal Act of 1976.. Conditi.ons imposed on 
the construction and operation of a terminal at each site· would· help re
duce. but win not eliminate. these adverse impacts~ The· marine, environ
ment in these remote coastal areas will be disturbed by massive construction 
activities, including trenching. b1asting. and pi1e driving·. Regu~ar LNG 
tanker maneuverings, fuel oil deliveries, and tug and Hne·beat·activity 
will continuously intrude noise and activity into areas· used, by sea·, birds 
and marrma1s, incl uding the CaHforn1a grey whales. Onshore. because all 
sites are reroote and relative1y undisturbed, an LNG terminal. wi." alter the 
character of the area and disturb valuable wildHfe populations.·Jlle 
Corrrnission urges the Pub1'ic UtiHties Corrmission to·,g1ve .. these.·adverse im
pacts heavy weight in its decision whether· to approve the ,proposed· LNG pro-
ject. , ', . ". ,,_" 

I • T ~!. 

3. The Safet~ of LNG' Operations Remains Uncertain. Section SSS2 of the LNG 
Tennina1 Act of 1977 states in part:-·· . ". '.. . . . 

"The Leg'fslaturefurther finds and d!Clares that current.uncertainties 
about the safety of Hquefied natural gas require that the"single 
terminal authorized by'this chapter be located' at a s1te~emte>f'rom 
human population in order to provide the maximum possible protection 
to the public against the possibility of aecident~" . 

. .. 
To implement this poHcy, the Act 1imits. the populaUon density wi·thin one 
and four miles of a terminal authorized under the Act. To furtnerminimize 
r1SKs from LNG tenninal operations, the Act also requfres the .. PubHc Utilities 
Corrmission to adopt regulations governing tne safety and construction of an 
LNG terminal and to consult with the Division o~ Industrial,saf.ety and the 
Energy Commission. At tne federal level, the Oe~rtment of Energy·requires 
an LNG t~rmina1 operator to submit and receive approval ,of a.Fi"Ml safety 
AnalySis Report prior to operation of the terminal, and'safety requirements 
of the U.S. Coast Guard, the Office of P~pe1ineSafety Operations. the 
Occupational Hea1th and· Safety Administration, and· other federal agencies 
must a1 so be met... .. . . . :' .. ,' . : . 

"'.0'> " 

TheColTlTlission therefore finds, that the major'stateconsideration,of the 
safety factors fn LNG terminal siting, des;:gn~ and' operationha~,been 
addressed in the,legisiation and ass1gned to the PUC~ Sfnce the:safety of 
LNG tenninal and tanker operations is not within the Corrm'fss1on's legislative 
jurisdiction~ only limited study was made of ·these safety issues and the pos
sible consequences of LNG accidents to people, property and natural resources. 
However. the Comni ss i on has serf ous concerns about the adequacy of measures . 
to prevent and to cope with LNG accidents and about the research .undertaken 
so far to predict th~ consequences of LNG spins, fires, and vapor cloud 
dispersion (see Staff Notes~. The Comnission' recognizes a 'decision"on trans
'porting LNG to california cannot wait until the completion of 10ng term 
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research projects on LNG risks.:- TheCocmiss'ion therefore urges the PUC 
and OepaT"ttnent of. Energy,., if they approve a tenninaJ •. to deveJop-,$.tringent 
safety regu1ations and a monitoring program to, ensure that LNGl'isKs to 
people and property are minimized. regard1essof the, "remoteness".. of the 
terminal 1oeation.ln addition. the Corrmi ssion. ur.ges the ',Coast Gua.rd 
to institute a program to inspect the LNG vessels 'for 'strUctural integrity 
and other safety risks for the iife of the vesse1. . ' 

4. The Basis for the Site Ranking Is the Heav¥ We';1hting ot;'Coasta1 Act 
PoHcies on' Recreation, Pub' ic Access, Protect,on 0 Natu~1 Resources, and 
Min'lmizins Adverse Development Impacts. The LNG Terminal Act,requ,ires the 
Cormrlss,on to ~se its she ranking on find'fngsapp1y'fng th'e policies. 
goals. and objectives of Chapter 3 of the Coasta1' Act'., Most, of these 
po1icies provide for the protec~ion and enhancement of public: rec~eation 
opportunities and pub1ic access to and along the'coast. for the protection 
of valuab1e' marine and wild1 ife resources,"and' for" minimiz'i'ng: adverse im
pacts of coas~1 d~velopments on pub1 ic views, and the .. character of coa.stal 
areas. The Corrmi'ssion has given greatest weight to, these, poJicies' .in rank
ing the sites. Less weight has been given to the' Coastal Act po1fcies pro
viding for c:ons'ideration of terminal cost and safety d'ifferences at the sites. 
A1though the LNG Terminal Act restricts the number of permanent residents 
and workers in the terminal,area, the"ColTlTlissionfinds" that vis'i.tors. campers. 
and trave-1ers within four miles 01 an LNG~ tel7'l1linal and,., to. a' 1 esser' extent. 
people and property beyond four'mi1es maya1so be. a,t'. r,isk,from LNG accidents. 
Therefore the "remoteness" of "the sites from transients, permanent,popu1a
tions, and nuclear power plants has been considered in the site"rZlnldng .. 

5~ Sei ~icic 'Safety: Cons;,dera.tions.. , 
" " ~ I j' .'~ . .'. ' 

" . ", .'" .~ .. , ... , ... 
• .... , .... ,f' 

c'l. Sei~mic Sitir:g Cr:'.:eria. In Oeeemberthe, Conrnission pub1ished 
criteriaTo:- eva 1 uating poss1 ble, sites for an' LNG ,terminaL 'T,ne seismic 
criterion stated that no ,site would' be retained for the"ranicing .. if it were 
on or within 50 feet of an active earthquake fault~ 'Publ,ic.colTlTlent empha
sized that this staT'ld~rdwas not. conservative enough.~Althou9h Nuclear 
Regulatory COlTlllission'seismic criteria for nuclear power'p1ant s;t~. : are 
not directly appHcab1e to, LNG termina1s, for purposes"ofcomparisor.~ ""'Ie 
NRC does not Hcense nuclear powe~ plants that He upon 01" are.,in.c1os'2 
proximity to "capab1e" earthquake fau1ts,. These are·'det'ined.,as those wi ~ 
movement within the last 35.000 years or multip1e movements:within,SOO.OOO 
years. The NRC genera1ly considers as not,suitable sites located',within 
five miles of a surface, capable fault longer than"l.OOC feet.'Ol-at't reg
ulations of tne Department, of Transportation's Off;ce .. of PipeHne·'Safety 
Operations would also. proM'bit LNG termina1 siting near' a, capable fau'lt. 

. . ... ' . 

b. Se'ism'ic Safety Considerations Remove LAS VARAS 'from the Ranking. The 
Cornnission authorii"eaits geologic consultants to trench the "l..aS, Varas site 
(Figures 4 and 5) to investigate a q~estionab'e surface feature.~'The 
trenches at that site confirmed the presence of a small th~ust" fault that 
apparently has moved' approximately three feet at ,some t'mewithin',the past 
30.000 to 50.000 years. LNG storage tanks' and other critica'1components 
at a terminal would be in c10se proximity to this 'relative1y ~youtnfu' 
fau1t(Figure S). There is a very goodpQ$$ibil'ity of similar "and rei a ted 
geologic feature.s on the,site~ Because', oftne poss~bi'1ity of future sur
facefaultin9 at this site., and. in spite' ot' the 10w,probab'fHty of ,4 failure. .. 
the ConTniss'ion ,has removed Las Varas from', further~cons'f'deration.:as·'an LNG ., 
term~nal sit.e .. tominimiie, risks to persons and property~ ,', Thi's, act:fon is 
consistent with the siting criteria ',pubHshed in Oeeember; . :" ,_'," 

'.,' , .,',', 

" .. ,'_.' 

. ," ~ ," 

'" .' 
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Thererooval of Las Varas from theranld'ng. is done even though" the Corrrnission' s 
own consultants beHeve that design features can min'fmize risks .. due to sur
face fau1ting~ The COrrmission believes that 1t1s'. not prudent to locate 
such a large and petentia11y hazardous fndustrial·fac1lity on· a site with 
known 'l"ecent faulting. . ... . 

-. . 
c. little Co 0 Must Be Ranked Oes ite Seismic Prob1ems'. Recent informa

tion presented by geo og1sts emp oyed by the Ho ;·sterR,anch" 4nd· confirmed. 
by the Corrrnission's consultants, indicates that the Little Cojo (POint 
Conception) site has a fault (Figure ll)simi1ar to that found at Las 
Varas. App1y1ng the same reasoni.ng and caution which caused· the Comn1ssion 
to rem:lve Las Varas would a1so mean e1iminating the Little Cojo site from 
further evaulat1on. However, the Liquefied· Natura' Gas Terminal Act of 
1977 precludes that action. Since it is the appHed-for site, .it must 
be ranked by the Coastal Comnission. If it were not for the requirements 
of the legislation" that specific s1te would no longer be considered. 

Both the PUC and the federal Department of Energy "(OOE): have requested 
Western LNG Terminal Associates to further evaluate these'f'smic hazards 
at the Little COjo Site. It is possible. after more eva"uation~termina' 
design work, and possibly shifting the site away' from the fault within the 
same siting area. that Western LNG Terminal Assoc1atescould convince the 
?UC ~nd DOE that l1censing a tenninal at Little Cojowould be acceptable. 

It is also pOSSible that more detai1ed seismic e-.:aluat10ns" i,neluding 
trenching" at one of the other three sites. if approved, will d1sco~er smail 
faults simnar to those found at Las Varas and L1ttieCojo.Ifthese COlTlnOn 
faults in california coastal areas are also discovered at other sites. and 
if there is an overriding need for an LNG term1nal Site" a'1 the sites,in
eluding las Varas and l.ittle Cojo, should be reevaluated, to seleetthe one 
upon which design features can minimize the risks. However, authorization 
to construct an LNG terminal on a site with an" active. surface" fault nearby 
would be a significant departure from currently accepted regulatory practice. 

6. Adding Facilities to a Termina1. The Conrnission's maritime consuitants 
indicate that if an approved tenninal reaches the maximum gas delivery rate 
authorized under the LNG Terminal Act, 1.3 bilHon cubic feet per day. 
additions ~y be needed to the terminal to increase the reliability of LNG 
~nker berthing and unioading (see Staff Notes). Possible additions that 
might be considered would include a fourth LNG storage tank" second· berth. 
or a brea~ater to protect the berthing area. In this site ranking. the 
Conmission is considering a breakwater only" at theRattlesnak~canyon s'ite 9 

and a breakwater at other Sites, particularly Little Cojo" would· lower the 
ranking of such site. 

The three options for improving gas supply re1iab'f·"ity that .involve 
terminal additions are not part of any appl ication,. There is no· ,clear 
State regulatory process for appro'ling' such additions after a-permit is 
granted under the LNG Term1na1 Act of 1977. If proposa1s are made in the 
future to add facilities to a terminal, all alternat1ves and their degree 
of environmental damagt s;,ould be evaluated. The Conmission urges. the 
legislature and the PUC· to develop a rev1ew and approval process for 
terminal additions. and the Commission should. have a·major.role· in . 
selecting an alternatfve and de.velop1ngterms. and cond·itions. 
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1. Homo Can on on Ca Pendleton is Ranked ~1~t. The Commission ranks ~ 
the Homo anyon .s1te on mp en eton gure5 and 7) ffrst among the .. 
four sites because construction and operati.on of an· LNG terminal there would 
have the lea5t adver5e effects I)n the objecti.ves of Chapter 3 Of the California 
Coastal Act of 1976. The basis for th1s·ranking. i~that'a HornoCanyon LNG 
terminal would have low adverse 1mpacts on public access', recreation, and 
natura 1 resources and wou'd not be i MCons i stent w.i th, mos.t of the deve 1 opment 
policies of the Act. It is ranked· fi:rst despit~·statements·. from .. the· Navy 
and Marine Corps that the site would not be available for an· LN~terminal, 
because the m'i1 itarydoes not necessar'i1y exerci5e final controt over the· 
use of federal property. Federal property is not subject to'state'author-
ized eminent domain proceedings •. Consideratfon of national energy. priorities 
and a federal LNG terminal siting pol1cy .. to"locatesuchtermtna1s.where 
they wil' be'east'damaging to the environment, however;.cou'd~cause 
other officials;n the executive branch, including; the 'President. to· make 
the land available. .. . 

The Corrl'r)'i ss i on recogn i zes that. under both. the federal Coas.ta 1 Zone .Management 
Act and the California Coastal Act the .ConJOission ·does·not regu):ate· lands 
on the coas.t in federalownershfp.. However, the LNG Termin'al Act of 1977 
expressly states that the COlTlTlission shall study,. evaluate,. and ·.rank "potential 
onshore sites for an LNG termina1" (Sec.tion 5611). and .. that "onshore" is 
defined as "any location on the mainland of CaHforn.1a. 1andwardof the mean 
high tide line" (Seetion 5555). Thus the Act requires an evaluation of al' 
potentia' sites regardless of site ownersh·ip, even though· use o.f federal 
lands' for a tenninal wculd have to be.a federal decision. Given the small 
number of feasil>le sites remain1ng a.fter an eva1uation .of 82 sUes •. this _ 
has turned out to be a prudent iegislative dfrective.. . .. 

Pub1'ic Acc~ssaT'd Recreation. A Horno' canyon, term1.nal' would have more· 
adverse impacts. on, .c04s.talrecreatfonand.public access, .. tnan: ·a· Ra.ttlesnake 
canyon or Little Cojo terminal and less' adverseimpacts.than: a:termina1 at 
Deer Canyon .. 

Public Access. The Horno' canyon site is owned: and used by; the U." 
Marines and is not open· to the pub"ic~ Vi·s.itors can reach· it~by walk'in~ 
south a10ng the beach from:San·OnofreState 'ParK, which extends. to· ~bOut 
mile from the s.ite, but· Marine patrols prevent public use. 'Reeorrmended 
conditions 1 and 18 would. at a· mi.nimum, preserve ·the existing·'public 
access in the area, and perhaps. increase it. . 

Recreati on. The term; na.l a.s8700-foot long trestle ·waul d de9rade the 
recreation experience for sornevisitors at San Onofre' .$.tate;··P.ark,. but the 
most neavi1y used area of tne park, popular for· surfing',' is': fiVe m'i1es from 
the site and is divided by the large San Onofre Nuclear Power Plant. Boat
ing ,from Oceanside and SanC'emente is popular in·the area,.' and· tanker· 
operations could result in some' restrictions on boating' near the terminal. 
The Department of Parks and· Recreation indicates that on~y a'/ Rattlesnake 
canyon terminal. of the other three sites, would· cause ·less.' adverse' recrea
tion impacts than a Horno Canyon terminal. In fact, the Department did' 
express hope that someday this last ~jor block of undeveloped'coastal 
property in Southern california, Camp Pendleton" mi.ght be 'a,' park (Exhibit 
00502). Given the si:te's present use and lack of access,. however, the _ 
COrmlission finds a Homo Canyon. terminal would have a' low' adve.rse effect on ., 
pub1ic recreation opportunities if recommended conditions are imposed by the 
PUC. 
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~rine Resources. A Horno canyon LNG terminal wou1d have tbe least 

adverse impacts on mar'f,ne resources protectecL by,:the po.uc1es< of 'Article 4. 
Chapter' 3 oftne Coast41 Act. The, lack' of suitable offshore':roc:ic.'or reef 
bottom prevents tne offshore c'lrea from supporting more ,than intennittent 
kel p beds' of comparati ve1y:1ow importance., . A1;though?the:area::.supports very 
good corrmercia1 and :sport f1sher1es~' most of:thespeefes which',are fished 
are not dependent ,on nearshore features. such c'lS Kelp~beds' or', rOckY reef' 
~reas. ·that'would be affected bytenninalconstruction"and~oPer.ation. The 
fishing catch ·per·unit of effort--is low .. 'Therefo're':the 'Oepar,trnent of Fish 
4nd Game 'judgedthe 'adverse impacts on 'ma'rineres'ou~ces;~a's. ,less'stgnificant 
than at the 'other three-s'ftes (April'·17,'197S··letter. from "Chati es:Ful1 erton 
to tneCoastal .Comnfss'fon)-;. '.,. . ,".:'., c, ::"," _.:~,:< ,.~'~ 

.' .. , .. ', "~;~ "J' .. ~, 

land Reso~rces.~ 'The 'onsh~r~wilcfliferesources. of. 'the: 'si:te,';' :~hich con
sist Of ,cl'natural coasta.l 'Sage::scrul> corrmun:ity-~and 'are of Jow:d'1'versity 
and abundance, are cO/TlnOn to the 'general'area,~ 'Military' activities. 
mainly vehicle travel over the site, have affected the scrub,.collJllunities. 
The site is not presently ,inhab'f-ted; by ~any rar.e:' or: endangered, species of 
anima,'s or plants, altholJgh n, is probably v1s~ted_ by.the .Cclllforn,ia brown 
pe1ican. an endangeredspec'fes, and'the white-ta11'ed leite, ·a· ... f,ul1y protected 
species. The area is ·of relatively low importa,nce to marine. blrd,:and lMnrnal 
populations .• so the Department of Fish-and- Game- has coneluded~ tha~t·, LNG 
f'aci1ities wou1d have ,the: least': advel"'Se impact· on' w1'ldHfe spec.fes' of 
special concern than anyothers:ite~ .. ', .. :.';', 'j : ".',' ,.<', , 

I . , : ,_ •• " : ...,' :: C,' , .~ \ ~:. "J"", / ~ ~~ .~~ :.~, 'I' ~. ~ : 

Arcnaeo'OT'fcal R~sources· •. The' State Histo":'ic: PreserAtion" Office in
dicates.;no,'cu:tural and archae<>logical resources'·, are" known'to",ei;'st at the 
site (Exhibit 00774). ".,.,,~ ,j 

Land Use and· Oeve1o,pment'Po11eies. The' Camp. Pendleto'n ~r1ne:~CO~ Base 
hasnelpe(1 to Hmit urban, expans.ion into the'largest remaining":undeveloped 
coastal area in southen'l' CllHforn1a.' The Conm1ssion beHeves:. tha:t~open 
space is a desirable use of this 101:i m11escoastline. '.and·:its 'conclusions 
on t"e Siting ,of an LNG terminal· shou1d not be v'fewed.:4S encourag1ng other 
kinds of development. The requirements of the LNG' Terminal Act<cou1d hlive 
the effect of 1 imiting possible future development ·w1thinfour .. miles of the 
site. The lOO-acre site constitutes less ,than .1%'of the 'Camp-Pendleton .~ 
Marine Corps Base and is not used for military operations. Testimony 
by representatives of the U.S.' Navy and Marine Corps' indicatesc th4t a Horno 
Canyon l.NG terminal would:. however, conflict'with amphib1ous~mfHtary 
training exercises consider-e<!' necessc'lr'y·to maintain·national.defense pre
paredness (see Staff Notes). The nearest beach at which amphibious landings 
take place,is less th"n2mi1es south of the·site. :but-the-NavY.~:fndiClJtes 
vessel maneuvers take place where·the.LNG . terminal tr.estl:.e.:..ou14~be located. 
In add; t ion, . tne Ma rines operate'a i rp lane flight cPc'lths Over :the>si.te. There
fore~ if an LNG ·terminalis located· atthfs ,Camp':Pend'l:eton ·"s1te:,,'.vessel and 
aircraft maneuvering, areas would, Probab-lyhave:to" be' changed..",". ~ 

,...... .' 

Public Services. The Horne Canyon Site comes closest. given the pop_ 
ulatfon restrictions in the LNG Terminal Act. to meeting the coastal policy 
of 10c4ting new industrial development in areas of existing industrial 
faeilities. The site is readily accesSible by an existing highway and 
rai1road. and public services, including emergency medical facil1tfes. are'. 
nearby. Adequate electrical transmission lines are w1thin a few thousand 
feet of the site. 
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Alteration of Natural landforms. Little ]andform al:teration:would be 
r~Cjuired to pre~re the 'fairly-leve1s;te.-although"some"mfnimaloffsite 
d~sposal of dirt may ,be, necessary~, 

. ', .. "-,., ........... , -

Offshore' constructi'on would'not require any reef.· remoV~:l·"or .. b~~-akwater con ... 
struction. . , '. ,.,.. .,.. .. , . 

. PubHc Vi~. 'T~re'ative'Y;Undeve,'~~':and 'o~~ ~tre~~~o~,·coast be
tween ·the ~n·~Onofre ·Nuc1ear".Power, Plantand,"Ocea'nsfde:pT'ovi:des~a':compara
tively uninterrupted sweeping vi~ of:the' ocean to the .west:and·.r01ling hills 
to the east along heavUytraveled Interstate 5. It,provides:.visual relief 
from the highly developed Orange County and San Di.ego County"coastal areas 
and, of the four sites, is viewed by the most people.' ,xmnediate1'y adjacent 
to the southern boundary of ·the site isa scen.ic viewpoint on· IS.: A Horno 
Canyon terminal .would intrude a major industrial .faciHty :f.n',the,:middle of 
this stretch of coast. A termina1 would be less visually incompatible with 
the imposition of condi.t.ion 18.. which requires· partially , under-grounded LNG 
storage tanks; ,but the S.,70o-foot,long: treste:l .would ,be 'vi,sfb~e ::from much 
Of the San DieSlo County coastal areas. . . " .. 

Weighing thedffferentimPacts on V1-ewsto and, along,:the'coast at'the 
d,ifferent si.tes is comp1ica~ed~ and· ,subjective. While 'the:view .. along Camp 
Pendletont's coastal terrace prov.idesa sweeping, vista, for Interstate 5 
drivers, the terrace ·itself i.s' g'eneraJ1y -fla,t .anr.lnot spectacular. By 
contrast, the view of the, coasta1 terrace at· Little 'Cojo·'is. :spec.tacular, 
with bays and' curvi,flg· blu~fs along· the, ·shore,. and· ra,vj-nesdr.oppi.ng to sandy 
beaches from the steep canyons of, the ~n·ta Ynez· Mounta5ns:. "However this 
Little Cojo view can be secn only by fortunate residents and visitors to 
the· pri vate Ho n.i s.ter a::"d. Bixby:: Ranches. and those' whO"eal'l~rea:ch the offshore 
area by toat,. wh.ile the. Camp Pendleton,v:i~.,is:~'seen,:bi,~60:.to .. ,80~:OOO drivers 
a day." .... -":~ ::: .. -.:,: '--' '. 

Remoteness. Thel' risks to popu1ation concentrations associated with a Homo 
canyon tenn:inal' seem·· rough1y ,comparable. 'to·, terminals' a('"th~:·~ther.:;sites 
except at Little·, COjo·",the most distant site from',.urban.areas.:' :;The nearest 
permanent population concentrations to: Horno· Canyon-;are::at least:,ten miles 
away a:tOceanside and San .. C1emente.,.Some Marine barracks:.mayhave::~:" be 
relocated to meet populationdensity.standardS,with,in'·four m·iles·of "10,,,, site. 
As with, the Rattlesnake . Canyon. site. and ,unHke the 'other:two"'s;tes, a 
nuclear power plant ;s about five, miles north of the.-s1te (see . Staff Note. 

. ., .......... , ... 
, " '" 

1_,1 "', ,,'.' ,I. 

The Horno' Canyon" site- previ des the: opportun i.ty· for' LNG: tiln leer:' traffi c 
to· travel· outside th~ Santa Barbara, Channe" Sh1p!)ing"1'anes'shotJl~f'the 
Coast Guard determine that such··a route provides great'er:'safety:';:':: 

, '. • ~. • _, ) • ' .. , , " "': ,.'.' " :, ,'":, ' : ,.,'" i' '! •• ' ,'... • :' 

Cost. The Public .Utilit'fesCorml'fss'fon . indicates that cC)M$truction'costs at 
. HornoCanyon wou1dbe comparable"to·those'at Litt)e;Cojo~'wl'iich':is',clJrrently 

estimated· as, costi.ng 'about,$475~5 mH1ion. iermi'naFconstruction .at both 
siteswould",cost:.about ':$250-300· million less than' at Rattlesnake"and Dee,.. 
Canyons.' Tne,Horno·:Canyon' cost'would 'be eomparativel'y·low', because the site 
;s on a 1eve' coastal terrace and no breakwater would be requi~ed • 

.. I' "'I~:".:'~:, . ': ~ ," '" ",::' .:";"~. I .. . ,...' ..... ::~~~:~~:::~ .. ~_~:~:.~'wJ_ '" 
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S.· Ratt1 esna Ice Canyon is Ranked Second •. ,·The COIT'missi.o·n.,t:inds tha:t 
the Rattlesnake.canyon site (Figures SO'and 9) wou1d have tne:"second-' 

. least ·ltdve~e impacts on. the.o/)je<:tives of Chapter 3 Coastal Act 
po1icies. The bas1s·forth~s .r:anking is that construction and o'per:
ation of an LNG tenni nal ~t .Rattlesnake Canyon would have the least'·,·· 
adverse 'Impacts on Publ'1c.access and reereaUon and would not be in
consistent with most of the development po1icfes of the Act. It is 
ranked second, below Homo Canyon, prim4ri1y because of the adverse 
impacts on natural IMr;ne and wildlife resources:, which are more diverse 
and abundant than at Horno Canyon and Deer Canyon, but less than at 
Little Cojo. Other adverse factors contributing ·to the second place '.~" .ro 

ranking inelude major alteration of the offshore reef area by con ... ·"" .... ' 
struction of a breakwater, an increased construction cost, ,a.ccord'ing' 
to the PUC, of about $350 mi1lion above-··the Horno Canyon::cost, potential 
damage to archaeological resources, and thegeneral1y more severe fog, 
wind, and wave conditions. If the PUC approves this. site instead of 
the first ranked Homo Canyon site, there would be an overall moderate 
increase in adverse im~actslo~ Co;st1.l Act ob-jf:etives.. 

, , ...... -.... : 

Pub1ic Access and Recrea·t·ion. The COlmrtss;on finds that ad~erse impacts 
of a Rattlesnake Canyon terminal 'on public access and'. recreation would 
be the least significant of the four s1tes~: ... . 

.. " ........ ,' 

Pub 1; c Access. Pub 1 i c aceess-·to "the area is prohi,bi ted' by::a 
PG&E guard station which provides security for the ... O'fab10 Canyon"Nuclear 
Power Plant. While the other three sites have sandy beaches-:a.t:the 
base of bluffs, the shore be.1ow the"bluffs at this ,site is stee~and 
rocky, without a beach. and i.naeces's·ibl e. . - ... ---'" 

Recreation. The Department of Parks and Reereation concludes 
that, of the four sites. this site would be the least disrUPtive of 
existing park un'itsand proposed development and acquisition. Montano 
de Oro State Park is Sl:i miles north of. the s,.ite, and Avila Beach 
State Park is about 2 miles southeast •. The terminal would;not be 
vi s ; b 1 e from ei ther park or otherwi se affect their use, wi~th the 
exception of increased construction traffic on the Avila .Road. 

: Marine E~vironment and Land Resources. 

Ma ~1 :'Ie' Resource!_ The Dep~ rtment of Fi sh arid .. Game concl udes ,":." 
and the Corrrnission finds, that marine resources at . Rattlesnake Canyon 
are very.sensitive, second on1y to those at Little Cojoe" \The nearshore 
environment supports diverse and abundant marine 1ife, al;though the' '. 
repopulation of the area by the sea otter has depleted historic abalone 
and sea urchin fisheries. Some kelp ~s present, and· the site area . 
supports. commercial and sport fisheries for finfish, es~cially roCkfish. 
The area is important to marine birds and marrmals since nesting and ' ......... / .. ' 
resting areas for cormorants, sea lions, and har/)Or seals are nearby, 
and these would be disturbed by construction activities and tanker 
operations offshore. 

, .... , .... ,. ,. __ • -0- "'.. •. ,." r" ••• ". .~.,~_ . . ....• ,. . .. , .... " ........... , ... -.-~.,- ... " ... -.. --.,-, ..... -'---.. -~ .... -, ...... '-"._ ... ' .. , ..•.. _,- .,,- ---
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Site Characteristics 
Rattlesnake Canyon 
I~'mk~j iii!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!: GENERALIZED SITE ~ ~F1GURATJO'J, 
NOTES 

. . , 
- KeIO"bedsand: I"CCkydertidar ." . 

ha.bittt ate ~" n: tt'e 'area::. ,. .., 
- Pecho· Rock·is a . .a::~ .. rOoStir~, ,site' 
-Ounash 'rdl3n';~-:' 9 I' 

sites are IOca!e1 in: tnjs'atee .,' ... ':,' . 

Figure 9' 
,., .... , . " ... 

. ,", ,", .. "~ :::., ~~." ~..:. ./ .. 
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Land Resources. ,The Oepartmentof Fish and Game concludes~·th.,t 
adverse impacts on 'natural resources of "a· tenninalat"th'fs:: s1·te wou1~:~· 
be more significant. in general. than at Homo Canyon and~Oeer Canyon. 
and less significant than at LittleCojo,. Onshore~ .the siteftself 
is being cultivated for barl~y and snow peas. but 4 ,'good ,riparian' ' 
cOlTlTlunity of plants and animals a10n9 Pecho Creek wou1d' 'be unavoid
ably altered by construction. Intl"Oduc1ng industrial activity onto 
this section of terrace in front of the grazed bu~ relatively undeveloped 
Irish Hills 'ftOuid disturb the valuable long-tenn wildlife resources. 
Whiie condition 7 would-minimize disturbance to natura' re:iources 
at this site, the major disturbance 15 'due to the fntrus10n of industria' 
acti.vi ty. wi th bri'9ht 11 ghts, no1 se. ' and equi pment movements which 
cannot be prevented. . 

Archaeological Resources. The· State Office of Historic Preservation 
considers this site the 1east preferred,~because at least four Chumash 
archaeological sites listed on the National Register of Historic Places 
and a possib1e prehistoric period ceremonial shrine 4re loc4ted on the 
site (Exhibit 00774). This factor contributes to ranking this site 
below Homo Canyon, but it does not contribute in a major way. to IMking 
it less adverse than little Cojo or Deer Canyon p since those sites 
also have archaeological resources, though, of somewhat less significance. 

Land Use ·aT'ld Oevelopmen't Policies. 

Ch~r~eter of the ~rea. Tne Rattlesn4Ke Canyon site is on an 
isolated'Coasta1 terrace wh~ch is currently in agricu1tural use. 
Development ,lans have bet. discussed to take' advantage of the scenic 
quaHty of .... he aY"ea~ The character of this stretch of coast. however. 
has been altered by the construction of the Diablo· Canyon nuclear 
power p1ant about four miles north of the site and the connecting 
transmission lines and access road. 

Publi e Services. The avai1abiHty of roads, uti' ities. ,and 
other fad lities is a factor contributing to ranking' Rattlesnake 
Canyon above 1. ittle Cojo and Deer Canyon. The eoastalterrace" area 
has already experienced a major construction project. the Diablo 
canyon Nucl ear Power Pl ant. and a barge· termi nal, heavy duty·road·. 
electric transmission Hne corr1dor"security fences. and other" 
facilities are a1ready in place to serve the site. 

A'teration of Natura' tand.forms. ' Construction ·of a 1al"ge ' 
&.700-oroot long breakwater offsl'lOY"e the site would be' a'sfgnif1eant 
alteration to the ~cky nearshore area~ The rock breakwater would 
go over Santa Rosa Reef to Westdah' Rock, 4nd some blasting and re-

,'" e 

moval of offshore rocks and reefs may be needed to insure safety ,', ,. 
for LNG t4nker maneuvering_ After construction. however. the. Department' 
of Fish and Game indicates. th~t the effect of the breakwater on'kelp •. 
fish, and invertebrates would not be 4dverse. since: the~"breaKwater :,' 
would provide substrate habitat for these orgenisms .•. 'Ther.efore the' 
bre<akw~tei" would 'be c.. major-physical landform alterati.onbut" not, ',~ 
necessarily a ,major natural resources habitat alteration; thus, this a 
factor does not contribute to changing the"second;.;place"ronldng'''of·'''' , .-
this site. 
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Construction onshore at the 's'fte~tse'fwou"d bepO'$s'f.ble '~wi;th:a :'~ 
nearly balanced' cut and'"f1'" approach,' minimizing the :need' 'for o'ff~, 
site removal of dirt by'~ruclcs. ,. <, ,'" ., •• , 

'. 

Public: Vi'ews. The site is not visible'to the publfc because 
it ;s in the PG&f""restr;cted area on the other side cOf the Irish Hills 
from Port San Lui's 'and Avila' Seach. Tn is contri bu:tes toa )'dgh, ,ranld ng 
for the site, although the 'trestle,breakwater~ ,and LNG tMker' operations 
would be visible from ten 'or more miles away at Pismo 8each and"the 
recreation areas along the 'sol.lthhalf of San L.uisObispoBay. . 

Remoteness. The site is similar in remoteness ~and",potential ,-isks,.-
to people and property as the Deer and .Ho,mo Canyonsi,tes'_and 'less' , 
remote than Little Cojo. The Rattlesnake canyon 'site-itself is ,somewhat 
shielded from Port San Luis and Avila Beach by the lrish"Hf1'ls.' but, 
San Luis Obispo Say would have no such protection' from an 'accident -
at the berthing facility. The number ofpeop1epotential'y ,at,ris.k. 
i nel udi n9 permanent residents and workers,vi·s;:tors., campers-, ,and .. ' 
recreators, seems roughly similar to the number around Deer and 
Homo Canyons, so this factor does not have a large impact on: ,this, 
site's ranking. As at Homo Canyon, a nuclear power plant ,is a~u:t'" 
four miles north of the s'ite, and -the Nuclear ,Regulatory Comniss)o'n . 
would have to find that LNG terminal operationsat"Rattlesnalce-,Canyon 
pose acceptable risks. to safe nuclear: p1ant operation before'pe,nnitting 
this major ?G&E 'investment to produce electricity from nuc1ear xeac:tions 
(see Staff Notes).' . ' ' .' 

The LNG tanker route .would :no't, co'me_ ~withinabol.lt 10 mi'es~o:f'~~poPulated 
areas, and the ves'sel,traffic.'in the s'ite areais,re1atively,'l'fg~t;,,: 

Cost. Due to the need to construct a $175 million breakwater and' 
along cr,Yogenic pipeline, the totaleonstruction cost of a"terminal: 
at this s'ite, about $880 mi11ion acco,rding to the PUC .. would' .be: higher 
than that at 'Little Cojo or 'Homo Canyon and similar. to 'that 'at, 'Deer' 
Canyon, where large amounts of eart~ would' have to be'mo~ed to prepare 
the s'i te. ' , . '. ' .'" , , ." 

,.. " . , r." .. " 

-',"" 
' .. ,,',""'" 
,.' ., 

9~ Little Cojo nearPoint,ConceptioriisRanked Third. ' 

The Commi ssion ',f;,nds that~'Of the, four-sites. theL i'ttle' COjo.si'te 
(Figures 10 and 11) would have t~e third least adverse effects on 
the objective::.. of Cha~ter 3 Coastal Act' po' ic'fes._ Thi's ,ranking<' ; .. 
does not take into account the recently conffrmed presence of a' 
POtentially active earthquake fault on the site, because this' 
fact wou1d have caused the Comnission to eliminate the:s:ite from 
conSideration, as it does with Llis Varas., But the LNG Tennina' 
Act requires that the Little Cojo site be ranked. The basis for 
ranking this site third is that construction and oper.ati,on of an 
LNG terminal at Littie Cojo would have the most sign,i'fi.cant adverse, 
impacts of the ,four sites on natural resources and . the' comparattvely 
uns~ned ,.character ,of a unique and remote cOdstal areaespeci'ally' ~ 
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va 1 ued by surfers and fi Shermen~. The ,:~1 ews along th'f s , on9, broad 
coasta1 terrace are spectacular. Little Cojo is ranked below 
Rattlesnake Canyon because it is more inconsis.tent with Coastal 
Act development policies and'wou1d.have a greater adverseimpac:ton 
nat·ura1 resources. Litt1e Cojo ranks above ,Deer Canyon prima.ri1y: 
because Deer Canyon would affect far more recreational" users' of 
the area and the landform alteration would be s,'fgnificantly greater. 

With conditions 23: through 28' which prohibit aseawater:'fntake, system 
and electric transmission lines at the si,te .. requi.reparti'al ingrounding 
of storage tanks~ and provide for public ,access to' the.area. the 
overall adverse, 'impacts of a tenninalatthis. site· would be moder.ately 
more severe than at the higher ranked Rattlesnake Canyon site, but 
slightly less severe than the lower ranked Deer canyon- site. If.. 
the PUC does not impose the speci.fic condi.ti ons recorrmended for. a. 
ter;ninal at Little Cojo .• Little Cojo would' be ranked:.fourth" wfth 
moderately more adverse impacts on Coas.tal Act objectives ,than .. 
Deer Canyon,. whi.ch would then. be ranked third,. '... . ,.' 

. . 

Public Access and' Recreat'ion. 
J. ",... , 1"'-

PubHcAccess.On·s.hore· pub1icaecess to the site '.area, ,~i·sprevented 
by the 10ckee! gate polici:es of 'the Bixby and' Holl '\ster J~.anches·w . Sur.fers, 
d'ivers and fishermen reac.n the wa.ters fn front of thesiteus;·Tlg ,.boats 
'~unehed at Gaviota State Bea·en. or e1sewhere. If, thiS: site, is sele'cted 
for an LNGterm'inal, eond'i.tion 25 would provide new pub1:i'C .access.to' 
the area. and to that e' .. tent would' further the Co~stQl .Ac.t .. oiJj'ect:ive 
of promo~in9 pub' ic a,,~ss to coastal areas. ',' ,'. :,.,; 

Recreation. The Cw.""tssion .. has ,.rece~.ved testimony and·hundreds 
of letters • rom-~ -: lover, C.d 1 fforfl 'i a and' the' worldurgi n9, . prOteeti on, 
of the speCial surfing breaks off the H01lister Ranch. A "point .... , 
break" at .the west end of Li·ttle Cojo Say is ra.ted a ."classic·" break 
and one of the fOl.1r best breaks in 'California,according 'to .. the. Wes·tern 
Surfing Associat'ion •. The construction of a trestle at th'fs'site an~ 
vessel operations would not necessari.ly pr.event ·0'1" di.rectly .inter.fer.,; 
wfth surfing at Litt1e Cojo, and if 'such. i,nterference does .take,place 
it wou1c1 be substantial'y mit'igated by condit'ion 27 requiring,coristr.uctiI 
of equivalent surfing breaks. But,the presence of the 4600-'foot long 
trestle wou~d degrade the remote character of the Ranch surfing experience. 

The area is also"popular .wi.thspon and COlTll'lerc.i.a.1::~f.i,shennen,~:·~d.i'.vers, 
and boaters. Heavy construction traffic could adversely affect . Gavi,ota 
Beach State Park; where the H011ister:access road connects: to US 10l. . , ' ',. 

Marine Environment and land Resourees. 

fI.arine Resources. The, Department of Fish and'Game- identifies" 
the Point'ConcePtion marine envfronmentas the ,most:,sensftive of~the 
four sites' because c01d northerly waters and warmersouther1y waters' 
meet anc:1mix there. Therefore the area is considered,theiim1t' for' 
the ranges of 14 speeies of fish and 20' species of invertebrates'. 
making the marine resources highly divers! •. : Inaddition.lMrfne· , 
resources are part1cularlyabundant in the area ,due,::to ·theupwell·f'ng 
of nutrient-1 aden.- co~der:waters~' . Conrnerefa 1 ffshennen,"'from :Santa~ .; 
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SaY'bara ·testified that'the waters(J~f LfttjeCojo prov'ide'.~~e;~f their 
most productiv'l~ fish; ng -grounds. 'The 1 clrgestand _ most product; ve 
kelp bed off California. bed 1132. extends ,along."the.$i,te. J'he;..ke1p 
is commerciaiiy harvested under a 2o-year lease ,:from:the .Department 
of Fish and Game and 'a1so serves as a rich habi.tatf¢r .. associated 
marine.' ife~ TI'le- area neal" t~le -site. relativeTy undisturbed by human 
activity, is very important to marine birdS and. mammals.. ~ It is 
believed ·to· be used as a stag{ng area by CalHorn,;,a,·g-r.ey.- whales 'during 
their migrations a10ng the Ca1iforniacoast .. ~,Advers.e,Jmpacts"-,Of termir.a1 
construction' and o'pe-ration at this site wou1d be .m;nim;zed,by<t~e 
imposition, of conditions 23 'and .28, prohibiting seawater LNG.vaporizers 
and reducing damage 'to ,the kelp resource" but majoradve:rse jmpacts 
would· stii1'beassociated witl'l the intrusion 'of indus,tria.1,.:acti'yity 
into the nearshore area, inc1uding tanker, tug, and jine' boat maneuvering. 
shipping fuel oil to the site. and 1 ights and ,vehi:c.~es on,rthe trestle. 

• • ." -" '". "-:~:,"'-':''': -~"~'I~" .~ ... ,. .. 

Land Resources. The wildl'ffe res'ources of-the"site {tself. whi ch 
is curr~ntly used,tor ca:ttle,g.razing, are n·ots·ign,i:'f.:ican,:t:,.but;'bec:ause 
the 1arge area around and'in1and of the site is relatively undeve10ped 
and remote. the area ingenera.1 ,. and particu1arJy,:the foothi-Hs'.;:and 
canyons' of the Santa, Ynez Mountafns',are important:wiJdl-,ffe' habi::tat. 
The area is especia1iy valuab1efor birds, as large, numbers of double .. 
crested cormorants, black brants, and pink-footed, shea'f"Waters~are 
Observed near the site.' The. intrusion, of jarge. scale.:,industr:ia1:~ 
activity into this remote'site:wou1d,accor.din9 to: Fish" and:.~me,~ 
cause greater damage to, w'i1dHfe populations than wou)d termina1s 
at the three other sites .. ' , . ~ 

... J, .. ','",. 

Archaeological Resourees~ The State Historic Preservation;Officer 
h~s stated that'va'uab'e Chumash archaeo10g;cal resources are:'found in 
the site area. The pruposed termina1site has been moved by the app1icant 
to avoid some of thesearchaeologica~ sites. '_~"~:',:,:, 

. , ,. 

Character of the Area. A Little COjo termina1 wou1d unavoidably 
be a major intrUSion of an industrial facility and industrial activity 
on a unique area high1y va1ued for,natura' ,resources .. ,-The,e:'lti,=e 
stretch of coast from Gaviota around Point Conception·to·'Jalama is 
the 1as,,; major semi-wild coast left· in Southern Ca,1i.forn,ia.,,:::Its"· 
magnificent views and abundant w'i1dlife ~ke it a unique coas~l
ey.~a"'se, lacking only in. greater Pub1icuse and enjoyment '''of 'the: area. 
Holl ister Ranch to the east has been .StJbd,iv'ided into :1argeparcels 
of approximately 100 acres. The lack of more exten~i.ve res;'dentJa1 
andcorrrnerciar deve10pmentfor. more than 'ten mi:1:eS:"..ar.oundthe';s''ite 
and 'lack of public access has preserved, this coastal·area ''i·na: rfght1y 
deve10ped sta.te. Sma11-sca1e development near.the s'itei'ncludes'an 
unused oi1 storage tank and a buoy type marine' oi1:-term.inar'in· .little 
Cojo I)ay. and. the SouthernPac'ifiC Rai.lroad.,t~acks a10ng.:,the top/of 
the b1uffs. ' , . '_' .. ::"-

Public Services. As the most remote site. Little COjo is also 
the most inconsistent with Coastal Act policies favoring locations . 
near existing public services. The existing Ho11ister Ranch road 
wou1 d have to be substantial1y upgraded to handle construction workers 
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and ec;uipment. the.natural gas pipeline .. would have to pass through 
sensitive 'areas i'n' newri ghts. 'of way .• and ,emergency services, in"the 
event of an accident are at least an .hour away •. The adverse~impacts 
would be·decreased by conditions 23 and 24. rec;uirin90nsite~electricity 
generati ontoavoi dnew elec"tri ctra,nsmi.ss ion1i nesand minimizing 
alterations caused by upgrading the Ho'lister Ranch road·to·the'site. 

Alteration of Natural Landforms. The alterati·on of. na.tura1 
iandforms. at the site would-be minima.l since thes.i:tei·s, a comparativeiy 
ievelterrace. A breakwater at this si'te ·has not been proposed .. by 
the appHcant. and the COl'm1ission has relied on the lack. ofa 'break
water 'i'n· ranking Little COjo third •.. If a, breakwater were ~a".required 
feature ofthfssite, the Conrnissfon would rank. it ,fourth,.: after 
Deer canyon.. . " .... 

, Pub-H c· Vi ew5. Si nce the public does not have easy access to 
the Po'frit Co"nception area" a site at Litt·le COjo wi.ll no.t,visua1iy 
impact many people •. On extremely clear. days'. however~,the;-termina' 
and trestle' would be visible from'the Santa BarbaraCnanne,1 coast1 ine. 

, , " " 

Remoteness. ' 'The' Little COjo site is by far the. most remote .. ,fro~:. 
popu1ation concentrations. with the Santa Barbaraa,rea. abcu·t· 40- mi1es 
to the east and' areas to the north' shielded by the steep·.San:ta. Ynez 
Mountains. There a:"'e a few Ho11ister Ranch re~'idents with,in ... four 
mi1es. of the site. Md there are no campers, travelers or othertran
sients: withi·n ten mi1e" except for occasionl!1 nearshore surfers, 
di vers t boaters. and fi s hermen. The LNG tanker routes',' woul d·;a 1 so 
be the -fu~thest from population concentrations, barely entering the 
Santa Barbara Channel, wl'liie tankers to Deer and Horno",Canyons would 
traverse tr. i ent1re' Chan:":.:!l '. and" at'· Rattlesnake' :Canyon i;:.the;:outer 
part.·ofSa,'l.ui:{Obi.spo8d:~. ' , .. ' '. ,'" ',_:., " 

. ~ . 

(.ost.A Little Cojo temina1 ~ :;estimated to cost. about'$475'mi;,,':ion. 
wou1d be comparable to one at Horne .. Canyon .,and Jess·than one- at ,.Ra~t1esnake 
or Deer Canyons. . ;.;: .. -~ ........... .'..... ... ' .. . 

• , r "/ "': 

•. (,,"'1 

The Corrmissiori finds that an LNG tennfn~a:l at ,Deer Canyon. would~ha:ve 
the, most adverse' impacts on· Coasta', Act' pOlici,es 'of ,the four. sftes, 
and therefore . ranks. it ,last. The basis for this ,rankfng.is. '.tha·t .the 
Deer canyon. site is incons·;·stent with Coastal dAct deve1opment"poticies 
and iSin a coastal area heavily used for recreati'on'~' . The· .. s~i:te .1:s only 
s1ight1y more objectionable than the third-ranke'd Little Co $0; s.'ite, 
primarily because of the extensive land fonnalterat50n and' ~the Jnter
ference with pub-Hcuse of·'the coast. The' only favorable: aspects" 
to having· a -terminal at thi.$ site is its minima.' view 'impact, bY:'.;: 
bei.nglocated· irLa .canyonandits·1ess s'fgnificantanc! va.1.'uabJe:,~~ 
natura' resources. . ,. ~ .,' ,',., 

. ,-
.. ,. ' 

, ,,' ~"" '" . , ' 
• '">,'t 

, ~! • 

",' '," , , ,,,, 

" . 
• J"~ ,~~ ,: '" ,. :.:' ,:; '.,/':;'.~ 
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Pub 1 i c Acces.s. ·and· Recreati on .• 

. '.. " ,. 

Pub 1i c Acce$s. The, Commi ss ; on fi nds that of a 11 four s oj tes, 
Deer Canyon is the most inconSistent with Coastal Act pol iC,ies,.,p,ro ... , .. ' 
tecting publ ic use and enjoyment of the coast. Publ it access and' '" 
recreational opportunities in the general area ;nciude·/·two heavily
visited state parks, several camps, and the Pacific· Coast Highway. 
Although the site itself is privately owned, pubHc access to the 
inland canyon is possible for hiking and the beach is easily accessible 
just off the shoulder of the highway. It is part of a recreation area 
in the Santa Monica Mountains of increasing importance to the heavily 
pOpulated Southern Ca1ifornia urban. areas. The construction traffic 
would cause heavy traffic conflicts on the narrow Pacific Coast 
Highway during times of peak use,. and the construction noise and 
lights and activities would degrade the.outdoor experience of the 
approximately two thousand ch'ildrer: who use camps nearby during the 
sumner and on weekends. . . 

Recreation. Point Mugu Beach Sta·te Park extends to within 
l~ mi1es and Leo Cari110 Beach State Pa~k"t\:, within 2~ miles of the 
entrance-to Deer Canyon. A termina1 at this site would not directly 
impact the parks, but it would intrude on the recreational experience 
in an area presently untouched by industri'al developmen,t~' "These 
impacts would be mitigated if the PUC imposes ·condi,tion 31 requiring 
dedication of added coastal 1 and for publ ic use •. The',offshore, area 
is used by sport fishermen, boater, and divers. The site is part 
of the proposed Santa Monica Mountains National Park. " 

Marine Environment and Land Resources. 

Marine Resources. The marine resources offshore of the Deer 
Canyon site are judged by the Department of Fish and Game to be of 
less si~nifit;an:e than the Little Cojo and Rattlesnake Canyon sites, 
but more significant than Horno Canyon. Offshore there is' scattered 
keip, and the area supports significant CO'tmerC;'cl ai·,d sport fish~ries 
and recreational diving. but the fiSheries are not dependent on near ... 
shore kelp or reefs. The waters have been designated an Area of Special .,. 
Biologica1 Significance by the State Water Resources Control Board, 
but the Department of Fish and Game i,ndicates ,that the marine I resources 
at this site, while valuable, are les:s signifi'cant than those' at L.ittle 
Cojo or Rattlesnake Canyon. The site is along the mfgra.tory routes of 
California grey whales and some mari'ne birds. . .. 

"" 

Land Resources. The wi I dlife and>-p1ants in"'Oeer Canyon, are .. ". 
more diverse and abundant than those at the other three sites. since '" 
it is a coastal creek habitat that isrelative1y und.isturbed~ On 
the one hand, th~ presence of such wildlife and marine resources near 
the heavily popu1ated Los Angeles area and the gT"OwingOxnard,.Plain 
comnunities. gives special va1ue to these resources .• - On the other 
hand, the disturbance from the heavily trave1ed Pacific Coast Highway 
and popular parks and the approach of the residential development of 
northern Malibu detracts from the-1ong ... term·significance-·of these
wildlife populations. Therefore the Commission finds the adverse 
impacts on natural resources of a terminal at Deer Canyon would be 
moderate. 
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Site Characteristics 
D~er Canyon 
~~~1~~i~l~i!J GENERALIZED 'SiTE cONFIGURATION 

. 

, .. ' 

......... ' . 

........ 
' ......... . . ......... 

. Jl ... 

f 

........ 
........ 

NOTES - Marine resources are from U-2. imagery 
(kelp), and Dept. of F'1Sh and Game (roosting slte) o· .s " 
-ASSS is from State ,'V'Jatetr.~ CorItl'OI Soard . '~l -"-...J1_· ..a.' _· ... 1 ......r..' ___ --..' 
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Archaeological Resources. A Deer Canyon LNG tel'"lTlinal would 
have aaverse imp~cts on archaeological resources. The Office of 
Historic Preservation indicates therelT0y be,.,at Jeast"e,i,ght,Chumash, 
archaeological s'itesi:n the site area and eight more nearby, and "that ' 
these resources. are'''somewhat1ess s.i,gnificant than those at· Little 
Cojo and Rattlesnake, canyon.. " , . 

I, " 

Land and Development Po1icies. 

Character of Area. 'Deer Canyon, i'$"part of'the' closest undevelo'Ped" ., 
coasta1 area to the Los Ange1es urban area. Although"res'.iden,tia,1,devel'op:-> 
ment of the greater Mali bu area now' extends.,'to'a'bo,u:e, ,fo'ur-mi1 es from'·the -
site, there is no ,industria' developmen't on, thi,s:mountainous stretch of 
the coast. "" ", , 

." .. ' . 
Public Servkes~A terminal at'the Deer Canyol'\ :,$'i.te ,Would be inconsistent 

with Coastal Actpol;cfes favor,ing,Tocations near existing, development. Al
though, road access exists~.H.i9hway 1 would be severely disrupted, during the 
construction peri'Od .. Electrical transmission lines would be brought in 
over the, Santa, Monica Mountains' in new rights-of-way and ,emergency services 
are a long distance away. 

" A1teration of Natural Landforms. Preparing this site for construction 
would be a major earthmoving jOb involving f;:1Hn9 the Canyon bottom areas 
with material cut from the ridges and canyon slopes. With condition 30. the, 
extent of this earthmoving in the canyon wou1c be mi,nim;zed. but even if J't"" 
is fifteen minion cub':c yards to be fi11ed and cut,;' the now naturaL--..... 
canyon t .,d sma" inte'l"l.li'ttent, creek, ,woul d be massively altered., ,,"Neverthe- a 
1ess, the COl'l'lTlission 'genel"?ny tries to minimi'ze even smaU9r~ding associ- _ 
ated with !)')ildi n9 s;ngl( tami1y homes' in the scenic...$an'ta, Moni;a Mountains, 
and this lTl3 .. siv~ alteration contributes to the ,low 'fourth place ranking for 
this site. . 

PUb; ic Views. Thi's stretcho·f~the Pacific Coast Highway has special 
scenic value, s'nce.the Silnta'Mon~ca Mountains drop down to the oc .. ·- here 
and there are many, unobstr'ucted views of the sea. The trestle and,-" 
road and cryogenic:"pipe1 ine would cross over or under the Pacific Coast 
Highway, which .. can be heavily used on weekends and holidays for recreat'l1 
driving. The terminal site itself wou1d be sheltered inside the Canyon, but 
the trestle and associated activities would ,be noticeable,from ?oi,nt:,Mugu 
Beach State Park to the west and Leo carri,l1 0 Beach State: Park :and;' the'rCounty 

. 1ine surfing area to the east.:'" ,,' ," '.'."" '.,< ," j 

~' I ., . :\', ." 

Remoteness. The site compares to Horno ,and Ratt1esn;k~/'C~nYOnS':~i~::t~~t 
number of people potentially at risk from LNG accidents. Such popu1ations 
would include campers at the childl"en's camps and State Parks and travelers 
on Pacific Coast Highway. Tankers to: the'~s;te·'woutd',~tr..averse:the santa 
Barbara Channel. ._ .. --,-. 

, ',"',,' .. '" -.'" "-, ,_. :':::"""':/ 
Cost. Due to the large amount'of earth'moving requireOto,-pr.epare"'"thi,$ 
site, terminal construction costs woulcF'bc lIbout '$250 mijlion' h'igher: th4n 
at, ,~"'e ~ itt1e, ,Cojo_or"H~rno Canyontermi ~1s..: ':Whfle thfs':factor 'f's '"given 
7ess we,ghtby the COrTm'ssion~ it contribute: to the low fourth place 
ranking- .for .Deer Canyon." " , 

......... ".: ' 
._ " . ,... . .... "' __ .. " .... ~ .... , .. ,. ,. ____ ._. ~ ," '. ~ ......... _. __ ....... ~_ ..... " .................. _. _ " .... ~._ .... ,"' .. n. , 
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ll. $ulTlTlary of Differences between-Ranked Sites. 
..,/' 

I ' .. ' ~" ". , 

Tr1e Corrrniss ion fi ndstnat 'a':s imp' enumeri ca 1 rarik;rlg~·of. the ~four'" - .' 
possible LNG term;'nal 'shes .does 'not adequately' indi:catethe .di·~ferences 
in coastal resource impacts between the sites. 'A1though the-Public - ' 
Uti1it'ies COlilTlission may select a 10wer ranked "s;te~only ·ff it determines 
tnat to do otheT'"Wise·...,ou'ldresult 'in significant nat·ural i 'gas<cu,rta.i1'ments 
'in Ca1 i fornia, 'the Coastal'ColTlTlissionbe1 ieves the 'pubhc' and "other -state 
and federal agencies shou1d be aW3T"e of "how much mOre des';rable' one'::'site is 
over anotner. ~,. ."..... ' .~ 

Based on its evaluation of tl'lefour'rankedsites', as;'condi'tioned;'the 
COlTlTlissionfi nds·· that"the di ffeT"encesbetween tneHorn'o-Canyo'n ; Rattl'esnake 
Canyon, and Little Cojo:shes are not minor or"sma"~" . -;: '.>'~"'-'''. 

• • ~. .' , '. • I • ..' ~ , • 

, , • ..t ","" 

The Horno CMyon' site i50n·the Camp:'Pend1eton Marine 'CorpsSase 'and:-pub1 ic 
use of the 'areais . prevented by Mari:ne patrols. Tne 'mari'ne:"and /terrestrial 
resources are. not uni que and are ranked' the least si gni fi'cant by the::'Department 
of Fish and Game. There are no known archaeological resources"i'n ·the area. 
Tne site ;s readily accessible 'by an ex'isting 'highway:and rai1road;.':·and 
public services' are nearby. Little landfonn alteration would be required 
since the site is nearly level~ The principal effect~of~a'facilhy 'at 
this location would be upon' the scenicqua1itY':of this last r.ema~n;n9 large 
open space between urbanizing San Diego and Orange Count;es~ ·'Overall. 
construction and operation of a terminal at this site would. cause the least 
adverse impacts on the resources protected by the' Coas.ta.1.:'Act:~ ' .. :. ' -

• ..' • •• ~...... ... -, I ', •• . '. .,~ ... ' '- .. ' . 

The Ratt1esnake Canyon site is also unavai1a.ble to' the public due-~to" 
security measures for the D'iabl0 Canyon nuclear power p1ant and'is~a"so 
readily accessible by an existing road. with public services nearby· .. ·· In 
other respects. however. the Rattlesnake Canyon site would be's;gnif,cantly 
WOT"Se tnan sitin~ an LNGtermina1 at Horno. Canyon.' Th(> marine reso"urces at 
Rattlesnake Canyon are very rich and abundant. and breakwater"construction 
would (at least. temporarily) disturb this habitat. 'The effect of· 'the seawater 
system on the marine biota is greatly reduced by the Corrrnission"'s"'condition 
that W.;1rm di scharge water from the nuclear power plan't be used.' •. Making use 
of the nuclear discharge water. however, requ'ires' a 1ong'pipel,'ne Wh1Ch would 
add to the disturbance of the terrestrial wildlife. Therefo're'th'e- impact 
on natural resources is much greater at Rattlesnake Canyon'than at-' Horno 
Canyon. Un1ike .the Homo Canyon site. valuable arcaheo10gical resources are 
found at Rattl esnake Canyon' .wh; ch would be difficult to avoi·d during-' construction. 
Th~ Rattlesanke Canyon'site is not- served' by ra11. and 'equi:pment:wou~d have 
to be brouSl'1tin by barge i to Port S~n. Luis and on' Avila·Road.;"'ihese-': impacts 
contribute to the COlTlTlission's find:ing that ·considerab-ly more adverse impacts 
will occur at the Rattlesnake Canyon site than at first~ranked Homo canyon. 

• • _, .,. ,~ ~.. " . ~ (' {",.,. 1-'.," ,', , 

The l'i tt1e Cojo- si te has many of the same di sadvantages .as- Ratt.lesnake 
Canyon. but it is located· remote from public servi.ces·in.. an. even;: mor.e 
sensitive marine-environment. As. with the Homo and Ratt-lesnake canyon 
sites" public access' to the .onshore area· of the'· $ite' is. not now possible. 
but the ma't"ineHfe off Little Cojo 'is considered' the mos.t- unique.~abun
dant. and oiveT"Se of a11 tne sites by the Department. of .Fish. And Game. 
The marine environment in the Po'int ,Conception. areits 'the mos-t va.luab1e 
because cold northerly waters and wanner souther1y WAters.. rnE~et' and.mix there, 
making it the range 1imit for 14 species of fish and.20:species-ofJinver~ 
tebra tes • I n add i t i on. Ke 1 p Bed 23 is ol'le of tne me-s t pr-oduct i've in the 
state and is a ricn habitat for marirle 1 ife. Condition 22 prohibiting 
seawater vaoorizers wou1d reduce the terminal's impact on these resources, 
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but ~~nker.·tU9 and line boat maneuvering. shipping fuel oil to the site. 
and ~pe~ating a tenninal w~th 1~ "associcl~ed.no'i,~e.and Hgh:ts"WQuld,cause e 
cont, ny, ng and .permanent dlsrupt, on, .of th' s sens"twe .. habitat. . Un,li.kp, ei ther 
the Homo or Rattlesnake sites. a tenni.nal at the l.ittle Cojo .:s.i'te would 
result in major changes to. the character of ',the .1astmajor."semf-wi'ld· coast 
left in Southem "California. The s.ite 'IS located on.a:.wide.-"sweeping. 
open .coastal . terrace .providi,ng a ,striking panorama.whi.ch stretches ten mi~es 
to the east and three to .the west. ..~. ~'.", .'- '.,. '. 

As with the Rattlesnaxe Canyon site. valuable archaeo1ogical :~eso~rc~s are 
found in the Little Cojo area. which also.has re1ig'ous.si.gnif.'icancer:to 
Native Americans,. and these resourceswou1.d be .. di.fffcult,to ,avo'ic!,c!ur'ing 
construction. despite. relocation of the termi.na1. The:surfing breaks off 
Little Cojo are widely recognized as classic breaks providing a remote 
surfing experi.ence. A'tn,ough the Little COjo site has . some advantages over 
the Rattlesnake.Canyon site because it does not requi.re·a b't".eakwater. as 
currently deSigned. would be more remote and cost less. 4 ,terminal at this 
site would ,be more inconsistent with the development po' icies o'fthe"Coastal 
Act and wou1c have greater adverse impact on natura' resources. The 
COlTlTlission finds, therefore, that the Little COjo site.is clear1y less 
deSirable than Ratt1esnake Canyon; but, as conditioned, the d:f.fference 
between Little COjo and Rattlesnake is not as 'great as between:Hor,no : canyon 
and Rattlesnake. Canyon. .' . .' . " ".' '" ... , . .. 

. . -'. . . >' . ~ , • '.. L • " 

The Deer Cany~n .site ~ou'd have major .adverse .. i!l'pactsoD,nea~,.y::~,·'-:-'~oastal 
resource categories, including'recreation~ v1e~s, highway capacity for 
recreation and access ,marine and terrestr;a1.n~tural reSOurces .,;and,·the 
natural .canyon landfor.n. The marine resources., offshore:'among'scatterec! kelp. a 
while l~s.; va1uable than tl'-ose at. Litt1e Cojo,~'are considerably,more:.:diverse ., 
and abundJl"lt than at, Horr," Canyon. and the offshore .. area,is"a des;gnated 
Area of Spc:ia1 Z·jolog;c<t! Significance. The·site, with' a cryogenic': 
pipelinecY'ossing Pacific, Coast Highway, .. is', between two heavily. usec!~State 
parks,' and: construction activities and traffic would seriously. interfere 
with recreational use of the Coast Highway •. Massive'. changes to~the',Canyon 
bottom and its ripari.an hab·itat wou1d be unavoidable, since"_ level" c· '::~ruction 
pads would have to be built, f111in9 in. the Canyon to, the. 400 and' 0(" &oot 
elevations.. However. after cons,truction period d.isruptions· f.inish.,.a .'~_ 
minal would be·.mostly out of: public vfew inside the ,Canyon and the long 
run adverse impact on the Character' of the Deer Canyon coastal area. would 
not be as severe as at Little CoJo; Therefore,' the CoITIn:iss',ion:'finds:.that 
the d·; fference in adverse' .im·paets, between ,the I..i,tt.l~ ·Cojo·site~,.aS: .condi tione(, 
and· Deer Canyon' would· no.t bemajor:overaUand would' be s·imilar .to· that 
between Ra.tt'~snake, and: ,L i,ttle Cojo·.· .' , .. ,~.:',..,.. ..' .; .. ""';. 

,,'.. " . .,' .. . ~ 

The recor,.mended condit~ons are necessary to min'jmize and mitigate the 
adverse environmental impacts of a terminal at all four sites. In 
general. the condi:t'fons ~ke 'a11 the 'si'tcs" more 'sui,table:.,and:.would' not 
change' the ranki'n';, except· for the site spec;:fi:c~· condi.tions. recOfmlended 
for the' L; tt 1 e Coj os '£'te. 1f the PUC does· perm; t· 'the; seawater ; nouke 
system,-new a.bov,e-ground electric transmission, lines:'"nd: ful1 use~of an 
upgraded roac1 ~lnd if the 'PUC does not mit; gate adverse:;mpacts' on., ,surfi ng 
and wildlife .. or.ff·a 'breakwater were to be included as:,part'·,o.f~ .the 
project. then the overall adverse impacts~ of a: ·te""',i'r:a·l'at:;th1s·:~silte 
would be so' substant"i-aV that 'the CO<rtnission,would~have ranked,,i,t;:last,. 
below'Deer ·Canyon.· ',' ' .'. . '. ". . ,,', 

',.' .,1."'" '.,. .::.. c. '.~I_· ," ~:-,,~':,,~' 

. ' .... 
..' ~" ", .:' :: 

. A, ,'" 
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III. TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

The Commission adopts the f0110wing findings and the proposed terms and ~ondi
tions for inclusion in a PubHc Uti1ities COTmlSssion, perm.it.for an".,l.NG terminaL 
,." . ':: :< ,,"'" "'"~.~.:~:: .. :,~~:I"·.,, ... ~,,:~., .... ,,;,:~-,~:,.>~:,. 

A. Incompl ete Termi na 1 DeSj 9ns Warrant' an Added Opportunity for the 
Corrmission'to Develop Condi't~ons .. ~ ::' 

The LNG Termina1 Act of 1977 reql,l'Ires the Corrrnission to. rec,olT1'l'lend 
terms and conditions to ,the:PUC for 'inclusion In :anYete'rmfna1 permit 
granted by the PUC. 'The Act requires the PUCto.impos:e these conditions 
unless a condition jeopardizes gas supply for hi'ghpriority gas customers, 
adversely affects public health or safety, or is not Supported by sub
stantial evidence. The purpose- ,of these tenTIs·:~nd. condi·tfons· ;:sto"~ 
ensure that the' ,construction· and; ,oper.ation of a .termi,nal a-t:'any ra"n:ked 
site wi" be in accordance with the policies of Chapter ~,ofthe':C~Btal 
Act. The enly Site which has at least Some detail.ontermi'na1conffguration 
and ~'ans for construction and operation is Little COjo, because Western 
LNG Terminal As.sociates prepared an ,application for<it; .' The"_other::._'. 
three si tes. have on1yconceptualdes igns andconfi,gura.t.i on.s and:'1; t:t1 e 
detaf1edplanni.ng .. for construct'ion or operation. Even a·t Litt·1eCoJo. 
the detai1s of construction have changed •. The site itself"was 'moved~ 
about 1,500 feet eastward,to' avoid, archae010gical s.ites:. ,and::-t'he a<:cess 
road lo~ation and desJgn have- been. changed: toavo'id' damaging>'riparfan 
areas. In a.ddi.tion. reCluirements of the PUC Or federalagenc:ies ma,Y:-
Change terminal desi,gn or operation to cause unforeseen adverse:,:impacts 
on coasta.' resources. . ""'~.: :'. , 

"", ~ .' -. ...... .... '/ \,. 

The Contnission finds· tnat, d~e.to a.general uncertainty about detailed 
deSigns and construction p1ans for terminals at each site, it is not 
possib1e in many cases to recorrrnend specific terms and c:ondi.ti'ons..to; 
protect a /'lumber of coasta 1 resources • Therefore, theContni ss.iorr·,~;.·· 
reCOlTIT'tends 31 genera1 and site-specific conditions to the PUC that.provide 
for Coastal Commission review of detai1ed plans developed by the appHcant 
after a Site is approved. The conditions provide for an add i.ti onal' opportunity 
for the Coasta1 Commission to .develop added site specific .conditi·oris, Should 
tney be necessary to prevent or minimize damage to coastal resources. protected 
by Coasta1Act po' icies .. The general conditions. also set gu.ide1'i.'nes. for the ,. 
appHcant to follow in p1"'eparing detailed. deSign, construct'fon.~ and operating 
plans to minimize adverse environmental impacts. S'~nce the PUC, and not the 
Coasta1 CommiSSion, is the permit authority for an LNG terminal, the recommended 
conditions provide for the PUC's making findings to:.reject,Corml.i.ss.ion conditions 
if they adverse1y affect hea1th or safety, jeopardize gas:supply·for high 
priority users. or are not supported 'by substantia1evidence> ":.". 

. '., '. 

B. Terms and 'Cond,it"ions Recorrrne"ded, For 'All $i,tes 
. . ' 

OJ J • 

~ ,-. " ,. .. 
. ,,' / .. 

The staff recomends that the COll1'llission adoptthe:follow'ing terms 
and supporting findings for inc1usion in a permit granted by the 
C1aifornia ~ubl;c:· Util,ties COrTl'Tlission: for an :tNGtenn'fnal_ a:t' :any." 
ranked site. .,." .' -' . " ,'" ".:',~"':: 

." ... . ' . 
• "', .i ... ,.., 

, ., .... ' . 
. ,' .", ~ " . \ . ,:r~,.. . 
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" .', 

'Conditi oni~;..onshore Pub; i c· Access. Tenn,'na 1 operatiO";~ 'sha' 1 not "commence 
unt, 1 the Coas·'tal Conrnission expresses in writing its satisfaction that: 

. (1) Th'e-beach· a~a', in • f~n£o·f:the·te~i·n~i;:-~ha'~"'~':: ~st~~ed 
as neariy as possible'to its' or~9~na1-c:on'd'it"'ion:'-

'(2') ,Previous1y e~i$t;:n9: p'l.Ib,H~,(access:.t~~~r~a\on9: SandYO~; 
. rocky :beac:hes: '1'$ 'not-dimi'n:; sh_ed. ,restr:'cted,.;- o~ adverseiy 
, :,. - affected~:: :. . ' , . .- .. : , '" ' '-

" .' ',! "~.,. + ..... 

_' •. I,", ~.).. • , 

Shou1d f~'eral'or. 'state,·law or" regulations' ·later interfere'wi-th ~pubHc 
access " . the appli cant or j ts successor-· shall ·'.Qbtafn :the '~certJffcatfon 
of. theCoas ta 1 COl'llll~~ssi'on that' :equi va lent- repla'cementaccess ,or: right 
of way has beenprovided.···. '" . '... ... .. • ',.. .:',' _. '~," :.... . ., :'" 

Findi.n9·1 ... The Coastal 'Corrmfssion fi.nds.that Condftiori 1 is, 'n'ecessary 
to' ensure comp1iance with,. Publ'i,c ,Resources. :Code (PRC)' section '302:12. 
which requires ,that new: development shall not·interfere' wHhexi'sting 
pub1ic access. including' the use of dry sand':androckycollsta1. beaches. 
and PRe sections 30220 and' 30221. which, requ·fre- ·protectionof coastal 
areas sui·table- for recreati.on.- Although 'theapplfcant ha'sstated' . 
that a term; nal at any site will not fnterfere wi,th~ the: pubHc .or, ght.' 
of access to- the sea 1nd a.long the coast.·'construction·.o~the. te.'f!I1i.na1 
and p1"eement of the cl"yogenic pipe1ine cou1d destroy"abeach' area or 

e 

othe,....,i~e b10ck access. In addition, security measures which might '." e 
interfere with publ ic' a~r~ss' may' be imposed·, by' federa'l or state-~ agencies. 

,', '- "~ .:' ," .. ~ '.~' :' ,~ ... ~. .' ", 

Condit ion Z .. ~Nea'rshore· Reereati on Access. . Tenn'fna l' ope~atio~s 'shal:;: not 
commence unt+l the Coas.tal eorrmiSS1on expressesi.n'wri',ting. i.tssatisfaction 
that operations do. not unreasonably interferew,ith nea.rshore -recreational 
activities su~h',as boating. surfing. or skindivingr Should fed£.. ''''. or 
state law or regulation' or the unavofdab1e results.o:f LNG ma.rine (~,"""ations 
interfere with nearshore recreation. terminal operations,. sha.ll not Ct~1) 
p1 aceunti 1 the Coasta 1 Commi.ssion expresses in wri·ti.rig i'·ts· sat; s.fact " 
that adequate ,equi'valent recreationa1 opportuniti'es; 'or ,.ac:ces~ have·:been 
provi ded ina, nea rby 1 ocat'; on. . , 

Findinq2. The- Coastal Commission finds',tha.t Cond',;:tion' 2 is'·necesS'ary 
to ensure, compliance with PRC sections 30220~an·d"3022'4·~·wh·ich'protect 
water ori en ted·: recreation "and encourage recreation'a1 boat;ng~· 'Although 
the applicant has indicated access would be restricted only in the 
immediate tanker berthing area. regulations of the Coast Guard or other 
requirements of federal or'state.· .. agenc.ies.or·:p·Jacement -of:the~.tr.est1e 
or other s.tructureS 'could substantially interfere with nearshore 
recreation ·and:access •. ':. ~: ".... .. ... ....... ';. : ',.:',: ." 

,"'1 

Cond,iti on 3-.. Mari-ne " Resources: .'. Construct~on:· Pr'ior:'to~ 'initi"ti'on :~of 
construction ortne trestle, berthing-faciHties, or the-seawater'~'fntake 
system, if applicable. the appiicant or its successor shall contract for ~n 
independent study (not done by in-house staff) which includes thefollOWin9~ 
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(1) A survey of the marine biota within a one-mile Circumference 
of the seawardmost part of the proposed t~estle. ' 

(2) A survey of the marine biota and existing' condition of the 
intertidal area within one mile in ,ea,cn di,rection ,of the pro-
posed ~trestle •• , ' ,,: ,"", ,,:, ',,' " , 

J ':'. .,:; I i 

(3) A survey and modelling of the existing sediment transport 
sys.tem. , 

Based upon these studies. which shall be submitted to the Commission, the 
app1 icant or 'its successorSha11 submi-t- to theCoasta1 Corrrn1ssion, the 
cal ifornia Department of Fish· and' Game-. and the State: l.ands''''Corrmission 4n 
Offshore facilities construction plan and schedule which shal1 require: 

(1) That the trest~e. berthing faci1it~es. and seawate,r inta,ke 
system. if applicable, shall be located so that 'their' plac(~ ... 
ment, function, and associated marine operations will, cause 
the least possible bf01()gical damage, and wiil interfere_ 
to the minimum extent feasible with natural sandtranspOrt~ 
Consideration must be given to use ofon1y one cons_truc_tion 
corridor for these facn ities. " 

(2) That the construction and placement of the trestle. berthin~ 
facilities. and seawater inta.ke system. if applicable',',ta,ke 
place at the ti~ of year ,which win ea'use the' -lea's-t, bio-: 
logical damage, if con~istent with safe offshore engineering 
practice. - ,_ " 

(3) That the methods of offshore construction to be used'are 
the least environmentally damaging: feas1blemethods. ,If 
blasting- ;s involved" techniques such "s, drill ing:,-.tamping. 
and sequencing of charges which limit fish kills must:be 
used. 

Construction of in-sea facil ities shall not begin untiltheCoastat· Cotmlission, 
after consultation with the Department of FiSh and Game and the State lands 
CommiSSion, has stated in writing that such offshore construction plan-and 
SChedule complies with this condition. 

Finding 3. The Coastal COlT'lllission finds,that this condition is nec:ess"ry 
to ensure compliance with PRe sections 30230, 30231. and 30260, which 
require protection of the marine environment. maintenance of biological 
productivity. minimization of entrainment. and mitigat)on of adverse 
environmental effects. The construction and p1acement of the berth, 
trestle, and seawater system wouid nave sign,ificant adverse effects 
on the marine environment. While some studies of the offshore biology 
and the impacts of a tenninal have, taken place. further site specific 
studies are needed to detennine final facility location, construction 
methods. and sehe<lu1 ;n9 in order to minimize adverse impacts, on marine, 
resources. 

Cond1't1on 4--Marine Resources: Seawater Intake and ,Discharge S.Y.stem. If 
a seawater i'ntake system is to be used at a site, the.app-Hcant or its successor 
must submit to the Coastal CommiSSion and the california Department of Fish and 
Game the plan for the design and, opera,ticn of the,sy~tem, to· be used. which 
includes,: 
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(1) Use of the best clv~i1ab,'e "tectinor~9Y to prevent entrainment 
of fish~. . 

" " t'., 

(2) us'e of al'ternatives to ch1oriniz'ati'on,'sueh,,:as rnechanical , 
biological, 01" thel"'lTlal antifouling, un'ess'shown to be 
; nfeas ib le. • 

(3) Provisions for maximum dispersion of the co1'd water p'1umes. 

(4) Use of any other ,methods to prevent,,'biolog1cai damage 'caused 
.b~ the operation of. 'the ,seawater system.: '~' ,. 

" " 

(5) Test'ing.if possible,' of a" aspects. of 'the propOsed system: 
• ., • '"' " ',"1 

The p' Mshall be prepared i.n consul tati:on' with the. CaJiJornia Department 
ofFish and Game., Cons:truction of the seawate,r intake: system sha11 not 
begin unti1 the Coasta.' COlTlTlission .. after consu,1tation ,w;~th the C4llifornia 
Department of Fish and .Game .• has stated. in writing that ,the submitted plan 
complies w.ith. this condft,ion and' incorporates the ,pest,ayail able technology 
for rni'n;m;zing adverse effects on marine res~ur~es, •. The"seawater system shal1 
be constructed and operated in conformance w,th the approved plan. 

Fil"ding 4. The Coasta'. Connissfon fi'nds that Condition' 4 is necessary 
to ensure compHance with PRCsections30230', 30231. .. and 30260 , which 
re~uire protection of m...r';ne resources' and water qual'itY'~ maintenance 
of biolo~ica' productivity, and minimization of entrainment and miti
gation of b.dverse env;ronmer~a' effects. The operation of the seawater 
~ntake:syst\?"'.wil1 have su .)tantia1, adverse effects on marine resources, 
,nc1ud1ng ~ .. 'ne :1:amma1s, fiSh,' larvae, and plankton, through impingement, 
entrainment, damage from'anti-fou,Hng' chemicals. and water temperature 
changes.,""'" 

Condition S--Ma.,.ine Re,;;ources: O~e"at'ion .and Impact, MOl'litor;n9:~' 11""''' 
app1,cantor its successors uses i"seawater intake system" it,sha1'lcolI~""ct 
for an independent (not USing' in-house staff) 'five;'year;'ongoin9~ma.rine"m.. torin9 
system to exam; ne the e.ffect of the seawater ;'ntake. sys tem to'determi'ne: 

(1) The effect of the cold water discharge' on marine- biota:r":··. :. 
• •• .' I' ", ~ '." ", ': t •• ;)'"'." ._,~:.., ' •• ' ~ , "~~' 

(2) The approximatenumbe,. of invertebrates and" 3'rger: 'fish 
lost due to. entrainment and impingement;, . ~.. . , 

(3) The approximate number of e99s' and1arv,a'eof fish: and;" 
commercial invertebrate spec'ies lost due'tofOOr"ta1;'ty-
wi,thin the seawater system. . ' ..... . 

(4) Rate pf detention Ume and:survi'val"for'each're9:.zlar,ly:'.:~, :,: .. 
entrained larger fish and invertebrate species. . , ,,- '. ' 

The distribution of' species w~ich'areentr.ainedand .' .... , .' ... ' . 
returr.ed to the ocean. " . , .... . 

(5) 

(6.) The" re1ation$hip between species entrainment .. in the~ 'inttiCl.r.~: 
years of operation and entrainment in subsequent years',' ~,' 
as indication of depletion of local species due to entrainment. 
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The app1 i cant shall a1 so 'imp1 ement a f'ive..;yeal"'marine,.monitoring program, 
regardless, of wnether a seawater'system isused~ whicn:-shall accomplish 
tne f0110wing: ' " 

(1) Detect; onof',tne extent andfrequency;o(occurenc~of water 
quaHty impacts due to cnangedconditions.;, 

(2) Determination of the effects of LNG:term"ina'l operati'on$, 
includfng movement of tankers."bunkerfue' vesse1:s.tugs. 
1ine boats ,and otner sman craft on icelp resources,~ 

(3) Determination of changes in' sedfmenttra'nsportand' resul ting 
cnanges in marine Mota. ' 

A program to conduct tnese monitoring systems and' to, se1 ectan'; ndependent 
consu 1 tant sha 11 be devi sed' witn tne concurrence of tne Ca Hfornia Depa rtment 
of Fisn and Game and the State Water Resources Contr01 Board. , Terminal opera
tions shall not cOlTlTlence untirthe Coasta1 Commission 'has stated:,';n writing that 
the mOnitoring program(s) comply with this condition and provide for publish-
ing of results at reasonab1e intervals. ' , . 

Upon compietionof the five-year program(s), the Coastal Commission shal' then 
determine the degree of monitoring that sha1l 1'01'0'101. , 

, , 

At any time, the Coastal Commission, after consultation with the State Water 
Resources Control Board and the Department of Fish and Game. based upon the 
results of the monitor;:ng~ may r-equire changes in the seawater system or 
other aspects of tne LNG terminal operation to' protect the marine resources 
of the area. ,Tne applicant shall implement all such changes, unless the 
california Public Utilities Commission determines, after opportunity for public 
comment, that such changes are infeasi c,' e. '" _ 

Finding 5. The Coastal COlTlTlission finds thatCond:ition 5 is neceSsary to ensure 
compliance with PRe sections 30230 and 30231, which require,maintaining and, 
protecting marine resources and- water quality:~ andPRC 'section 30268. which 
requires mitigation of adverse environmental effects. An LNG terminaj author
ized under the LNG Terminal Act wou1d be the first of its kind in Cajifornia. 
The magn; tude and' imp' fea,tions of the adverse impacts of operation of the sea
water system and' of the marine opera'tions at a tennina'j at any site are not 
yet known. An ongoing monitoring system would provide information whiCh wouid 
al1 ow for minimization and mi tig3ti on of adverse effects of: tenninal operation 
on the marine environment. 

Condition 6~-Marine Resource.s: Bunkering Operations,. Terminal operations shai1 
not begin unti,' the Coastal COlTlTlission, after consultat,ion with the California 
Department fo' Fish and Game, the State Lands, Corrrnission" and the U.S. Coast 
Guard, ha's approved, an oil spi71 prevention and contingency pian. The pian 
shal' provide for. at a minimum: 

(1) 

(2) 

The:: most environmental1y protective'method of oil refueling and 
storage. ' 

A program for an effective on-site spi11 containment and clean
up system capable of handHng the maxilrum possible oi1 spil1 
aSSOCiated with· bunkering operations. 
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. (3) A demonstr.'ationthat the·· plan comp1ieswitl'I:' an regu'lations 
of .·the U .. S. ·Coast Guard.,E.P.A •• or other responSible' " 
federa 1 ' agencies. , " . ' 

Finding 6. The Coastal Corrrnission finds that Condition6is necessary 
to ensure comp1iance withPRCsection 30232. which requires protection 
against spillage of crude oil or other hazard~us substances. as we" 
as section 30260. which requires mitigation ofad'lerse environmental 
effects. The LNG tenninal appHeaHon .indicatesbunkering operations 
will talce place in the berth'ing area.· Evensmal1-scale oil spi1ls 
resulting from this operation could result in substantia' damage to 
the marine env'ironmentat these remote locations., Although the U.S. 
Coast Guard and the ca1 Hornia . Department of Ffsh ,and Game have primary 
responsibilities for oi1 spill prevention and clean-up, the Commiss'ion 
finds its review necessary to ensure the overall methods used:for" 
transporting the fuel oi,l minimize probabilities of oil spills.' ': 

Condition 7--Land Resources: Construction ~ Prior to.cons:tr.Uct,ion, the 
applicant or its successor:' sha11 contr:'act for atl independent",study (not 
conducted by in-house staff) to be reviewed by the,Ca1ifornia"Department of 
Fish and Game, of the flora and fauna in the vic.tnity of the site, access road. 
and utn ity corridor.s. The study shall incl ude, at a minimum:,: 

(1) The location of rare or endangered p1~nts or 'an1mais' or 
potential supporti.ng habitat. 

I,' " 

(2) Mapping vegetat),Je hab,itats, or other cr{Ucal'bioti'c, 
-tatures such' .), riparian. corridors ,springs.:. knO\-m" ' 
.lesti~g sites-.· and significant water.shed··"ege'tation. 

''''','' ,;' 

Based on the resul ts of thi s study, the 'appli'cantor'i:.ts',~uccesso~ 
shall submit ol construction,.plan to the Coastal Corm,.!ssion. This 
plan shan provide for: . "~ :" 

~ T , ,'" ~ (., 

..j r 

(l) Max5mum p'ro'te,ct'ion afforded· byfederal1aw ,for- endangered 
plant, and an,ima1 species.'" 

..... ,. , 

, .'. . 

(2) A nOi,se and dust mon,itoring· pro9ram~ and requi,rement that 
construction noise: and dust be kept' at, 3:· min''imum .• , , 

. ", ". . 
" .' . ' 

(3) Maximum feasib-ie protection of riparian:: vegetation 'and" habitat. 
This shal1 include a prohibition of'a11 fillin'g>an'd other alter
ation of stream beds. as we" as paving or other construction 
within 50 feet of stream beds, or the limit',of ,riparian,vegetation, 
whiChever is greater, unless there', is no othe'1" feasib1e"alternative. 
Any ground water pumping shal1 not be pemitted' todim,nish or 
hann: existing water flows or, riparian>vegetation. . ',.', 

. .' "', , . .' >. . ... ,~. /. . ~', 

(4) A 1 ands<:ap:ing' element arriveG at, ir" cooperation' with the 
affected county, which requires insofar.:as feasible a 
ba1anced cut and fil1, preservation and reuse of topsoil, ~ 
minimum ,feasib1e disturbance of' natural vegetation and .. 
landforms" rep1anting with. natural vegetation, and disposa1 
of f111. if any, in the least environmentally damaging manner. 
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(S) A construction schedule which will minimize damage to seasona'ly 
affected flora and fauna. 

(6) A plan for so·lid, waste disposal., to·'i,nclude-disposal during 
operation 9 arrived at in consultation with the State Solid Waste 
Mana'gement Board: ' ., . , 

Construction may not commence until the Coastal Commissi~n, after consultation 
with the California"Departmentof Fish and' Game. ·states.i,nwriti,ng,:tha:t:_:the 
construction plan complies with thi:s conditi-on· and provi.des'the·mi:nimum"f'easible 
disturbance to flora and fauna in the' vicinHy of the ·s·fte:; ·access 'roa(1s~ or 
uti 1i ty corr; dors. All cons tr~ct oj on· sha'" be in cOnfOnMncew'i:tn' the ·cert i f~ ed p' an . 

. . 
Finding 7. The Coastal Commission finds. that Condition 7 is'necessary -.. 
to ensure compliance with PRe section 30240. which reClu;'res protect;on~ 
of environmentally sensitive habitats' and compati'bi1ity of development· 
in such areas. ~RC section 3023L which requires protectlon of·S'treams· 
and prevention of depletion of ground water supp1i'es~ PRCsec'tion 30251, 
which requires minimal alteration of land forms, and PRC section 30260, 
which requires mitigation of adverse environmental effects'~ A1:1 " 
potential LNG terminal sites are in remote locations· that are relatively 
undisturbed and part of ~nv;ronmental'y sensitive habitat areas •. 
Construction of M !.NGterminal and associated faci1ities wi'" exten
sively alter existing land forms and destroy wiidlife habi·tats, while 
the noise and industria' activity will disturb w,1d1if~ populations. 
Ground water withdrawals cou1d'10wer the water table and decrease 
stream flows and riparian vegetation to the detriment of fish and' 
wildlife resources. While some inventories of flora and fauna at 
pOSSible sites have been made, some added site specific inventories 
are needed to determine the exact 1ocation for construction, activities 
to minimize adverse impacts on terrestrial coastal reSOurces. 

Condition 8--land Resources: Gas P'peline Route. The: gas pipe1ine 
route from the termina1 site to the gas transmission system sha'1' . 
be the least environmentally damaging feasib~e route and' shall' be': , 
constructed in accordance with a plan approved by the Coastal COlTlT1ission 
after consultation with the Department of Fish and Game. The plan' . ,. 
shall provide that: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4 ) 

(5) 

. '. (6) 

(7) 

The route shall paralle1 existing· road" or pipeline,rigl'rts.. 
of way wherever feasib,le., .. -

" ,' .. 
The I"'¢ute sha)l· be surveyed by the Californ:-;'a; Department: . 
of Fi'sh and Game • . '. . . 

Pump stations should be located near existing roads. 

Ground .equi:pmen.t shoul'd. not be operated' off 'the . r.ight . 
of way when :avoidable.. .. .... ' '.. .... 

Rights .ofway should. be revegetated .with native plant spec.ies· . 
beneficia' to wildHfe. ", : ' . 

$idec~st;n9·of excess soil shou~,d .be prohfbited~ . 
. . . . . ~ , . 

Maintenance of access shou1d be minimized in areas of valuable 
wild1ife habitat. such as areas within the range of the 
Caiifomia condor. 
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(8) Publie aecess to maintenance roads shou1d be control'ed 
to prevent abuse by off-road vehi c.1es._ 

An gas pipe' ine construction shall be in ac'cordance ·with'.the 
approved plan. 

Finding 8,. The Coastal COrTlTlission finds Cond.ition Sis necessary:to 
ensure complian ce with PRC section, 30260, whic,h requ·i,res ,mitiga.tion ' 
of adverse env; ronmenta' effects. The construction,' operation •. ,and, ' 
maintenance' ,of the gas pipeline from any of the ·sites to the gas 
transmission system cou1d result in a major disturbance to plants 
and anima1s and loss of habitat (see Staff Notes). The gas pipeHne., 
which cOIJ'd be more that 100 m'iies 'on9. is pa.rt of the l.NG terminal 
under Section 5562 of the LNG Terminal Act. Prudent se1eet'ion of 
pipe' ine routes and proper construction and ma,intenance :>rocedur.es 
could minimize environmental damage. 

Condition 9--Terminationof Operations. Prior to commencement of operations, the 
appl i cant sha 11 submi t a bond or other assurance to the PUC. This bond or assur
ance shan be adequate to provide for the removal of al1 in:-sea 01" onsho:re 
components of the l.NG termina1 after cessation of operati,on. The,removal sha1l 
take place in accordance with plans approved· b.y the Coastal COrTlTliss1on after 
consultation with the State Lands COlm'lission. Th~, p1an shall require,removal 
of each terminal component unless Coastal Act policies wo'u1dallow,.orencourage 
retention of that component. . . 

Finding 9. The,Comm;ss;on finds Condition 9 necessary to ensure 
compi iance wi th, PRC sections 30211, 30212. 30224. 30230" 30231 ~ 
30232, 30240 and: 30260. which protect access, land and water 
recreation, fish and wildlife, and require mitigation of adverse 
environmental impacts. Since a'1 sites are in remote areas . 
with high value for recreation and fish and wildlife hab,itat" ' 
a11 major structures associated with an 1.NG term;nalshou1d be, 
removed, when no longer needed, to res tore the natura 1. ,character,' of 
the area. 

Condition 10--Reelacement of Lost Habitat. The applicant sha1l 
provide, terrestr,a1 and marine habitat equivalent in value to ,that 
10st, damaged or adversely affected as a result of terminal ' 
construction and operation. including construction of utility 
corridors. roads and' pipe' ines. The habi,tat acquired or protected 
sha11 be approved by the COImlission prior to terminal operation 
anG shall be maintained by the applicant for the life of the project~ 

Finding 10. The Corrrnission finds that Conditio." 10 is requir~d 
to ensure compliance with PRC sections 30230' and 3023l'r€Qui·ring 
protection and restoration of marine resources, sect'ion 30240' 
requiring protection of environmentally sensitive habitat areas, 
arid section 30260 requiring mitigation of adverse environmental 
impacts. Construction and operation of an LNG terminal and' ' 
associated facilities wi" unavoidably result· in the destruction 
of terrestrial and marine habitat everl w1ththe most stringent 
cond1~ions. Equivalent replacement of destroyed habitat wi" 
mitigate such losses. " 
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Condition 1' ... Air and Water Quality. Teminal construction and .', 
operation shan comply with .the requirements of the Ai-I" Resources' 
Soard, theA,r 'Pollution Control District" the 'State Water 
Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quai i,ty Control Board 
to the extent required by federa1 1aw and regulations. . 

-." / 

FindiM 11. The Comission fi.nds Condition 11 necessary to , ensure, . 
comp 1 i ance wi th PRC sect oj ons 30231 and 30253, whi eh protect ,a i I" .and·:·' 
water qua1ity. While the LNG Teminal Act exempts the:fi.rst .',. . 
Cal ifornia LNG temina1 from an state agency permits 'except tn/at, 
issued by the PUC. it does not exempt it from state permits required' 
by federa1 1aw. 

Condition 12--Archaeo10 1ca1 and Cuitural Resources. Prior to construction the 
app ,cant sha. contract or an ,ndependent survey (not conducted by in-house 
staff) of archaeologica1 and cu1tural resources at the approved LNG terminal 
site and pipe1ine'route. This survey shall be submitted to.the.State Office 
of Historica1 Preservation, the Native American Heritage Commission, and the 
Coasta1 Commission. If any of these agencies determine that such resources 
have been or are likely to be found at the site, construction shaD notcorrrnence 
unti1 the Comnission, after consultation with the State Historic J:'rcservation 
Officer and the Native American Heritage Commission, has approved a, p1an ,for 
the protection of these reSources. Such p1an sha," inc1 ude: 

(1) Co.nstruction methods and faci1ity configuration that· do nofdisturb 
sites of historic, archaeo1ogical, re1i9iOus" orpaleon,t0109ica1 
importance. 

"~ . .' 
(2) If avoidance of such sites is infeasible,. the use:of..t~chniClues 

whiCh Y/ouid best preserve the sites and objects found in· them for 
future study, evaluation., or re1igious use. 

(3) Access, consistent with security and resource.protection., for 
Native Americans to sites of religious· significance~ . 

. ,- , ' 

(:+) A procedure for haiting construction when artifacts of cultural 
or re1igious significance' are uncover'ed and for' consultation' 
with the State Office of Historic Preservation and 10ca1 Native 
American 9roups, and imp1ementation. of feasible mit'igation ~measures. 

Finding 12. The Corrrnission finds that con.dition 12' is necessary 
to ensure comp1iancewith PRe r,ection30244which requires 
mitigation of adverse impacts on archaeological "resources •. 1.NG, 
terminal construction wouid affect archaeological resources. at' 
three of the ranked s.ites. ' 

Condition 13 .. ·Construction and o.~ratfons Monitor. Theapp1icant shall fund 
a construciton mon1tor to be jointh selected by the PUC and· the Coastal Corrrnission. 
The mon; tor shali ensure comp1iance with the terms and· conditions of the I.NG 
teminal permit and of the certified or approved p1ans submitted pursuant to 
permit conditions. The monitor may issue a s-top, order to,the' appHcant if a pel"'lT1it 
condition' vi~',lation is occurring oris, Hkely to- occur~ ,TheappHc:ant· may appeal 
any such stop' order to ,~he PUC. The a'ppHcant shall· allow ac:cessto-· the site 

..... .,',",' 
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and re1 ated facilities' by the monitor and any publ'i'c 6gencyemp.1oyees,who.may 
assist the moni:tor, includ'ing representatives' of the State Historic Preserva
tion Office, Department rrl" Fish and· Game, PUC, and ·the·Coastal'ColT'mission,~ 
The PUC and Coastal COlTlTliss; on may jo; ntlyagree·to replace the monitOr". 

" I.. II'"" " 

Finding 13. TheC6mnissionfinds t~t Cot\d';tion .13i$ neces~ary:·'-. 
to enSt)re comp1iance with these permit conditionSMd ,to, ensure ,: . 
that terminal construction proceeds in compliance .wi,th Coastal, 
Act policies. 

Condition 14--Geologic Hazards. The appiicant sha11 fund the opera t'i on of' two 
independent termina1 desi~n and construction review pane~s .. to assure that the 
geologica' hazards at any PUC licensed site be thorough1y:quantified. that the 
construction drawings and ca1culations be thoroughly reviewed:. and that construction 
be inspected. The Geologica1 Hazards Panel' shall be'comprised of seven'experts, 
including two seismologists, two engineering ~eologists, two geotechnical. engineers 
and a structural engineer. The Structural Pane' shall be, comprised' of seven 
experts, including two structural engineers. one geotechnical engineer~' one 
engineering geologist. one mechanica1 et\gineer, one electrical. engineer'~ and one, 
engineer expert in fire protection and safety eng'ineering. The members of each 
panel would be appointed as f'ol1ows: two each by the PUC, Coastal Conrnission~ 
and Division of Mines and Geology~ and one by the Seismic Safety Commission. The 
applicant shall provide these panels with al' data and information used to determine 
the geological hazards at a site approved by the PUC' and the' fina1 design and 
construction methods for a term;nalat that site as. soon.'as the data and il'lf'ormation 
are available. The Geologica' Hazards Pane1 sha'l,provide the applicant, the PU~ 
and the Structural Pane' with its best judgme"t on the character of the geo
technical hazards that might affect the terminal. The Structural Panel sha'l make 
recorrrnendations to the appHcant and the PUC on any modifications to the applicant's 
proposed terminal deSign, configuration, and' construction and operation 
methods that the pane1 feels, in its best judgment. \tiOuld minimize risks 
to life and property from ge010gic hazards. These judgments'shal1 be pro-
vided in writing to all interested·p~rties. Fo"owing apubHc hearino, 
the PUC shall implement or impose such recommendations on the applicant 
unless the PUC rejects any panel recorrrnendation pursuant to Condition l5. 

FindiM 14. The Corrmission finds that Condition 14 i's necessary to ensure 
compl'lance with PRe section 30253 which requires minimum risks to life and 
property in areas of high geologic hazard. The coastal areas of California 
are criss ... crossed with major and minor earthQuake faults which present hazards 
to a possible LNG terminal. The Comn~ssion finds that two panels are· needed 
because determining the geotechnica1 hazards and deteminin9 .. what to do about 
them are two distinct and difficult ttlsks. Seven' members are required for 
e~ch panel because the Commission has 1earned in eva'uating:82~potentia1 
termina1 sites that experts in a field can have dffferent approaches"at\d 
opinions on how to estimate and deal with seismic risks. Therefore, each 
pane1 shou' d have a variety of opi.nions represented· •. This complicated. 
two-panel review system is required because Of· the controverSy that, has 
fol'owed this subject subject, because the seismicprob1em for cri,ti,cal 
facilities in california isextreme1y complicated, andbecuasethe proposed 
LNG termianl would both present potentia,' hazards to people and· property 
nearby as wel' as providing a large portion of the Sta,te's: energy supply. e 
The Conrni ssion 's structural consul tant, H.J.: Oegenkolb,·, has /TIl!de· exten-
sive review and recommendations on the seismic safety of LNG terminals 
~hich should be considered by the applicant, the PUC and the panels. 
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opinions represented. This comp1icated two-pane' review system is required 
bec~use of the controversy that has foi1owed this subject 9 because the seismic 
prob1em for critica1 facilities in California isextre~~y,_.comp'icated9 and, 
because the proposed LNG termina1 would both present potentia1 hazards to 
peop1e and property nearby as weli as providing a large- portion-of theStatels 
energy supply. The Commissionls structu?"al consu1tant, H. J~ Oegenkolb 9.has 
made extensive review and recorrrnendations on the seismic safety ,of I.NG.'terminals 
which should be considered by the applicant, the PUc., and the 'pane1s. 

Condition 15--PubHc Uti1ities Corrrnission Denia1 of Cond'itions. In approvinQ 
any plan or other action required under these-conditions 9 the:Coasta1 Commission 
shan either issue written approval within sixty days of receipt of such plan. 
or shal1 deny such approval and specify inwrit'ing to the appHcant. what further 
terms must be included in the plan'or other action and:what steps must be taken 
to obtain approva1. 'A fai1ure to do either within sixty days' wi" , result' in 
automatic waiver of approval requirements. The Coastal Commission: shall consider 
the feasibility. as defined by PRe section :30108, of the proposed plM or 
other action. 

The applicant may appeal anysuCh',written den;ai to: the: PUC'~, ··~he PUC may" . 
overrul e any den; ali f, after', noti ce' Md, opportun; ty· for pub 1 i c comment9, .ft 
finds that the further terms reQuired 'for approval: ' . ' . 

(1) would· cause d~lays in termina·l operations that wi1iresl1'tt . 
1n significant curtai1ment of high· priority gas ,reQuirements 
and that deletion or ~odification of the term will avoid. Or' 
significantly reduce· such·curta'i1ment; or 

.. . 

(2) w'i11 adversely affect pub' ie" health orsa,fety; or 

(3) are not slJpported by substantial evi,denee. 

Finding 15. The Commission finds··that Condition 15; wi"faei11tate,·the·. 
constructfon and operation of the terminal in accordance with the-mandate, of 
the LNG Terminal Act of 1977 which' provides, fora single' permit, issued, by'" the 
PUC, and requires conditions set by the Coasta' COl'l'll'lission.to·":ensure compliance 
with Coastal Act Policies. 

Condition 15--F"i re Protect; on. Pr'iorto commencement of, ope,rat'ions~: 'the~ a'p'p1i cant 
Or its succeSSOr sha11 prepare a fire protection plan for the affected area. Term
inal operations may not· eorrrnence unti1 'ehe Coastal. Conrnission~·:after .. consultation 
with the affected County fi re department, the Cal i fornia Department:-'of . Forestry • 
and the State Fire Marsha1l ,. has stated in writing··thatthe· applicant "s" p,lan 
adequately minimizes risks to life and property from· fire originatin9':ateither the 
terminal or the nearby area'. . , . ,: 

Finding ·16. The COfTYTlission finds that Condition 16 is necessary to ensure;' .. 
compliance with PRCsection 30253 (1) which requires·minimization of' risks'to life 
and property in c!Oreasof high fire hazard. Alls,itesare"i,nr.emote-areaswhich are 
very susceptible to fires if there we?"e an ignition' of lNG:~'vapOrs •. In addition. the 
tennina1 itself cou1d be endangered by encroaching fires. 

. , . , ,." '.. ~ " 

.. . ~ ,'. 
II' , 
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C.. Site Specific Terms and Cond~t;ons 

Condition --Homo Can on on-Cam, Pendleton,: Use of the San Onofre 
Nuclear Power P ant Heated Water. -Waste heated water rom the-San 
Onofre Nuclear Facility shall be utilized in place of ambient seawater 
for all baseload LNG vaporization heat exchange operations in the 
facility in accordance with plans approved by the Commission. The 
plan shall ensure that the ~dverse effects to b1uffs. beaches. and 
marine life are minimized-during the construction and operation of 
the system. Should the California Public Utilities ColTlTlission -
determine. after public hearing, that such'a system is infeasible-.-
an intake structure for ambient seawater may be utilized-in-accordance 
with plans approved by the-Coastal COITITlissio" and designed to,:minimize 
adverse environmental effects. in accordance with the standards' set . 
in General Condition 4. 

Findingl? The Coastal Commission finds Condition 17 necessary to 
ensure comp-liance with PRe sections 30230. and 30260, which requ,re', 
protection of marine resources -and mitigation of- adverse environmental_. 
effects. A seawater intake system at HoT"no Canyon· wou~d· have adverse.
environmental effects which would be similar to, although not nearly 
as far reaching as, those at Little Cojo (see Little Cojo Find~ng 23). 
The $an Onofre Nuclear Power Plant. which 'is currently in operation ,is 
located approximately ~ miles. from the Horno Canyon, LNG termi'nal site. 
A heated water dfscl,arge which has a deleterious effect on the marine 
biology of the area is currently bei:ng- er:litted- from thi:s faci·1ity. 
Planned expansion of the faci1itywil1 increase the volume of this 
discharge and resultant biological damage. ., , . . 

A pipeline from the San Onofre Nuclear Faci,lity to--the:Horno-Canyon 
LNG_facility, allowing the latter to use waste heated water to 
vaporize the liquefied natural gas, would eliminate the most damaging 
effects of the LNG terminal's seawater system. as wel' as the effects 
of the nuclear facility·s. heated water discharge, and could possibly 
improve the efficiency .of the system. The appl icant has proposed,- . 
just such a system for its Oxnard LNG site, which ,was .8"miles' from 
a fossil fuel power plant. The cost of'such a sharing of waste- "'-
heated water appears to be reasonable ($20,000,000, accordins: to the- Public 
Utilities COITIIlission's Alternative Siting Report. Coast~l CO:t1fTlission record 
entry number 01230). ' '.. ' 

Condition. ...~orno Can on on 'Cam ,Pendleton: Public ~ccess. ,Prior :. 
to C01'!Tl'lencement 0 operat1ons. the beaches and b,cyc e path',shallbe 
returned to their pre-construction condition and no· restrictions: or.~ 
limitations on public access shall interfere, with publ 'lc: access or· use 
during the life of the project. provided, however. that should federal 
law. reg'.:ldtion. or needed security procedures interfere with lateral 
foot or bicycle travel. alternative access of a substantia11y'e>quivalent, 
nature and approved by. the Coastal Con1TIission shaH be provided. ,._ " 
Operations shall not comnence until the Executive Director-has stated -in 
writing that the condition has been satisfied. . 

Finding 18. The Coastal Comnission finds Condition 18 neCeSSary'to 
ensure the compliance with PRC sections 30211 and 30212. which require 

". .,.protection'and proviSion ()f pub1ic access to and along dry sand and 
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rocky coastal beaches. The Horno Canyon area of Camp Pendleton is situated 
on a coastal terrace adjacent to the well-traveled Interstate Hignway 5. 
This area is, situated nearly equidistant from the expanding,urban areas 
of greater San Oiego lJnd Orange County. There is' a sandy beach, i'n', front of 
the proposed LNG facil ity. and a bicycle path utilizing,'the old' higl'lway 
101 right-of-way. It is essential that existing publ1c'access' and,travel 
along the beach and coasta1 areas be maintained in this specific'area'. 
particu1arly in view of growing population and recreation,. needs of the., c10se-
by urban' areas. , ','" ',-:,,"" " 

, , : . .. ... ,"~ ". ~ .. , ~ . 

Condition 19--Horno Canyon on Camp Pend1eton: Inground LNG S'torage 'Tanks. 
The L.NG storage' tanks shan. be set partially in the ground and bu~,lt' upon 
bedrock and shall not protrude above groun~ level by~ mor.e than 50 feet .. in 
accordance with plans approved by the Executive Oirector.'The plans shall 
provide for ingrounding'the storage tanks and landscaping the dike's'su~rround
ing the tanks to incorporate the best feasible means of"'preserving"the pub'1c 
views, protecting possible future recreation, and making' the LNG f~C'ility 
compatible with tl'le open spaee 1'Iature of th'is part of , the coast. An , 
construction shan take place i.n accorda,nce w1,th the approved: plans;"and 
operations sha1' not cOl'!'mence until the Exec:utiv~'Oirector'ofthe Coastal 
Commission'has stated in'writ';ng that the'construc,tfon,and:'dndscap~n9,' 
has been c(')mpleted. ' ,. , ',. ',,' : 

.. ... ' "::",' 

Finding 19. The Coastal Commiss;o';, finds Condition 19 'necessary' to'Jensure 
compl iance with PRe section 3025'1 .. whiCh requires mi'n;mi'zation" of"1and; 
form alterations and protection 'of coastal views. and PRC'section"30253~Which 
requires minimization of risk to life and property'~ The camp' Pendleton site 
is located on an open stretch of the coast, adjacent to the well~traveled 
Interstate Highway 5. The area presently affords broad ocean vistas of a 
ten-mile stretch of open. undeveloped coast seen by over60~OOO,motor;sts 

.. ' 

a day and is easily accessible to residents of the expanding 'urban' areas of 
San Diego and Orange Counties. An LNG' faciHty would be 10cated'between 
the highway and' the coast. Its three"130-foot high storage' tanks"W"ith an 
outside diameter of nearly 240 feet will intrude upon'the coastal views of 
paSSing motorists and lower the quality of pOSSible future 'recreation 'use. 
The Corrmission's structural engineering consultant." H. J. Oegenko1b'~nd 
Associates. has recorrrnended, that the tanks be placed partial1y' in~ 
ground. Landscaping the dikes surrounding the inground' tankswou1d". ,;-
greatly reduce visua1 intrustion. Parti'a1iy underground tanks would also 
be better protected from flying objects and earthquake"motions; Prelimin-
ary indications from the CommiSSion consultant are that the costs of in-
~;~u~~~r. storage ,tanks at Camp pend1e~~n "are not un_~e~,s~~~b:,~{~f.~;~~9:~000 

, , 
, , 

Condition -Rattlesnake Can on: Breakwater Design~The design' 
or a breakwllter lit the tt esnalce nyon s'lte s allbe'~of the' 

general design recolTl'nended'by theCorrrnission's maritime:eonsu1tant 
John J. McMullen Associates. in exhib,it 1218 in theCorrmission's 
record. If the PU~ certifies that. after an opportunity for public 
corrrnent. such genera1 design is either infeasible or wou1d " 
render LNG o~rat;ons'unsafe or unreliable. the 'breakwater shaH" ,: 
be redeSigned and",'constructed in accordance w:;,th a;':plan:'approved';':,:" ". , . , 

.'... >.~ • ,~.... • ..' " I 
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by the Coas~' CO~ission." The CoITm'iss;on·'s",appr,oval.sha.l1:.: be, ',' 
based on minimizing ,adverse' effects, to" themartne:·envfronment· ... , 
within the . limitations on feasib'i1 ity· and safety determined; ,by· . 
the PUC. '... . -. . ' -,' ',' '-, . . .. 

• , " I • 

Finding 20. The Ccicm1ission finds thatCl)nditioTl 20'is' neces,sari. 
to ensure compi~ance with PRe section 30235. which requires that 
breakwaters mi nimi ze adverse. impacts on sand supply •• a·t:'Id,- PRC: section,. 
30260. which requires mitigation of adverse environmental.impacts~· 
The Corrrnissiori finds that the John J. P1reMl.Il1en Associates breakwat'er: 
as designed wou1d.have the 1eastadverse impacts on the marine . 
environment because it would minimize offshore b1astinq, and rock " 
removal. The cost for construction, of this breakwat'er is currently' 
estimated at S175 mi11ion. 

Condition Zl--Ratt1esnake Canyon,: Use of Power Plant Heated Water.' 
The app1icant shall use heated water from the Oiab10 Canyon nuc~ear '. 
power plant in p1ace of seawater for a11 base10ad LNG vaporization :, 
operations in the terminal 'in accordance with a plan' approved by 
tne Commission. This p1an shall ensure that the adverse impacts 
to bluffs. beaches and marine life are minimized during. the 
construction and operation of the system, If the PUC·: determines" 
that such a system is infeasible., a . seawater, exchange system .: .... 
may be used.in accordance.w.ith Coridition 4 and other applicable'" . 
conditions herein. . , . "..., ',-, .. 

Finding 21. The:COmnission find~tha.t conditio~ 2( is necessa~y- . 
to ensure compHance with PRC section 30230.' whi ch requires,'· ,", ' 
protection of the marine environment. and PRC section 30260. which,' 
requires ,mitigation of adverse envi.ronmental effects. A seawa,t'e,r ~ 
exchange system at Ratt1esnake Canyon wou1d have adverse, impacts., 
on marine resol.lrces. and such impacts would be minimized using:, 
al ready heated water from· a power. p1ant in. place of sea~Jater' •.. The, 
cost of such a sharing of waste. heated water at Rattlesnake Canyon:, 
appears reasonable at about $7. mill ion .accordin,9 to the"PubHc '," '" 
Utilities CorrrnissiooAlternative Siting Report.Coasta' .commission 
record number Ol230~ , .. - " .. , 

Condition ~~Ratt'esnake Can on: Public Access. Prior to '. 
operat,on Of the term,na • t e app 1cant sha acquire an interest 
in 1and over the PG&E access road up to the LNG terminal site sufficient 
to allow for public access'to the coastal areas in,the ilTlTled'ia:te: .. 
vicinity of tne site. Prior to operation. the app1icant,sha," 
submit to the Coastal Comnission its plan for prov'fding"1imited 
pub' ic access for picnics and viewing the area in the" v'icin,;'ty of 
the terminal site. Such access shall be consistent with' protection 
of coastal resources, adequate·terminal security. and snall:be 
provided for, the life of the, project. Term1na'opera.tions· shan" 
not comnence,untH the COITITIission has.approved,.,the·access p-1an .::,.,",' 
as being in comp1iance with this condition. This access requirement ~ 
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may be waived ·i,f. the PUC detenni.nes that·:.federal ,·"aw ;'or;'reguTations··: '.~: 
or necessary :security·'pr.eca utions ate;' ther . the·; LNG"itenni'na'i:'or:t~' . 
nuc'ear~~we.,.·plant make . public access'at RattlesMke ~nyon ".: :. :. ",' 
impossible." .' .. ' .. ,. . ." . ,' .. :;": '. < . :.' " ,;,:':. 

~. ::" T ". .I 

Finding 22. The Conrnission finds that COndition 22 is necessary 
to ensure' compliance -with PRC section 30212 t' whi'ch 'requires. that: 
pub1 ic access be provided "in .new deve'opment~ The termi-na,"'area 
is one of great natural beauty, but the PG&E securi ty gate .. 
prevents publ ic acc:ess. to the ·coasta.' terrace there. ' The.appl i.cant. 
a joint venture·ofthe Pacific L~ghting Corporation·witn·PG&E. 
has the power of emir.entdomain· for access for' operation of ~the 
LNG tenni nal under Section' 5590 of 'the LNG ·Term; nalActand coul d 
use sucn powers. if necessa. ry, to provi de access req'J i red as a 
condition of .tenninaloperation~ . - " 

Condition 23 .... Little Cojo: Seawater Excnange System and Transmission 
Lines. A seawater exchange system for vapori,zi'ng LNG·sha 1 , 'not be 
instal1ed or used at Litt1e Cojo;andall electricity' u$ed":at the 
site shall ~ generated on site. If for any reason the on Site 
generation of electricity is not permitted. al' transmission linesto the site in 
the co~st~l zone sn~l! ei.tner be placed underground or shaH us~~.ex;.st;n9 wooden 
transm'ss,on'poles~' ,: .. " .. , I.,' '.- .... ; •. : •• ; ................ .. 

+ ~ ~ •• ...", .., .: ,.,' J', '~I • 

F;ndinQ 23. The Co","; ssion finds that Condition '23";s 'requfrecr::to': .. ': .,.,. 
ensurecompl iance wi'th PRC' sections 30230. 30240~' 3024'2 and' 30260 . 
which protect marine resources'. coastal views and land forms, 'a'nd': 
require m'it'igat'ionof adverse environmenta1 effects. The nearshore' .• 
environment at Little Cojo 'is the most diverse. productive an'd .. " '. 
unique of the sites being ranked. The seawater exchange·system. 
proposed by the applicant to re9asify LNG would haveaseri'ous ... 
impact on marine resources. including fish, fish e9Qs. and invertebrate 
larvae. through impingement, entrainment. and damage from anti-
foulin9 chemicals. The construction of the conduits would also 
temporarily damage mar'ine resources. El imination 'of-theseawater' .. 
exchange syst'!m would e1iminate these adverse impacts on' the'maT"fne' 
resources of the Little Cojo area. The Cove Point. Maryland. LNG' 
terminal us~s gas fired vaporizers. instead of a seawater system> 

.. -'9 ,. '. • (, ", • c'"."" 

El ectri city woul d. be needed·" at a Lfttle Cojo s:i·te.as :ft"'would'-,'at::any ,terminal 
site to run pumps and other equipmen.t. E~,;mination,. of:the,seawater','exchange! 
system wou·' d el iminate a ,major power use at the termina' ~" ;f. th~ eleetriei~y 
were brought to the term,nal by new. above:-9round. tri1nsm~SS'O:'l,hnes. ·the ",nes 
would traverse' about 40 miles over the coastal area between: L itt·le~Cojo··~nG 
Go1eta. adversely affecting views and· wi.1dlife habitat. On' site electricity 
generation seems feasible .and would eliminate these adverse. impacts .. of- the trans
mission 1 ines.· Indications are that the Cove Po·int,Maryland·LNG-v,tenninal uses 
about two percent of the LNCthroughput there t0generate~,electric),ty,.and re .. 
gasi fy the LNG. . . " >. ,. :.:!< ,>: '. ". 
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Condition 24 • .. L ittle Cojo: Construction Period Transportation Plan. 
A" transportation of workers. materials. and equipment for 
construction activ,ities shal1be in accor-dance with a. transportation 
plan approved by' the"CorrrnfsSionpr.ior to' c()(11fIencement'of'constr.uction. 
The plan shall be pre~red 'in consu1.ta,tion ,w'ith the' PUC~ Ca'''tr.ans~ 
the County of Santa Barbara and the Departments of Fish' and Game ' 
and of Parks and Recreation. as appropriate. and shall include: 

(1) 
~ .. '. • > 

Mctximum, feasible use ',of barqes and tl'le·ra,ilroad for' ",,', 
transport of workers. materi a,' s. and'equ'i pmen;t. ' 

(2) Reconstructing tl'le'Hol'1iste~.Ranch access,:road, to mi,nimize- . 
adverseenvironmentalimpacts.wi,th"methods ,to··br.idge: ", , 
canyon ·and stream cross,ings. avoid'in9 ",fi"1 in canyons ' ' 
andstrec'1ms. and'avoiding valuablewi·ldHfe habitats .. "',' 

, ... . "', '.', r: (7 

(3) Minimum rebuilding and realignment,oftn'e,·Ho,l.1i,ster·,' " 
Ranch access road consistent with feasibi1 ity and safety •. 

(4) Minimiz'ing adve~seno'ise, tr~fffc.and con~~~uct'i6~, .
impacts, on Gav'iota· Beach Sta:te. Park~,· " .. ,' "', 

, < "'. ,r· r," 

Finding 24. The Conrnission finds Condition 24 is necessary:to ensure com .. 
p11ance w1th PRC sections 30230, 30231, 'and 30240, which protect 1and and 
water resources and section 30260·which requires miti.gation·of adver.se.environ-
menta' effects.. The construction and use .of the access road,unless,;properly e 
conditioned, could have a significant adverse effect'on the terrestriai resources 
of the are~. The draft environmental impact report indicates that i.mprovement 
of the Hol1ister Ranch road would have the ieast adverse.environmental 'impacts. 
The Corrrnission further wishes, to ensure thatimporvement wi.H' be· consis'tent w'ith 
maximum reSOUrce protection. The Littie Cojo site, according to the applicant's 
brief. allows for maximum,·use of the railroad and.barges !or,tr.ansporting 
equipment; the COlT'miss'ion desires to make certain thi.s win be,the case .~nd 
that. in addition. use of the railroad to tr.ansport worlcersto, the .. site.wi" be 
considered. Fina'ly, use of the Gaviota area as a sta9ing ,site ,for ,workers 1 "$ 
currently proposed,bythe app1 icant, could greatly interfere,:wfth .. pubHc .. ae(.ess 
to and enj.oyment of the park ... This situation Should' be avoided' if,·.,there· .. are 
other a1 ternatives.' , , . . ',.:, 

Condition 25-.. litt'e Cojo: Public Access. Prior to operation of the termina1. 
tl'le appl,cant sMll acqui re' an intere'st in land over the· Hollister Ranch: road 
and if necessary, Bixby Ranch' Road suffiCient to, allow for l1mited'.'and· con .. 
tro1ied public access to L itt'e Cojo Bay. Prior to term;na1 operation. tne 
applicant shall submit to the Coastal· COlTlTlission 'its plan forproviding1'imited 
and contro1led public' access to· the beach and' b1uff·top:area;·of:Little,Cojo Bay. 
The plan sha11 be consistent with the protection of fisnand' wildlife and 
vegetation resources and scenic quaHty of the . area and shall' ensure ,that private 
property rights and security are ma:intained. Terminal,operations shall not 
corrrnence until··theCOtTmission has approved the- aec-ess .. plan· •.. ··Terminal:operations 
shall be implemented in accordance with the npproved plan •. ·:.:/.. c, ~ ': .,".::' • 
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If the Corrrnission 'deterrTlines,:that.:security" precaut'iOns.·or.federa.l::· .. 
law or regulations ,or other actions make 'a public access proqram: " .. 
via the. ranch road(s) impossible or infeasible~ theapp.1ica'nt sha'l' 
institute and operate a program·to bring 1im1ted numbe~~ of the 
public to Litt1e Cojo Say by wateY".· ':", ,: 

!=indj.Og 25. The'Corrrnission finds c~ndit;on 25 necessary to ensure 
c~1ance with PRC section'30212. which re~u;res that 'public access 
be provided in new,coast<ll development .. The Little Cojo'Say area 
possesses uniQue opportunities for 1 imited recreation use •.... 
especial'ly surfing. The 'onshore area. including 'a sandy beach. 
provides opportunities for b'ird and marine 1ife watching"and'other 
fol"'l11s of outdoor recreation. UnHmited pubHc access might 
damage the natura' resources of the Point Conception area, but 
at present the locked gate policies of Hol'ister and Bixby-Ranches 
prevent any onshore public access to the area. The limited' . 
pub' ic access CO,ndition ;s a conditior'l of termina1. operation. 
and the applicant has powers of eminent domain for access' roads ' 
and other faci 1ities necessary for ope1'"ation o'f the tel"'minal under 
section 5590 of the LNG Terminal Act of 1977. 

Condition 26 • .. L'itt1e Co '0: . Partial In roun'din . of· Sto,.a e Tanics'. 
The LN storage tanks sna be set ,nground and bu, t upon bedrock' . 
and sha1' not protrude above ground level by more than 50 feet. 
Prio,. to construction. the applicant shall obtain approva.1of,the· .. 
Commission of a p1an for 'ingrounding the' tanks ana land~capin9' ". 
the dikes surrounding the tanks to incorporate the best feasible 
means for making the terminal visua'ly compatible with:'the' open: 
space character of the area. C01'ls"tructionshall' take' p1ace on'y 
in accordance with the approved' plan. . . "'. 

f.inding 2.6. The Corrrn;:ssiol"l finds that Condition ,26,;'s ,necessary.' 
to ensure comp1 iance- with: PRC se'ction, 30251. which re~ui.res. new:~' . 
development to be visually compatible with the' character. of.: the 
area. and minimization of land fom alterations and p1'"otect'ion .'. 
of coastal views. and PRe section 30253, which reQuires minimization 
of riSKS to life and property. Locating the 13Q-foot high storage" 
tanks completely above g1'"ound wou'dp1'"e~ent a major bulky intrusi,on ' 
onto the Little Cojo coastal terrace which wou1d substantially:change 
the open space characte1'" of the area. Partialingrounding would 
dec"ease this adverse visua1 impact and better p1'"otect the tanks . 
from airborne objects and earthquakemo.tions. Preliminary ,reports.' " 
by the Corrrnission's consultants indicate the cost of ingroundi'ng .' 
appears feasible.atabout $?~5 m'il1.i·on pe1'"·tank.' 

" . . , .. ".' 



~S7626 et ala /km 

Condition 2l--Little Cojo: Surfing Breaks. The applicant shal' 
ensure that terminal construction, and operation interferes with. 
or restricts surfing At the surfing breaksin,Litt1e Cojo Bay to 
the minimum extent feasible. !f the Corrmission or the monitor 
provided in Condition 13 detennines that tenninal eonstruet';on or 
operation is or is 1i kely to interfere with surffng opportunities 
in Little Cojo.Bay ~the app1icant shall develop a p1an to pr.ovide 
equiva1ent surfing opportunities through construction' of an,' ." 
artificial surfing reef break or provision of access to a surfi'ng' 
area(s) not presently accessib1e by the public. COtmlission approval 
of the plan is a condition for operation of. the· tenninal four months. 
after the detennination is ITI4de, as provided above~thatsurfin(r,' 
would be adversely affected by the tenninal. '.' . ..' ' 

Finding 27. The C01'I'I'nission finds that Condition 27' is necessarY, ,to 
ensure compliance with?RC.section 3022~ which pro.tects coas'tal 
areas suited for, water-oriented recreation and with. section 3026~ 
which requires mitigation of adverse environmental ,impact's to the' 
maximum extentfeasib1e. The surfi.ng· breaks in Little CoJo Bay. 
are highly valued remote surfing breaks currently unaffectec1· .by, " 
industria' development. Trestle const:"uction or tanker' berthing 
activi.ties or safety restrictions could prevent· o.rinterfere, with 
surfing at these breaks·. . ';:. ' 

Condition 22 .. -little·cO ·0·: Ke1 Harve~.tin. Applicant sha,11. mi'nimize 
interterence with ke p harvest1ng rom 8e~ H3Z to the ex,tent·"feas'ible. 
If the studies implemented· under general conditions 3~. 4 .. and·, 5i.nc1i'cate 
that terminal' construction· or operation would decrease the amount, 
of kelp that can be harvested-under the Department of Fish and Game 
lease 9 a committee composed of one representative from the PUC. 
Coastal Corrmission. and Department of Fish and Game shall develop' 
a program to minimize such· decreases ,in harvestable kelp resources 
and to· mitigate any 10sses suffered- by the Sed .#3~ lessor .01'" lessee. 
The appl icant shall implement this program after it is approved','by .. ~ 
the Coastal COlTInission. ' , . .' ~, 

Finding 28" The COlTlTli'ssion finds .that Cl)ndft.ion 28 is' necessari~.to . 
ensure comp1iance with, PRC section, 302309 ,wn,;ch .requires maintai,n:;.ng 
the biological productivity of coastal waters for 10ng~term commerci.al 
purposes. Kelp Bed '32'9 which extends off Little,.Cojo Bay and ,eastward 
offshore the Hollister Ranch. is the most productive kelp bed off ' 
Ca1ifornia and accounts for about ten percent of the State's annua1 
kelp harvest. The trestle and berth may prevent~elp harvesting ,boats 
from harvesting Icel p in· their vicinity. and vessel, .operating restrictions 
rroay interfere with kelp harvesting. Condition 2S'will ensure'that'such 
adverse impacts are minimized or mitigated" if unavoidable. 
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Condition 29--Oeer Can on: Water ualit. The construction and operation 
of a seawater exchange system sha conform to the regulations and 
requirements of the State and Regional Water Quality Control Boards. 
The operation of the terminal shall not result in any waste discharge 
from any point source into the Po~nt Mugu Lagoon to Latigo Point 
.~rea of Special Biological Sign'jficance. Any discharge beyond the 
ASBS shall not narm the integrity of the ASBS. as determined by the 
State Water Resources Control Board. Best practicab1e technology shall 
be used in construction 9 site preparation, and in drainage contro1s 
to minimize adverse water qua1ity impacts in accordance with a plan 
approved by the State Water Resources ContrOl Soard. 

findins 29. The Commission finds Condition 29 necessary to ensure 
compliance with PRC section 30231~which requires maintaining water 
quality in coasta1 water~and PRC section 3023~wh;eh requires s~ecia' 
protection for areas of special biological si9nificance. The offshore 
area off Deer Canyon is part of an area designated as an ASBS by the 
State Water Resources Control Board. The regulatory procedures of 
the Board genera1ly preclude waste diSCharges into an ASBS from a pOint 
source ~uch as a seawater exchange system. The seaward boundary of 
the ASBS is the 100 foot iSObath, off Deer Canyon~about 6.000 feet from 
Shore. Even discharges at this depth could affect the integrity of the 
ASBS. 

Condition 30--Deer Canyon: Balancin~ Cut and Fill. Prior to construction 
the applicant shall Obtain Commission approval of a site preparation 
p1an. The plan shal' provide for a sufficient elevation of the storage 
tanks and for other designs that balance required cut and fil' to 
minimize or eliminate the need for off site fil1 disposal and shall 
provide for maximum feasible soi1 stability in the Canyon. 

F~nd~n9 30. T~ Commission finds Condition 30 necessary to ensure' 
compliance with PRC section 30210 and 302'1,which protect public access 
because. under one site plan, more than a million dump truck trips would 
be needed to remove excess cut materia' from the Canyon. Such traffic 
wou1d seriously interfere with travel on the scenic Pacific Coast Highway 
and with park acc'ess and enjoyment nearby. Building the terminal at 
h;9her elevations would eliminate the need for excavation whi1e also 
eliminating off site fill disposal requirements and reducing lands1ide 
potential. 

Condition 31 --Deer Canyon: Recreation and' Public Access. Prior to 
terminal operation the applicant sha11 provide additional public access 
and recreational opportunities in accordance with a ~lan approved by the 
Commission. The plan sha" include dedication of access ways in the 
Site area and. if feasible, parking and fishermen·s access facilities 
in the vicinity of,the terminal. 

Finding 31. The Commission finds condition 31 necessary to ensure 
complTcince with, PRC section 30212, which requires provis,ion of access in 
new development. 
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9..'''!A. ~ o:xJt..~ J3OARO OF SQPERYISQI§ " 
Recati,erxled :"J.'e.::1T'S' and:'COxxUtions 
Westem LNG, .,F-oil'lt:'Conception 
',Meeting-: o£~ J\p:il :10" :1978;"-:: ' 

.,' ..... ,,,' , 
~ .• I l... . .. ' 

" .... ,,' 

" .'. ..-' 

, ,-'L. • •••• I ~ .,. ': .. 
', ....... -

2. Prior to issuing any pe:cnit \mder ,P\.:b. tr.C .. " Section SSSO of the IN::; 7er.'!'.inal .... 
" ': ... """: :"""'- "''''' ""~""7" .. .0,,, .:~"':I'~:""" ... ~~:' .. '.'.-: ... r ,:~ •• - ... : ..... :;': "'_".:: ••• ::"-";''''''''~-~ ,::..r-:.:"., ".~,;::.,_._ •. :.~~ • ....) ~_''''-''''''::''''~'~ _ • ...;.:::;.;.., ...... "' ........ rJr:... ,,< 

Act of 1977, the' C?tX: s.~ explicitly desigl'late ~eh State aMjor lo:2Il,ase1'lCY., .. 
... ;,:,:,.'~''..:.... : .... ,i~ .. .... 1 ~ :::. .. 

will have respons.ibility for .ir.plenenti."'lg ,a."lC1 enfo~cinS each and _evetl" ,conQition. " 
, :: '.' _, .. :~,.:" . .'._:..: ",;-,_:<-~.~.~ :;: ..... ' ,~: .. ~:--,: .• :;.::::_.,~,:." .... "~ , ... :',c:.7~,~.: .... ..,,_.~ ... \':_ ~~/':,- ..• ~~,.} ............ '_ ..... '" ..• '.;r"or'II-;' .,,: .. .. 

~~...ee as pa...""t of the pemit. .:':' .. ':x::'-:.:::":: "~;:C;':::::r..-
2. tlnle:ss-,o:mstru---tio.i., ,of the INi ,.t:e:aninal,is,cor.tre:lCed, 'WithinilS'xronthrs of.;issua."'lee:~ 

.' • . . .., ~ ... ... .~ '. _ .w" 

of this pe....""":Ii t., this ?-tmi~:~ ,l:e deemed .Ilul:l ~arx1 :voic!"arxto!::%10 ,.further(~ 

or ;.foree~.~. ~ 18-=cnth periOds.iall: ,~:,':ex'"..eneecl ,to ;.:t:h.2-,let.l9th,:of:':~.:nee~ 

1:0 eqt.m t.ie pe:ioc! the a::pli~:is"p:ohibited from~by:"CcQ:t;,orQer. :: . 
~ %Day grant ~"'1 extension. of 1:irre for, gooc:l cause shown." "",'. _ ~',. --,0, ..... 

,._.'- '" .: ... ~ .: ........ ~,:~ ........ " :"':; : .. ~:~ ... _ .. :, .. '~ .. ', '~.' .. _ .. ', _A':: ',-.-1'" ...... ".:.:~~Vn.:', .,,' ... , .:'~~\_' .. '.~ ~ .. :"'" ..• 

3. Co1Jnty ,of ,santa, :aa::bara, :s.iall.~se."'1tan·.a:.1%l\W. .. status :reJ,:Ort, ,:On~':all:,_baseline::a:'ld.:, 
. - . ." - - . 

xronitorin9': ~ti~,:a.ncl.mi,tigating :ne.esures:. " ,InfOl:ma.tion: prodtJeed/1J%'JOet' the:; :,\:: 
:zo."U.~"pr~ll:U,;:shall~:be:Jl2de, ;a~le: to, ~:Coun:t::y, of: Santa; &ttbara(up:z:.:;,:~~, ' ' 

;:.-',: •••••• -0. ",,:~_:.;~"""'"'''' ,'." ,~, ~" .. '<.~' '~._~ .. ,.":':: .. ~""."'p.'. ,',' .. ~:.,:-'",,/::,~-:- ,~:j: .. ':""~'.;:,, -:::':C.::'''O -:c ~.~~;.¥":';"'-.-/ ".,:,:":.~ 
Petrole-.:n M:linistrator -- , . 
---~--;';';";~=---,";";, .';";;;;"'-.~'<'~" .... .:.,:."~,,..,: ..... :~ ,": .:\r _ .. :~'." ':'.'~'/'~~J:;;-/ '::i;:.:':~ ":;·I:';:-;::~.~''''~':''::.'':'~ ~'. ':':1:). :::"'~N'::::- .~ .. ~, 
4. ~ O?O: 's.'lall be reStonsU;le' for ~epe:')dent reviP.W', of qual.i ty control in the '. 

,..:> .: . -,:" .-':"".' ~,:., ~:. ' . 'U' '_.: ::. ~~:; .:,'":,' -I::' .. '; :~.~: , ..... : ~ .~J . .;:..:.: -.. ~'.-:---::.'~~ ~ ; .. ~,:;.-::::.~.,:;. ~ ... '-=-:~:.? 

aesign, enginee:i:lg, o:>rur..ruction, or operation of the ~ faeilities • 
...•. :.~~ ... ~ "J .• '~"'."'.:.' ";~, •. J.", .. :,-.':"""~. "j'::" .:,. _ ,~::; .:',\ ~_/ ~ .. : '._ ',; ... /.~ .. -:: ........ :.:) .... ~~: .. :.. .. /' .. ~": .. :-...:;'" ';":"'~I'::'::":"';:"-:-'~ j~': 

5 .. ~ quality contrcl;inspcctors, shill:have tr.e~" authority, ~ duty ;to.stop 
". , '" . " .. -. . .... : '. - .. 'I·' .. ·. ' ... ~ ':. ': •. :C.r. ~ ..... ' .';,_ .. ', ... ,.. .. ::: .. .: ... '~ .'.:"j' ... : ... .......... f" .. ,f.; . , .... -

NrJ ~k _or ae.tivity ~t ,~ st4ct~l~~~~,.~,aPF.;~.p~~ ~,s.poei~ .. .. 
fic:atio."'lS~T~ qUaiiti ~~t:rof ~s·Sh.3ll:\oS any'~ident'oi':con~" -' '".-

.' ~, ., .. -." •. -_ c· , ....... 

:6. ~ qualitY Co.~tml':~6uP'''~{:~~: ~' ~icte "set,oi:~eri{~~. ~i~'~': 
", " •. :', '>,'., .,":r , .:.::. -,~. '.' : .... ' \.~'-:"'_. ''',<',: .. .' ""'.<~ .. ~.:<'_'r .. ~ \,....~ ..... _.-;,.:.,.::sw:/ .. ~ .. , ___ <..,i.:,,:,.~'J;':.~:: 

all ~ty eO!l~oi ·a~v:i.ti~" tests, ~ons':"~ ~~~~ .. ~~,.:t:e~, ',', 
• .. ." ..... •• • • ... .. "', '. ..'" _. l'" I" , ...... ~ ... .; " , •• ~." _f .. '" _..;. " -' ... , ""'~'''. ..'~." _. -

and orig.: .... "lS. F.eco::Cs sMU ircl.ude <2.U:, :name of i.~tor, :re-..hod of ~", M', 
,a., ..... _ ,."",.I< .... ,,} .... ,._ 

Ql:)servaticns, :results, location of tcst., 0= item testo::1, arxl Mry other infer- . 
, ..• ,'. ,.".' . .- -", ,... . ~ ,.... • ..... ' '-'*, ~ ~ ".' , .••. ,. "- •••• , •. ,,--' 

ll\at:i:cn'whiehl2Y 'prove'Useful.' 'X-:ray :f.iJ.TrIS" shalll;)6;kept' forl'.lOt' lcss' tlwl· .. ·· .. ' , 
three ~ af-...er .:~ of the '£aeility:~-:' , ' "',",' r~-:,<'. ;":i":~; .'.;:;; :;', : : .. , , 

7. ~tiorls ~'a~roVeeplarls and speei.fic:atio:-lS::ay "te ~'~~\~i~;'~ ;;j;S:id- --:'~ 
" , .~ . '.,,.. ...: •. ' .' ,~~:- .. , _ ~ ~'. . , .... :.: .. :. ,,,,' -" .n., .• ,p' ~ I:." ,,:.: _A •• > , .. ...;: J:+~:"':'I ',': ":'~.", __ ' .. ,! .. '':':. '"~,,, 

lInCi app:eved c:h.~")ge on'le.r. Prior to the start of eons~tion, ~.c "procedure, " . , _' 
.,. .. ·-...... > •• ~4 ... ·".' .. ,. ·J.:i ::-"",,:;.,; :',,;: :.: ,,~~":.- .... -.' ,:,_ .•• '~.': ... _., .. ": 

an:! persons qua'; of; ed ~ authori:e:l to m:3ke ~e o:t1crs shall. l::c ees£~tcd. 
, ... ~. -.. . ,., ~,. ," .!' _". .. .'. ,:,... , .. ". .,..-.,~'.:. ~~ . ',' .. ~_ ".")'"." ~ ," ' ..... ! I ,'" ' ... ,. ........ ,.\a.,. ., .. ', ...... '" ,,"'., .... , .... , 

~'"~~7~~'~ r~~' ~ ~e~ *~r ,~~"~~~~,~?~% :~~'~~~;,:;~::::' 
hibited without,:full Q:'tJC:review •. ·t." :. " .......... .. 

-" ", ,. 

..'.,-
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"8. m safety, protective, or wamin9'-devl:Ces':shall:be'testCd. at l~ onoe eve:r:t 
six frC."'lths. au: inspectors shall 'Witness the tests at least annu.Uly. 

~ ",: 'I'-:"'~'--.'- : ", ".~ .;' .~,: 
............. .-.-. _. -~..... . .... --- " .... _.-. .,,' .,--- ...... ~. 

:reasoc.s, i£ Jax:T...n. 
b)., ;~:the· loss 'ef 'availwility:of~~ ':Sa£'eti~'~~', ·~~;Or::shut";'~~'·:~'':' 

Oown.~·deviee, ,:and>·the ':re.ason.for.10ss:of~a~ility.>"·~·<: :".:.,.~~' '.,~,.~:.~'t:·. 2;~~':, :-::. 

c)·L::>gs . .z:ll·~l:on ·leaks·ln6lu:fing:~on9'ln::Md 'cause'. ""',-. ,- .~.::-:; " ::"»~:. ':'-: 

d) COpies.-ofsuc.'l =e,p:)rts<shall~be serit·,to--'t;he:O'OC~~,,.,,,~:::;:,,: <: . :':. . ';':;,>" ':.:-

''"" ... e '."'.~ ,.. "~,' u ......... _::.; ... "',:., ", .".~<" ":,'p .. ~ . '_~.""I • ~ ' ... :',:';':-:: 

10. 'the testing and aece?tanee of all systemS shall be CCtI'i?leted prior to tbe'm:rival 

of:tre firstI.~ s.i.ip':" kly testtng·requl.ring 'cold 'or a'vapo~ act:tCn :shali~-(': 
l:e c3o:le \ri.th m'l.:1ne....-t:/-' ~~le IMte:'ial~ ~ M: £n£t:taJ.~-o:ordQr...n:;o£;:"sySt:(:riS·:·· ",:"~; 

exce?t:~thetanks- shalI~ be' made:~1Jsin9" an: s.ne:rt,:' non~le:R~~r;-:tO,:~':-.r.:.:;: 

,~ 

,....1-•• 

the intrcduction of arty LNG. .'::';~':;:;':::j::: . e 
ll. ;my valves or other safety devices shall :c:cve to the shutecwn position.:q:cn ,loz,. '. 

"~(.,:;.::~ .. ~ .. ~;~;.:. .. : ~;:~.~ ". ':";t~ •. I.t:::~::·".~ J..~ 
of ~ or a :malfuneti9n. Blode '\I'alves lruSt ,:be fa:U-closed. m'd".~-:-D:)t~-~----:-

.... '" ... ""'_~ ~,I':"' .',,~~":' ' .... : .. ~."r-.~.:.~ .... ~, :.,........ ".:" .':':' •. ", ......... :·"~:"'I-:;~.·.·:...·,·:.: .. ~,.~ _., .. ~"_'~""_'~ ..... ,~.'-.:::; .. ::~~:: "~I' 

ql.ti.re a X'ES'lOte·ene::.gy sou:ee for ope:ation to the c:losed p::>sition.: '. 
. .' .. ~~,":~ ;~'j ... _.: ,', ,.::. "'~(:: :'~: .. ,.~" '. I:~I:> .~,:..: n,.: .~.''''.:' .~': .. :" :':a;' .. ?:-:.,~·:,:·:<)r._f.":-:::':' .~.,~": .. ~ '_:"\: 

12. In addition to MfJ other safety devices, each punp. cr earpresSo.t: MndJ..lr,g hydxo-
, '. ,.'.' ..... • I "., " • ''', ... '" :_~."... "'~ ~,:-- ' .• ~.~. ,,,,:' "","': : ••. :-.~:: ........... < <: :'·:· .. .,;..7 . ":,"":':; ": ':;::.. \.' :' .. ,. ~.:-.,;...~,) • L ',~~~: ... _ 

a:tl::ons shall have a local stop station loeated not less ,thzm SO feet nor nore 
• ".- .••• • ...... ,.' ,,,,.,,_.~ •• ,... f','-'~" ·V', .. " ......... ....... r, '!"" "~".' ..... ' , •• ,... .... ·,·"P "'r · .... -t· ..... I""-t '""'O-f"'''/,/ '1.""°" 

thin""S"feet :fm:l 'the' ~ or" ~essor'~ 'iT.aY"li!' usCd"iO ,ShUt"~ ·the .. ··:',· :.' '," 
device. .,:..' .' :' . '.' .:.,,, -, . , ':.:~',' " ... : .'!::.;-:.'::'~ '.,::: ":, .. :,; .:,-;:, ~.:~~~-:: • ;'::;'C·' .. :":: ":':' ... ~ 

13. Pl:':io= to sta..""tUp, the .applicant shall ~t all opera'f:.lng proced\:cres, safe:tY 
,"', .• ,' .. ~.:,.-.. , '''- " ":'~" . ••.. ': •. ' 'I. '. " ", . : ' :.' ',: .< ... ~. -,,;<~: .... ~ .. ,.: ... ~.-.. ',.: .. ': ,"'!~r:~ "'.-::' : .. ·.l:.tr; ~~.~'~ ... ~ ..... 

proOedu:res~e:re:rS'e..-x:y shut.eown p:r:ocedw:es, employee tx'lU.ning' progrmns, M.C ,M1Y .. 
• --", .' '., .:,'" I'," ...... ~<' .,' \.~'" III' ..... -'~',"I' ('" ,.,' L~' • , ...... ".'~:L:~·.:'./' ... :.:.:"':.:~, ",:_-,:::.":'".' .. ",~. ",,·",,:-:: .. ,' .. r~:~·,,) ". ... _,'j 

other.=el~'"Ltpt6ced~sto the CP"'J:~ and shall obtain approval for all~:before 
the ~. ';,' ., ...... ," .... ~ ',;'.'. ,: .:,..., , " " -.:~,:',.~, ~ .:- -.:~'::' ... ;-.',,::::-:~,;.~~. . .. -:-:.~.;":~':' ';:'/ .. 

. , .. _ ", .~', ".1... .. .. /,' . .".'-'.. -'''I'' :' .. ::: "',.:.~~, .. '-;~/':/: ... :'.~,~:'.~ ... ".,--:: .. ~.¥~ \z:~.~·~~~r,~.!·:~;::::I~ 

P:tx::er:lUteS,~, clearly define",t:he ste?-bj-step .. p:cocess rneed~wto ;:safely: r'~-; 
',".,. .'_ .• ~ .... ' •.•• 'k 'r ....... ,,~ ....... -, •• , •.• "" •• 1 d ••• ~ -1< ... , .... -'--, • ................ - .. ~ .. ~' .. -+._~ ..... ,_" ".' ___ '. 

all DO:cral operat:illg' sequences, anergene;,~ ~~,.;~~~~o~~:~ 
critical or :majo:: COl'!t=Onents. Il'l!o:anation shall include chain of c:.arrrand, safety _ 

~::." •• -0 ,.' .' ~ ,' •••• f<'," ','" (L' /. ~' ..... -.: .... , ,,~~: , .... ; "'.', .... ,'.:, ,'.~ ~~< .. : ~-:-L~:.:':"'~':;~~.J .-:':yo.t~'::. ,:~;..~ .... r" •. '~" .. t-: .'. 
p:::ecaUtions, eut::{'of each :person lJ'lV'Olved, and. effect ,0 ... acti'V:I..ty 'on ~ , 
rel~l~h.;tY~·a..nQ··~:~rab:ii';:tY •. ; ':.:~, , ~: " ....... ~ .. -:... .7:.',,_.~,; ~.:./~::-.... :;, D.:;":--:c.:'~> ,':.~ 

., , . .:: ':,':'.~' '" ,,' : .. ~ ;.;:::.<::.".::. ,'" .. :.. ,.',:,:' ..... :'':'' ,/:.:.'.:'~:~ .. ,i'.',; .;-,.':: •• :.,::: .. '{;7= ~c::-;r:;.:.:-:.::r.': ';.-:':', e 
-:he duties, ~~ties, ZI%'ld l:imitations of each.person invol'\lYXt.J.n .. ~,. 

•••• "", •• ~r'·· e ... ~., ,'. '. ':,:.',:'. ",:.-' ,;'. ._,' •• -~,.'._-:~,,, .. , ;" ".,..', ~~.",",.".: ... ,_ ••• _,_ •• __ .,-: ... ,'.t ............ ' 

w" -:;i ~; .oper.;tiOn; 'or maintenance shall be cle&:'ly define::t. No pcr""A%l Wll be 
.,' '. ., ~.. .. " 'lr ,... '.. ,. • • .. , ........ , '. i' r-_ ,1'., .... ',_ .. ~., 

pe:cn.itte:1 to w:>rk a job for which they are not 'b2.incd .·~~qt.W;~.:v.-' ".- .... , 
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,; 
...... , .... ' ·.i .... ·'r ....... , ...... • .... '.r:, :' :;. :1"' .. ' .. •. :,.. 

:13, . continl.:Cd: . .' 
"- ... -.... : .,. , .... ., ,.",: ... ,".~':""'~ ... ~'.~ .. ':. ,~:,-~-'::, .~, "'~"':'L , ....... ''','-·1 ... -. """, .•.. 

Persoc:;" filllngs.i.i!t Sl..~:,. ~FC=ator, ~tor, or si=il~ ~itions .. 
sboll·ele.:iy ~ers~~ the· p:~s~ ':~~~"~~l~fo; '~~;~~": 
f",,-w.iar 'With tl'le locatio~"'ld function of each wi~;"~el;:::~t;:~~ 
dev'...ee, pi~ > m".c:( ot.i.cr piece' of' ~F'.ent :.n'~..rjw:isdi6tiQn."" ...:'. ,., 

O;erato=·.s.~uid:~~ve"~~~ntrai.~·ori·~~~·~tor~: ""'~: ... ;'~ .... ~;;', 
• ,'. . -.', ". _ ... -' . 'h. ,""., .,' ~ ~.' :':' ,~,. ..:: ".J.,: ... ~: ... 1':-; .. - c , •• :" : ~.'':''·u~~: ~. ',. _:'~.~ L':'" 

14. .~ latest e""-ition of tIle ~l=?rol'mte coCcs in effect prior to eol'lStrt:~...io=. of 
the ~ellities slWi be'uso:! as' a:~.· . "",.',:, ....- :.':.:.",' ....... ('.:, 

15. 

16. 

17. 

13. 

.. • • ~ ::.: ' .• ' ,:.. ,"" 1"'. r ' .. "" ,c.' 

DCslgn,const:".:Ction, ll%".d'.~t.ion of the·· gas :tr~ssion.pi~l:ine into,:the,." 
• .... ,,~ • • , .. _.. M .~"" ,. ,_.,' .ow " • 

fac:ili:t:'J's.~, asa%:linlmr.l, c:onfom 1:O:--PZIrt 192,. ~tle 49, of.'t:he.Codc, of .. , 
Fee~ ~tio:lS,,"'l'ra:lSFOrtAtio;· of N'a~ c.d Otb:r. ~'b;;'r~~5;~~,' ': . 

• -. ... ..... , •• >, .. ' -, •• --- .• ~ ." 

!I~~ i'tileral Safety S~wds," ar.t:I the A':'erleal" Society of r,~cal 

Ensinec:rs flGuice for Gas ~c-rnission =.d D:tstrlJjution Piping' Z"ist~.s.~.;;:'Xhe::·~ ~. :<~~:~~.~ 
1 .. ....- -A ••• .:.... ..' efoC '. • f ".... to .\. .... .,f....... ~ a:~ ... ~ ...... ~'"lS1.'"'J. ... CCt pnor,t,o. .. s~,o .ecns::rl.:et.ion· or. up, ,.W.l!:,\.OG~ ... O_,' dO' 

• • ',- ' •• ' ..... , ........ • _ -. ... _, k<"' "".. .... , _ ,. 

operation:~ be uscd.~.:.In·c:ase Of:e~.betwoan~ar,portiODS~o! ,t:he-.t\o.'O . .. . _. , .. ,..." ... ", ... "'" ,., .. '.' .. " .. ,.. .. ' ..... " ... ,. 
cx:dc:;,:. t!~ .stricter'.shall tI.Piliy~ :.: -.. . '. " . ..,.- ._. . ro··, ...... ' 

.' .... "' .... ' ...... __ ...... : • / .lI •• ,,',' 

OASs'l~tions' ~~~for ·:~';'pip:£ng:str~GCS Lmd':safety ;factors '.~ 
be' ~ed ·O!l·tr.o' ~i'~t:i:on':~ties' :i:lddis~...ions:exist:Ulg;:~ 
the' lli~'of tl"~'piPeline or at:'tl~ '~·2000,'t~hiehevor· is,%rme~reSt:!etivc~·::·:: 

: ,~ ••. " " _ .• • -' • ,~ ~': • r '.. • .. ~ • , I - " ,_., ".' '" .. ,.' (.~ .... ,'" ~ 

z·~ bJri~ depth shall :be 36" to tl-.e top of the pipe. In :tr~'''n:::M '1mder 

culti~tiOn' or "lith' a hi9hIJ:o~iJ'ity:of bEilil9'·tzne!cr·eultiVation:durln.j;,~·:lifc-'~· 
of'the !'ipellne,the ~..%n ~ de,th' shall'l:)e 48". Dcaper;'~~~%MY:~;: 
rs:;essa.-.t, CcFe.....a.ing on particula' cultiwting pra~. On~:slopcs,::tl-.c,;,&!pt..i. 

ofl:urial; s.'W.l.l:e rcezr....~cd ~eular· to the ,sur.fac:c .. slo~ •. 

~ 'lS;ne loCation sl~~'~' indicated "Ji~' ·st!rface ·~kers:::: . \~ .... 
.• I~· ." ...... .. . ...... , " '-'" , .. '._ 

a) . At'f!NOr'J p:.lb~ie" X'OIld' ar.dbi9I'M:I.y:aosss.n~r'~-: . : 
b) At '.i::Very X'~~d' aos$ms ~ .. ' .. ' ... " ... 

. " .. ,h 'j ,,,', .... 

e)'· ht'eve:::y c:::os~g.':of.ml· oil. or. gas: s.'lipp:ing.line ' (exeluc.ing. ",,-ell. fl~1. 1 ~l)¢$) .. , '.' 
• ,. L_ •• _. " ~ ~'''. .._~ ..... : .. ::..) "~, ... " """",., .. ' ... ," 

d) At least every 1/2 mile :in Class ·1·-m-.d2 ~~ .... ,,' ..... ,'~,.' ' .. ~ .. -_ .. ,~ · ... d,. 
, . '." ," , ' ...... - .. , ,....... -' -" ' ...... -- ......... ,:'_:" ~, .. ... 

e) At ·le.;,.st ~.1/5 mile. "mile in the cat Cl:nyr:fn, CUy~'=l, ~ other ollfield::. 
. . .'" '.,.' "..., '0" " '; '.' --,..... " '; .:~.~ -:',,', f :.:: d": :_.~"..:...,::-,_' .. < .,::, :J.::':: ~ ::'~.':'I"':.< ..:.,:,~. ... '7::: ... 

f.!JaU.ers shall c:ontai."1 the nu..e Mid ph:me in:r~ of the 9=lS line. ope2:ator,.w.4 
... ," .. ,/ ........... "''''4'''','' .. ,_.,.'01 ...... , 

' .. '"0:-el~.al:out .. ~~t.ing. 
,,~.,: ..... ; . .. : .. ,c.'::.c: .";~~· .. N '~;'-"-"'~~-'~~" :~:,T'·~._ .. ~:::.~:: ...... , .• ~ 

],g. 

e 
A check V'Zllve sMll beloc:atea j= outsic!c the UX; site li:cit to ~ back-

• ". " ••• ' ............ ,.,,,' .; ... ::. •••• - .... -," ~ t ••• ••• o<c .~,-',' •• " ••• :-' ':: ••• ""-~,.'.\-." ·-r .. ·' ..... :'· .... ' .•. ,'._',1'" .. ~ 

1l'?'oI~. the ~t ofprobl~ at the .. I.::G site~ " ............. "- ._- ... _-.... . ,-' 
.:, ':.' .. : .:'~::-:~~':,:'/'~ 4_ " .,"':".::~~,,~ ~,;;: 

.... " 
j' ~' .. , .•• , ..... ,. _....... '1r1f'"r. I •• ' 

~ "-"",,,1 .. ",,_. ~L ...... _ 

"', ... ," '-~...,-::. .'. .... ..... . ... -.:. ~, .... 
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20.. 'n1e i1'llet to lJ'rrJ ~ pil.'lng DOt 4esi~ for the ~ u,"G ~a~ sMll 
l:e cqui~ ,~th a t.er:lperature rec:ordcr, tl-x> lndepenaent 10\., ~at:Ll::e- .. ~;n· . 

Cevices,. u.-,d .. a·flul.~o~:~te(~ture· block ValVe to prevent'c:Oid~9as:;or"" e 
~~ .Ii~ .~\~;~~> .. " . . ,"., .,. ",'.::-..::.'~: :.>',':<::' .... 

~. .',' ". _, " '. a.:: .:.:: ".:.~: ,.~:'~.:",: :~"~'" ~.~ : .. ,.: 
21. ~tior.al :se.-tionalizir.s,block.,V2llvesshall J:e"l:ns'-..alled ~1i~ ,cne.,mil~. ,of" ' .. 

each side of .,.ctivc .,..")d ~tia::U'1' 'aetive~W.~·20~.. . m~b~' ~~"~ 
.~.,. . .', .. ' _ •. '." . /-_.' ", 'I' ..... ..,.,... "'-' -.' .. , "" .• {,,', 

be ~ or:&ated a.··lrs.'en~le·of· rc:otc' ore:~tionby the pipelllle c1!sz".atc:her:'-> 

22 • .kl-a~tic l~':d~on' N~ shu~m ~~;: ~(~~:~th'an;~q·' 
rules W ~ations of a~p::cp:riate a~ti:oti~~'/ sW J:e '~eiUiee' ·iTt~~ ":.' 
fac:Uit'-.r. All" !)i!'cl;ir.es shall·te· c:onstruetcd~'.arld::%:Ia!n~~ .in~,"with . 

ell eX:i.!:.ti.~:'~es W r~d.Ons~:~e sy=tem:shz1l1.l:e:eesigncdw·~ted 
In ~rea.'"lce· With ~.e·best cn¢neerlng' praetices:. ~le.; . ,., .. ~, .. ..-:>.: .>::<>.'" 

., ' .... 
,.,'", 

.,._, .-,,,,,"' .. 

23. ~olosie' :~es' Shall:·l::¢ fnaec'o! "tl'le' watershad:,area, ::t:rll~u"...ary·tQ::the tc:c:I:£nal. 
~ ~s 'are'l:aSed 'onna~:Q:)ntoUr' or .en{~cceptec1lr1aSter;·~~ :plm. 

Drainec;e quantities shall :be cler.i.w:l fr~ conside.mtions ·of~.E:).-pectee,:futurc/.:: 

~o~t of t..~wa~eQ,.·soil t:fpeS, llistorieal s'.:.om.c'Llta,_gr~~t .. of .. . 
. -, -.. "' .. / .', "_.. . .: •. ' _. .,,' .... - ......... __ ~J,_"... , ............. . 

t:er.rain, etc. ~.~iCle:rations. must xeccl.veapptOVal by, tIlC_ISm'xta)'n,.l~ 
.~ -" '" .......... ~ .•.• ,_ .. _, "" ._' .... uv "._ "',rO', •• .. I.,. 

Cot:al.tyFloo4 ConUOl .. :Engineer.: For,rost major.c:hmmel:;, . flowqtmnti~es.~ 
. ~ ."., " "., "~',. .,. , • ...,J __ I • • ~r ••. ' • ••• ' .• 

be.~lied by.the.Sa.-,.ta ~~a COunty neoe. Control En~. 
• • ' -'. • _. ., ," . ' ,M .. , • • ~ .............. ,. ........ ... '.'", 

24. Bi'draulie·&ta~shall:be .. inel1:Ced .~. e:l¢necring. ·pi~ .. f~ .. ~ :.~C:.~; 
• .... • ... _. '. ~, ,- ... , ,", .... "", •••• ,. , ' r .... , __ • , _...... ~'''''' ,_NM .' ""~ .c ........ ..,... ' _.' 

plpes,,-etc.,in:.eor.fo:rr.anee '\t1ith· ~ds of·,the santa· ~. Ccl:lnty~~. 
• 'U •• , ........ ,'" .- .... ",.' '" , •• _ 1 •• 0" ............................... ,.: , • .;. ... ,C' 

Cont=ol: ~"-t:r.ent. ..' .' .. " .... ,_, _., ... ,' ., 
... ' . ' .. _,., . 

25. Open c;:ha."lnels sMll"have ac1equa~ <2pacity~·and. 'Mve'et'os!on ,~, .tb:rough 

use of revct:r:e.. .... t, non-erosive: veloc:i't:.iQs, aIld properq.Qdients.~~, ~ . 
. " ." . • ~ ' ............ r''''' .. ,'..- ~ ._. .".... .. " _'. 

design %tUSt :be .app::cved },I.l the Sl:nta. ~:bD=a Count'l.l. Flood Control_ I:ngineer •. 

Closed -arains s.~ :be reinforeccl co~~· pir-c~ ,uniess oth~~_:;~o~ •.. 
• ". '. ' ".',' - ' .......... " ",! ,", ,. ". ~ • _' _, '0, ..... . 

26. EneisY m'ld.: hydra';l).ie '~ae l.lr.es'. shall :be . .s.'".ot1.n en' all ,plans' m'ld profiles for 

mx3e:r~ stom Cl:rains ~'openCMnr.els~ ',:':"':: .. ~ >,' '.,:. ' ..... :;:::; .':: :~; " 
.~ • • ,oJ • 

.. Z'I. Ali ~ulie 'Qiic:uiat.ion·sheetS ~ l:e Signed by the ,~~. ~.; d.gns tl:c 

i.,· • ~ 'f" 

j,q)l:QV-~t':Pla."'lS.·: ':. - ... .. ....:. ': ... ;'.>.:,:-:: ,: .. ,~:':::'.;'~:';;~ :":¥ .: 

23. D:ralnage wets mx1 pi~ sholl klc designed. for A ~'of~:a:~:StO.trn·!lo~;'. 
".. -'-. 

29. Finis.'leC. ~ l~ of ccir.li~t bl;ldinsS~ reid~~ ~:~·shail .. ~·::;, /, "'.-. 
minlmt.:n cl.evation of 'b.~ feet ~:adJaeEm. lO~=Sto~ f:io;;?~ ¥~- e 
den, c: ~ witte deer:Ie4 ~ ~ t1~ Sonta s.vMra Cotmt:f F.loot! Control 

~. 
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30 .. 1J.l ~9'e ir.'p:ovarrent de:;i~ shall o:::ply with $~';of::the ~ta'·~~.,: 
· County:l"lood :Co."lt:rol·~.ent ~ sIw.l'~ .c.pproved.: by:thc s;..;ta ~A' Co1mty 

. . .. '. . .. _,-- .. - . 
, !'.,.",., ," ...... _ ... J.",,:, 

31. 'the origirW-- arod tr.;'O <:o,?ics oZ ~roveC!. drainage plans ~"'1d spec:ifiCati.on::mwl~:: 
~ :NcU.s.~: to' the Sa."'lta· Barbar~ Co\r.ty-Fl:oc(l~Control"En9'inec.r":kciore ~:l.l 
bes'ins, or w.~"l the cl:ow is fcc:nisl~ to the Count;(Of s.4l~:~~a;·,~,~ 

. ·OfTra."lS?6~wIltiO-~, ~r.e' set~'~f~c?~:.;ep::od~Ctio?S: ot~thelir-P~~;'~iw m".d~, 
S]?ecifi~tions s.i.oJ.l ~ £urr.isbcQ.· to. tlle SantaBa:'::."r~: COu:~t"y'.:F.looe";Cont:rol::. 

, ~ . ..' ., ' . ~ '., ,,' '.' , . 
~. . ' .. - ..... ,,',.,_: . .''':1 '~' .. ~':-""::';' .. ,/~' 

...' ". . .' ... '., .' .... :.. ~, ,,' ~ ":':":~':" . :"~':'" :.':~~~. 
Z'le:u~-:"" B., ... ~-zt.~ty Flood' COntrol Et'1o:.neer shall· :reee~ve U>t:i.ce"·ln 'of.Q.'t:.r.g 

". . . ",'. _" - .. -, ' . " ,. '" .. ,' ;. '. "',,.. ,', , ... '~ ·"·'."r-,.:~. I.~ ...... " .;:" 

· at' least· 2~ l".o\::S before the <start· of co~..J.on' of'Cir~ge"~ fad;iities .. :::-: 
32. 

'" I ,,~, 

. '". ~ -" . 

.:.:~':,<~, . .':';." ~ _ .. : .. :~ '~,'~ .::.': 'or '':' 

. ., - '.- , . .. '.' ". .; .. - , . 
33.. ~e o,..'ner/~ator shall f~..:one,aaditional f.ira pto'tection>~ .:~~:i:tion 

• ,." • ..' c_ "... ,h,..". '..... " ~ ".'.. :'"":_' ........ \.:..~.... . .... , .... _"' .. ' ...... ... 

full .... ..j::o.e· :in froe sa."'lta· :e.arbara>'County"'Fi.re De~~ to -nomtor.l :rev:iew I<ar.d 

eval~t': tl'Jc facility ar.d S".,(Ster.-oS dlrlr.g design, eonst..""'Uc::tion, (lc:t,iV21tion, lind 
... • • • ." .,'" " .... ., .......... , .... J,. (" 

cperati~:phases of the facility·-tI~h the six (6) n'Onth·per;:ocf~ter~. 
,. .' ~ , 

j~ ,. • .... ,. 

e 34. ~ Otmer/o~'"":.to:: sr.all ~t f:i::t~.p:otect.ion SYSta.'S P~ to the smta 
Barban County Fire ~partoe:lt for· a.."=P:ov,U. These ~ shall .inclUde, but 

%lOt be ,Jkt~ to, an inteqrZ1tion::~f"::u:syste:!'lS of detcetio::l, prevention~ 
SU!'Pression, ~.cl los$ lI'Iitiqa:tion. 

35. ~ Sa.~tD., Ba7"~MCo\:nty Fi%e:Depari6ent shall plan .. ehec:k·Mc1:"xevie"'·~ pio,t:OSed 
, . . , .. ,' •. ,... .' .,,' .. '" .", .. '" .... - ,".' .. ~ . . '. ' ~,:.'" . '-: .... " ., ..... ..:. ..... .': -,·,,,1,.. ;..: ..... :,"" 

':fire protcet.ion~JSte:risusing' the .th1ifom Fi:re CCQe, Sta:'.d.a:r<!Sof -the,I;a~ 

~. P:l:otectio~ ).s~tion.,.:~· _;'~e ~ee ·Oifice;~:~···~th~:~natio:l~y 
recognized £l:re safety stal,t:!a.:-ds. ':1~ iatest: of'~l ~li6~bi~ ·.~~~~i':;be 
used. '!he or..-ner/operz!.tor :s.Mll .a1lO"w' t."le ~ta ~ba:a cO!Jnty Fire ~t 
to .constantly. re.vif:M the .facility.during,construction and o~a~on, ~riLl2l~, 

'. , ... " •• " •• ' ,,' , ..... ,,,.... , ..... ".," I ............. ','·. .' • " .... "" • .~ •• ~ ... , ..... '..... _ ,-¥ .,' .. ,.. ••. ~ •.• , •••. .... ',.-

roasoMble r~cnents .;resultlng' frQr.\.:cl-..zmgea' eonclitions.or:r;tate.:of.~;zart 
.... : .. : .... '"_~' ,'.' .. :.," .:"." "~':> .... :".?':-,: C'.,;~ 

36. 'XhQre shul be at. least one E:!iployee of the o.:ner/operator on duty at t1".a 

ucility at. all t:i:r.es afte:r .activation, 'l>tx>se p=~ :rc~ility s."laJ.l be 

f:U'e safety:i.nspection', prevention, ~ suppression. 

37. 'l'he ~"'lta BarJ:<lra County fue ~t shall :be a ~ber of the :wG n:icl: 

I':anager-..ent Group of the CPO: .. during .this project. , . ... ~ . , . . .' . ,._. r" 
. " ',., . .-- .... 

38. f!he Smlta Darbara County p~ ~on r~thilt·:the 'CPtC,' or"'its- .. 

designatea ,age:"!t,. .,use .. :the !·~ssion·:~eh ·c:o::pxatS.on·Gene.ral-COnc1it:to=s, .&stc:cl .' 
" 
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~tion .132, ~tinued; .. _, : , ".' .. , ... _,' . ,'._ 

~ 1.6, ~?S:, as,;4-.:refer~. doo.'me:nt; anathat,:the,:Santa·~-Q:)I.ln.ty,:P'ixe e 
~t be designat.ed the CPtX:'s agent..·· . ,,:':,-:. ,>;':.::: .::" .~:: '. 

~t.al FJe.alth:: .. '" .' .,." .. ',', ," " .. '.,. 

41. ."l ·A sotmd.level·r.onitoring.prognm·slW;ll;:e ,e:steJjli:i.he6'mx!I.':~ 'J:q .a 
~i~ acoustical o?:lsulbnt ..... " '" . ".:., '.:~." ,"::': .. ' '''; b' All so~ . leVel' ·%l'CTUtOring. ~l:oth fQr 'base~ data .ac:qW:sitiOn ~as 
w:ll AS ~e"'lt· ~nitorl:l9" s.."'lall be l:ome'by the a?i?licant·,,; ". ',' ", ' . 

c)Prlor to cor.structiQn, 'sc\md l~ n-onitoril'lgshill. ~:'establishedcSn the 
perimeter Q! the SQuthe:m CAllfol:T'lia Edison Cc:rt;la..,y property :by a qo.::alified. 
aO:I1JStieal c:onsulta."t, a:c:Proved by the State or S4nta Bar~a Co\mty Health 
Depa: w:e..'"l~, to eetex:mi...,e l:.asel~e ·Mbient~ ~:: levels .... ·.: 1be' ·secpe·'and':: ti.-r.l.ng ·,of 
said s~Y' s:'.~l be s1Jl:mitted to lJDd ~pproved by the State or ,Santa j!.tIrbara Co\Jn~ 
Health J:)e:;.a... .... .ent:' '. . .. ,,, .. .,' - .. . ':, :,.' . '. ..,,,,. ,'" .. ,. , ,~" ' 

c) All ~~t Q\ri,..,S construction activities shall be designee, const".rlJctCc1, 
Qpe:ated, ~~ r..aintai.rled so that so1.mC1 levelsin.ierently a.~ ~y 9ene.ra~ 
by Qr'result.:.."'1;:-f:crn a."Y'.use ope.::;ated' onti:e property when :me.asuretfat the pe::i~ 
ll'lete= of,tl'.Ic Sout.."'le-""'1'l Califor.niaEdison :eo.~yproperty s.'W.l:·,l')Qt,~exeeedl'the·~: 
fQllor,;.'i.~ e>".cee:.a.""M:e levels set forth. in tl)e.Cali!Qm.ia, Office, of, N:>ise. Concol -
M::Idel N:>ise~ee~ "'."" , : ., .. , .. ,' , .... ,,, .. ""'" .. -', .. , 

~~e:'~.-ei:··· :.:'::'-.. :, 
• - •••• J '.~' L

SC
* .' n. .~.'" , 

5s; .'. '. " ... .. 
"5o~.,:· , :' ... ,~- ~,,'. " . , 

,,~ ---.-, '. ,,', ... 
.. ,,,I . ;_.. .'_.. '"., ........ - "'," , 

. (7AM - lOPM) .::' :.::' ::" (lOPM. - 7AM),:,,:.,~ , ..., .... SOc:eA' .... · -,' ~ 40dBA. 

",' :.:,::; ~: --::. '':::::-,::,5SdBA :<;,-';.:..: ~ ,'~:' ~ :'~ ::::::' ~,;-::':{4~'o:::' '.,:,,';.':: 
,60:IBi\, .n, '"" • _S~~"",·_",·:· 

" .... :~;:C"-:'::6SdBA .. : :' ':: '-";'~;.";-':"" . ,'" •. ~ ~-·S~-,,····~,-.., 'i'~' ., .• " .. ". "," 
z..",'." •• '.' -. -,',.',. ' •. vr- . ,,' -,'" '.' .'-I ... ~~ .. · '." .,. 

,e). I>"xd.ngoperation,·A1le:lUi:t=ment slaU'J~e. ope.rato!:·ar.lCt~:sO; that . ~: 
sound levels l:lhe::ently m:a. recur.t"ently generated by or resultS.ng.,f:can any,use 
cperated 0."). the p:ope...-t:y w!-L~ ~ect at·-the·l:ounda...ry 'of' theSOuthem· CUif'Qrnl.a 
Eeiso."). ~"'1y prope.."":tY shall.not exceed·pr~roje::t· mrbientSOt:nd·:l;evels:.:,as 
eeteo:llned :by ini;ial base'l-.ine %l'Cnitori.ng. "~' _::,," :.'~:::':':;' 

.. ,' ... ,-
••• ' ",,' .. ,' , •• J .,.'" ., •• ,., I 

", _',' -" ... • I • ..... •• ~" 
• • ,," •• "I I .... ~ • ' .. " • ~ .... ~ 

, •. ' •• ,_," ''''V " ..... __ • 0' "'~" •• ~ .. ' ..... ' ", '.' ' .. ", .•..•.• ". :.' "'fl,,," ..... '".1:""' ... _';,.".': ...... ~':' 

£) .. ~ soope o~\tJ..! .. SO'1.md·level·S\:lX'VeYS··will'be·~t-..:ed·to'·the State or ~ 
~Sa.").ta::J?e-~"'2..~CC':.ty: :HeaJ.th~~t~fQr ~roval:;~:-sh!J.:!;·:'l:e~appttNedt.p;::;.IX 
to ~1e-::e:l2ticn. 4o:: ':_~.~.::: I ~,::; 
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O::IrJlition 42, c:ontinuecl: . ". -. . . , ........ ~ ". :' .. ' .'. 'r-~, . 

. . (5)" Det.ill.cd-:ensinecrin9,:p~i.'Ir.d::paci£.~C2t~n::. ~.;:.~~~, ;J~.~~_ 
, . . 

~.?:'iatenezs. of·. the ,som"ce Csi ,. .. systa'l .. Qpaeity,. ·storA~c~treatn:cnt,. 4is-
.• ' •. ' •.• ' .-, ~ ' ...... - , •. ,~ tt''';''~ •• ',. 'j_ ...... ,.. ._ 

tribution" ··anec::roz c:o~ns. .prot;~... 'the. sys""...cm .plm'1s.mld specifi-
cations s.i.ill. be. reviewed ar.d~ ~cd~by .~ta·,'Ba:~a ,~tY:~ . ~ 

'.. - • , •• - " •• ','1 ... _ .. '.' _, t". ,.,.. '_", 

~·.I~t.~ De:,-,armcl1t officials ~il.en..aPl':,op?tc. ' ... ,."" '.. .. ' .... :: ::'.'.~'.)::; 
(6) ~lation:o!' the syste:n per ~oved. pla."'lS, shi:lll.l:e ,undcr~.c c'lcsign 

,,-. ".' ...... , -, _ . .... .. . : ..... ,,,' .. ' .. "'< ..••..• ' 

S'I..-pe...~-sion ~f: a licensed en9'lr.cer.. . '. ,. .'. ':.':-:::.: . c,' ::.: .. .:..: .... , 

('7) Che::lical~.d l:aeteriolo¢.cal testing ::;~ be <:one by a,Sbtc . .aI?p:r=o;wcl'". 
" - ". "~- ... '. . . '-' - - ", .. ' .~ 

eor.estic \Jat:.e.rtestinS laJ:cratoty to insl:c that ~ .... ;ater.~lydeyclopcd 
, -' ••• • ''' ••.. ,~" '. ' •• ~,' ' ••••• '~, ' •• ~ •••.•• _ : ... ;' ..... ....... '.J ... 

is',sui~le for dr~~ses~.: .... ,' ':' ... ;:..:,.;:, ' .. _.~ .;,:, ,<':: 
If, water isto-l::e .hauled in fo:',,·~..ie .use,.du:inS eor.struet.icil., ... P~lJre:; 

." .. -, ... .n,. .'~.' .~_ ,,;0 .... ,.. ..' .~ .. j. " ' ... ' , ••• , .,.',,.. • _. _ '"II '. ' .... ' •• ' 

(8)· 

. ao"'ldequiit".ent. s~ tic ,zeviC't-Je<l ~,,~WtCvec1 ty.Santa .. Bai:bara County, hcaJ.t.'l 
"' -.' .,- ," ........ .,. .,. ~ ............ __ • J •• ' .~~'.~, ',:,,_ ". _"" " .. '.,.,-J ~ ... :,..1.,,_', 

offi~ .. 
. ..•. ,. " '. '."'~', ......... '-"'~ "-",- .... .. r,,·,_., , .. ~~" .. \ 

(9), Prio: to. ~tt\:etion,,""a c:c::q;>lete .. h~~~i~~~tion :of".eo;~jC"~
water· ~~lli~ ·sball.~~~ .. ~ .';.i:;cJ~~t-~n~~t;"·&~" *tted 

_. • • " •• ,'-0-' , .' ~,I., .J ,. . .• '., 'd ......... ~ .• " .•. : ': •• , ........ , ......... J:_ .*" .. , ::".~j ...... ,· ........ '!.·.~·l::· .. j~, 

to t."le Cal.if~:' Pub~ . 'O~ty ~ion a."'ld r:thc,Coun'ty .o~. 5a?ta ,a~ol. 
Investigation ,sl'lAll, i:1clude EMlluation' of·~d;"~'.~~~;.· ~~ 

. .. ..... r.·.· ......... :.,. •• "._, .... ',_'1.,.,., '- I.--. ............. '~d, .• .:; ...... ""':',", .• ~ ..... 'r~ ".';":;':.':; 

grolJl'lCwate=.~~~,aOO"tl'le,C£f~,:~.~; ~~~:~~ ~~:t~~:,~~~~ e 
for this. p~oj~, "~.,". ,'" -.. ' ' .. ' .'. .,: . :; ';':;>;;';:.: «~'.,:,:c .-:, .'. ," 

(l0) . inor.-to ~~o~~.; l~~,;P~. ~"~,.'excess,of,,.~~ to:~~~'~i:onths 
~ • ,,-.', ... ',. _. , ... ,. ' ........ , .•• .... .-1' ........ .... ' __ ......... ., 

shall.be,. conducted by a .xcsistered. ,c:ivilcr.q:i.neer or licensee \'~ Clrllling 
, _. '.. . .... ", ... '... '~....,,~ , .......... ,- '" -. '., '.. '.' ...... '~'''' .. ' .. ;:; ......... ~ .. ...;.' \."..: •. J:"'"N': ... / .;:'.~ '.~ ':... 

c:cnt:r~.:or ~ detc:mir.e, .lon~te= avail3hilitY.of. 9X:O\mCS~r."ter. ,to t:be pro-
!X)seQ "roj~.·' '-' ........_ ... -"¥ ", .. ' .. " ..... :_.:.~ •• :~,_.:: .~'~:=~ ~~'","'~~: .. ~,.:' 

... '.,,., ~ ......... ' .. , •• " ...... ' oJ __ ., .~_;,~~ .... 1_, ............ , 

(ll) ... P.tio:'. to constr.lCtion" a ec.tttlilcd~Y:;i::; c! project water. ~es l::oth' for 
• ". '" -~. • •••• .., '. ,I, ................... ~ ~ , ~"'.'" _'0'.' .' ~~r.~.: '",' :::";"',:.' , .. C";~'~.:~.. ...... ' 

constrl.."Ction...ancl operation shall .. l:c~l~...¢ ... ,JI.naly~is shlllitE:mi2:c 
. "'~. ." ' •• '" • "", '., .. ," ',.'. ., ....... , '" "J .... '_. ',. ' .. ' "':", •.• "~, ~.' ...... ';'._'.,".t' .. :, ... ) 

, spe:cific ty-,r,.cs .of water use. Ji:opoze<:l .. for .. thc dor..estic $Up,t>ly thrq\lglx>1Jt. the 
". "-'" J .'_ •••• +-.'" "," ... ,!.~, ,,' ,.; ... ,. ,'., •..•. ~~ .. ~ ~.:.J.~, , .. ' ~,:' .. ~::..r.::.. ... J ... \;,...:t_ . ~_~ 

plzu-.too.·. (CUr.l:cntprcli.~ cVCll~tion"of .potable 'W3ter usage iz fclt to :be 
• ~ ,.', .... R •• " ... _.,., ~ ......... ' '., ~'. ••••• , .,... "I .~:., • /'., : .. :: ",-::;:" ••• .,-_~.;:..._. ::~j,'.': 

seriously wccu:atcoo) , 

43 •. l"ood,rA"ldli."lg., facilities., const..~ction: ~ti:~n,= ~d':r.~t~;'i(;~'l during 
~ •• "'" .cO_ , ............ ", ,,".'.: " •• _.', ..... ' .... 'ft~' .... " ',. ''''-f~.'.."',, .. :.: .,.' .... "'.:. ::' .... :::;.~~' ... :.) .. ~ ~'::'i:.~:·~:.: ,.' 

:. plant ',co."\S~. as ..... 't"!ll, as. :l.ftcr tl~c facility is in operation, shilll o:m:01y 
, . . ,. ' .. '0.'" ._" ...... _ ••... '.' I '.... ~,\ ' •• ,,: .... ! __ :.,'_ • ~ ... , "" .. ':~,. '. ',._.' ::.'.,:::'":::.,,'~ '~.,";: t'r"'" 

'llJithalla?pll!2bleplovisicns of the."QllifoIlUa Restau:~ .1\ct'" (ncalth mul 
• . !It" ·I"'~··:"':"· ,,' .'J • ',,' ,'. • - '"" ' ••• ' <::.;, _ .. ~...:~~::.,-:~>.,,: ,,,:~:"~:~.~':'''' _," .. ,~,",:-. 

Safe~.!Codc,. S~on'28S20,¢t •.. seqoo). ~ ,,,' .... __ ,' ~ ... __ :. __ ', c. 

a) All plans .mil spccifieati~~~~'f~~ ~food' ~~~ce Slillii"~' rCv:te\:ca-mid .npprovcd 
• _ "'''' .. "... ", ''',' .... ,.... _ .. ', _"t".~'.. • . ,'., .,':---, •• ..'~; I~ "'..:,..' ,.~:::,,- ' . .'. 

bytl')O ~"'ltaBa~Ml.Col.mty Ilcal:t:h. Dcpa.:r.tr'.e"lt. '" ,. . 

b) .. ~ ser,.:i~'.·~~~1~~~·:.~~~~~~~~~~Y,~~~~~~:+~~i~with11l1 e 
p:ovisicns .. of~. "califo~. P.cstzJ.m'ml.t'Af:;t~, by the. Sante). B.l%b.:a Cc1.mty He:sl th. 
••• ~ ... 6 .~ .. , ••• ,",~, •• , .. " •• , ...... , ". , ..... r ". , .... ' ••. " ...... ',.;' . "':.'",:,'.',:':: •• " '. ~:):".: .... :::'" .. ,";~ 

Depart:men.. , 
.. ~ '".' '. ,~. " .. , ' .. ~.' . .' . <: ","~' .. '.: ... :,:'. ~".: ... ~!, ... ,:.: ...... ?.'~ .. I .ft .• ~ '. ,"::':,: :.',:.:~:~I".~~:.':; ..... "1;. ' 
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. Condition :4l, continued: ;:~V::;'~:_:.~·:';;:: ,.:::';~::.~:',:..~,~:::: 

e 9'" 'Prio: to conStn.-ctiOn~ ~lYSO\mQ;level: sUrvcys,<shall' ;t:,e',perfo.trned at 

Q. 

, , 
the SOuthc:J:n 'califotTu..l ';edison:,property bOundar] at";loeations';review:d:::md 

:I;;proved by State o£ by the Smta'-'~bara' cOunty nezUth~:Departxr.ent.; :,..:::' 
h)':cur.:ng operation, '~ly ,sound level·~'shall:'bei:·peno:c:ne:Cl~at the 

Southern CaJ.ifornia EOison'~y property l::o~ at-loeatiorisreV:tewed. a.~ 
lI;9toVed:by the State or si"lta Barbara Co1:lnty Real:th Pepa..~t:~ .. :- .<'''~"'' " '.:, 

i) h..'1ditioml sou."'X1 level :ir.vesti9t:.tion' shallbe!lerfo~' as :r~ed by the 

State 'or. the' Sa."lta ~~ cO~t:{ Hc.al'th~pa..~t:and :::s"ic'FagencY~~.a:u: --con
duct ~ so'lrld. ~nitori:lg 'investisations~ 'it· deems ::~pprol'tiatC:·:, ':: '.~ 

j) 'n~ ~..erly scuncllcve1 ralitorlti9"pr~ ::laY-be ~~ee~to-'·an:,lsnn~ 
one with the ~:?ro~ of tl".es-...atc or:1:.h6"sa.';~:Ba:~a;CoUn~l HG:lth~;~"'lt 
after sci.c1 a;er.cy haS e~uated·:iUffiC:ient"infol:rnatiOn'~t~:is::rCl?::Csentat.ive of 

. . ~ .. 
the .ae!:t2l p:ojcct noise conditions. ,',,":~: : ... ~,,; .:C 

k>. Ali ronitO=i.~~ act.rVitie~·-sha:ube·~jeCt to' ~...ion;'and: ~i:':r:ecoids of 
~torin9'a~...iviti-';s --shill. ··~·~a~l~le ·for:'~ctiOn:·by-:the;·ClIIifor.:U.a Public 

OtiJitie:. Ccr:::U;ss~ 1.1pOn' reCiU~t, ana d~oPers" sh.:ill~~~t· :.'the: :%'~t of 

such IrCnitori."'19' Zl~Viti~~li to'·th~ '~i!~r:na PiJbUeUtilities Com'tIissior. 
And the State or the Sa."lta ~a County H~th DOp.,rtll~~:·:;;"::.';J-=:~· 

a) A p:>~le \I;ater supply shall be developed on the prOperty to'serVe tIle p::o

ject \3ith dcrrestie \lm.tcr· and' a c3cr.est.ie\~ ~ly ~m:i£~:shall~~be-:'<:>~ 
l:ri the QI.-,'l'ler/o~~tor p\Jrs~t ·to' CZIii~otnia: P.c~tl1· Md-:'sifetrJ .. cOde/~...ion 40ll. 

A ~:ell <:rillln; ~t' s~l ~ ob~Cd "£rcr.ltl'ie ~ciiunty of san.ta::aa:rbara pur-
S\lm\t to 10<2l ordinances. . .' :.:',', : '~':~"~ : ',.: :.:':: 

a}, taresti~ 'w.~ter' ~~ be' avall~le' on' 1:b;! si~Clunng'thC eoristruCtion~phase 
as ",-ell ~ a:tcr ~e projeet is "c:c::r.pleteCl :Il'ld 'iri, ~ti.On.-~" .. ':':':: 

(2) D:r!'C=tic ~tcr"'~Cs) 'conStruetiOnshall :bc':i:l aeec~:wit."'i.'starld.mls 
. -.... 

set forth ~ the Dcpartr.entof' lhter P.t!so":ocs"Bulletil-l~·:~.· :74):"".;ate,r t'Zcll 
Sta:'.da..""ds" : State of caJ.ifo~". . .. : :, "',,': <....~, ,:::~,;. 

(3) ~stic ,"1at~ '~:cli eevelO~t. ani:tcst' ~ln9'''tO' ~'-c.apa.eity of,' 
'Water sou::eeCsj' s.~ be' Perlol:X:ed l:,yA·califortu.zi~:·ci'r.u::Erl¢n~, 
Fe¢ste..~ ~lcgist, F.e¢ste%cd ~g.inecnns GcoJ,oif-Stior· :~:"Well 
dr:i.lli....; c:rr-...rZlc:tor. ~ shall lIlso' certify ~t the iebol.ts'of':thiS- testi."lg 
shew tl".c S'\..~ply to be ad~tc' to sei\re't!lC' pr~sec! develoPr.e:it~ " 

(4) D:lrcS"-...ie \l.oater "".en system f'loS.l.ities' shan'be 'deSigned"y alic6nsee cngi
r.ecr s.n' aC(;Or~ ~t:h.' "California ~e Drlnldn9'~:t·~·:kt" (H~th·~ lmc1. 

SafetY Coc!e,Sccti.ori ~OlO~:·~. ,'Seq;) ~·rel.ltS.n9'to:icmestie:~~atC.r S'.lp!)ly, m'ld 

~ &d:tW'li~trative reg\llations ~pted p.lr~t to th:i.s~a~~";:·::',:: 
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44. ~c~.d ~ sh.:lll be disp:)secl of i."'l. a ~tal:y~U'0l"ll'lei~hidlnes.~~<,'~:: e en&.1'19Cl:'S the plJblic,: heZ!.lth, c!egrade::;'· in imy way tl".c -grCUtldwate.r '~;::1fJl'Y,' or 

4G. 

47. 

creates a pcblic'nuisanc:e c:oneitio."t~ .,~ .<~ , .. '\"~ 

Q) Sar..i'Wy u.cilit'.ics duri:lg' const::"l.lCtio:l of thepl&i.f ~"proViee 'for tl".c 

con£ir:c:ment ofaurn~ se\'1age ZU'ld wast(!r.',oatc:' 1.ln(:icrgrO~,cl.~ 'by' eon
"IJ'e:ltior..3l ~s\lrlaec, cifluent- Cl.Sr.osal or bypo~le'chC!micai tOilet 'f4leili-
ties which ~e p\Z::pe.d daily a."ld tl-.e'wa:te is' ~~antly<!Ielivc:t'ed'tO a' 

.: , ,. . .', 

pe:c:!i~ e\:q?ing site.. .. 

b) For, the pe::'.;!r1ent':se\~ge plant f~cility; ill'~tcwatcr <!i~sh.llll:e 

~C'O:I?l:.a."lee ''With disehcll:ge '::rcczui:rer.'.ents to l:c' i.!;suQd: l:J:{"the'- St:ate'~~ter 
Resou::ecs C:."l'C%'ol Eoa%'d Pw=suant: to the Califo:nia ~'1atCr 'Code.':: ' " , . 

SOlid W3Ste eoUccticn ant! disposal, l:otli c1u..~" ~%".stl:UCtion" o{'~ plZr.."lt:"4s 

~'Cll ~ c!c.::inS its opcr~t.ion, s.~ l:c in'a safe: sanita%y mznmar~-

a) Solie! ,.;aste shall l:e re:r.ovee to a.."l ~ovcd ~~' site l.!;Sued' j,,- pe:cnit 
pur~"lt to Covc.tn:tent Code, S:..'Ction~67CO,' t.'t seq .. , $013.(ft~ - ' ',' 

!~Ser.len~ uo.a RcSOw:'C:eRec:OVel."Y1 a."ld~ Californiz1:"~trnt:i.ve:'cOde, .' 
• ". _'.,' c 

Section 17o.n', ct seq., OIr " '- , 

b) Solid w:lSte di=I,:osal sl~ be,·;tC:ccr:.plished Qri'esite' m;,eet to'Zall"':l:-uJ.es &".d 

reg\.llationS sctforth tmdcr the ~e r.:enti'oncd:stiltUtcs 'Mx!-r_tions, a."ld 

a solid \I.'aste dist=osaJ. pe::mit s."cli ~ o~ed from the eloeal j~on_ 
;.n on site ~tQ:r pl~ shali.incluee provision for pr<:ventiOn:ar.dcc:i:rcetion of 

enviro!':lal~ haalth l'laz<lras resw. ting f:rcm disasters anQ.,shallac~ess water_ _. 
. . _:' .. ··.I".J "'. ,. '_ .'"., . ..,., .. 

SlJpply, se'Jase disI:osal~ food service, shelter~;v~..or eo:'1trol, 'mX!.e,rcf~-di'i';' 

FOW, ~ shall'~' revie\t.'Cd Mod apPtovec1 bi the ~~ '~bara Cc~ti1~H~tb.~' . 
. " .' ,.' I " 

Depattr.ent offi~. ' ... .- '.' ,,. e,' '". 

Santa ~h::.ra CoWlt',l P.ealth Depart:::ICnt offici.lls shall r~'ltincly ~' ~ 
• J ' . ' .' ..... • " '~.,', .:.. _ ' • j, ,,, 

evul'uate fOOC:: ope:-ations, dorr.cstic "later System; %"JOisc n:oxti.~9'_F.~, ... m:a 
solid 'Wa~e dispo&!ll fc:lciliti~,: Mit' ;b.lur_f~gs"tO tbe·~ttin~,-. 

" .',' . . . . . '~-.:' " ',:: .. "",' .': '. " \u.-:.~· ...... , .. " ... _'t.' , •.. ·.k,.,: 

llogcncy. 

····r'· 

. .', 

'" 
• J'.". 

.' .... '.", ,'n' _ -'j", 

.- ........ . 

.. ~ .,.,.,". ..' ..... 
. .-... , .. ,,".1 "',. 

• .,. .,."", '-'" " _', -. ... '0" 
0'.' .. " '" .'. 

•.. . '"t" .,"'. • .. ,' 
,:,::" - •• ., ' .• ,.' I-' 
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Ebard of sU'Oe..~rsr ~.s . ~ I 7'. 

48. 'lhe_ c:ro: shallrequ:i..:e thzlt tl:Ie w::; storage· tanks· 'be,e::Tplaced <belCM:theground e . ,'- .. ", - .,.", .', -, 

leveJ. of the facility so as to have the upperportionrof· each· .end.-~ :ta:lk 

prot.tu:ling fran· ~ ~ l~~ of the·· facility not mxe ':than-: fifty, .. feet. 'this 

fifty-foot p:>rt.ion Clf the stora,ge vessel shall :be sur:r'O'Jnded by:. a:9ent1y sloping', 

:so~..ly o:mtourec! Structure (natural soil) . so. as to~:round· off" -~,oth:wise bl~ 

The purpose of this condition is to mitigate .tile. :vis'W,~et,.~·~:r:porating 

sectio."l 3025l of O»stal ~u:cee and.lI.4.~gernentIl:roperties: .'"l'he scenic and 

visual qua.li~es of coas~ ueas Shalll:lc ~nsidered a:x1-"protected:.as a re"'...ource 
of p.1blic i:~~rtarlC:e. PetXnitted.- devclopi'Cnt shall··besitec!:-·ancl designed to- pro

tect vie..'S to- and-aJ.o.~S'.the ~ ~ scenic ~tallJ%eM;,:to~'~%e':tbe: 

alte... ... ·a:tiO'''l o~ nat\Il2l land forms, 1:0 bevis..uUl:t: ~tiOle.:with_tbe ch:r.raete.: 

of sw:ro\Jt'JOi.. ... ; areas,ane, where feasible, to. restorecmd ~ .. 'Visual quality 

in vis..:.:lly degraded areas. New, develo~t inhighly.scenicareas.such.!lS 

tb:>se eesi;:i.ated. in .the california.. Coilstline Preservation. and. :P.eoreation Plan 

prepared by t."ie De~""t:rI'e."lt of Pa:rks .and P.eo:eation Mld .by loeal. govemment s.'lall 

be sul:ordinate ~ ~ c:haracter of i~ sett.iJlg~"... ,.. ,..," ........ I,.; 

.~-con.fi9UX'atio%l of.reeesseQ, ~ ~ a..:b&%ned·bac:Kfill·shall:.%.lOt a::m
p:aniset.~ ·Si!:£e:t:yof.tlle facility .... The intent.- is .tc> p:coVide:forspill . ..safet:y 

. '. ' "",,,..,., .'" . 
and. ~e ~taS'e .... ' . .'., ,~:::; .. :::.',' . .- :).~:.'.' .. " -," 

." •• " · ....... ·'l"·"·' ,-
~'. . . . . .. '. .- ". - . .' '" , ..... .. , ......... .. 

Eoard 0 ... ~sc=s, ~ S~:e Access ';-'.; .•.. : .... ~._:, 
49. ''t:le ·So~~...:n Pacific .~ shari . provide ~au..~' passe%lgei ane; frE!i9ht.servica 

~ .'" • '''''. •. . ,I. , -- ,. I)' ", '.1 •. :. :';, " .,', '.~ -, +"' ", .... ..~. < ' , .' •• , ....... , ...... 

to ~ on ··their preSent line~- There is' adoquate siding ~eity .at.the.Iart:oc 
, .. P. > .. : ~ • '. • .. ' ...... .J • ' .... '.< •• ' ';, . . • 

~ey s.;r.x:. ,. .~ . .... 
~~ is %X)~o.ZIhle.~·a~that·~.:lOt h.W~ ~jo~.:~ti~_~~

:rrental' ~cts; eithe: to ~:reso\:lrces or to the Jalmna. va:i.iCi~ . ";;'ii~roveiJ. 
:road 'Will. beca:'e a :major ind~t' for increased irld~b:ia:i.·'~ ~ .. ~; 
gxowth ~o\,lS'h:>ut the Point Conception area. .. '. ,'. ".' 

'me ~ta 'Bcl'rMra County l3oa%d of SUpervisors has 'u"'la.'"l.Urously taken ~ 

position that t:ranspOrtation 1:0 tM ING site for InaterW.s c:nd e:ployees be by 

Soutbc:n Pacific railJ:cad f:rcrn the I.or:p:>e VzUlcy spur.. ~ w:i.ll ~c :mS.llions 

of dollars fr= construction of a roae and 'Will help to mUntal.n the rem:>tene.ss 
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of t.'le site after c:onstructio..~ is c:arpleto:!. We ask the CoastAl cartnission to 
join 'Wit."'l' us :in reC:rueSting'~ ro:"to r~~t .~or ~ r~e-the'r~~::~ •... .; 

,', - .." .'.~ •• :' .,.:' ': ••••• _, • '._,.~ • • ••• -, '-". '~ •• o -,.<. ' .. " :':"<"': ...... ,-:: .. • "~"':<,'/::-,:- "'':;''~_/.::...:; .' '~',.("/"_.:::" 

provide passe:'l9e:' service to this site, at least durin9~·t.he, constrlJet:ionstage. 
, <~~"' ...... u.~' ;.~.~ . ;'~~.(::., ~ '~.:',:;::;:.:., .•. ;:'::' .. ~~ 

~ applica:'lt has pro,?OseQ to !nprove the Hollister 10nc:h road mld l:M.ls 

their ~.s~i~n~;k~s ~t;:~Vi~fi. ~.:~. ~~~ l~t~;i:~~ t~d~~:' ... ..: 
" " .j. .': ", ~.' ,:,.- '.. " ~ ••• ; • ",. ~ <"'.' ',,,', . ,'; I··::·' .. :.. ... ',~ ....... ,..-"_~ .... ~ ..... ) ... .' ,'~'.~~.~-~ ... .i: ... ; ... . 

Zrlis :route \oJill have a disastro\lS ,effect on s:>uthetn Santa: B.3.rbora COYnty .. . . .~; _, 0":.,, ........ ",' ," "',_'~" .... , . , .. /_.," ......... _ ... ,._ ..... _ ... ~~ .. ~ ",./,. ",'_ 
'Where the re."'l~ivaCM,.d:i·faCtOr iSd~ aoo muehof the area: is';.meer' 'a~' 

.• , .. ,'.. . ..... -. '., ,','" ''''"'~.'' ',r' "I! ",... _ ..• , ••••. ...-

building %rOr~tori1.rn. The ap.?li~t has, made' no arr~9~ts" for"to\JSing: the ",. 
". ," •• ,'. '.', ~ "'" •• ~ ••••• d ",,' .--.. ''''r-''' .','~" , 

w:irkers a, 650 ·~rkers at Peak 6ons~o.""1) d\irir.g. thC~ 4.;·-m6n~constrUeti.On . d. -

~ . ~ ,."" ' .. .- .,~ ., .... -.. ,- ........ 
period. ~:oval of the railroad aCcess ~ put the' n.ajor bJ%den"on"~ 
~.other ~~'"lc6,mti ar~; w~~ the l'OusinS si~B.On·ii·-'l~i:?~~~ ._ ... . 

. . -~ ',. " ,~'. .. ~.'" ,', - '~:',- ... - .~: "::"~:'... '.:' .•.. ~ ... ".-,,~;:.. .. : ... ~," .. '/.~, :,~.:,.~.,,,,",:-.. ,,-:.,.,~(./:' ~, :":~". ~ ....... . 
The p:o~se:! l:r;?:tOved Eollister P.cad also will. sev'e%cly. ~ct· Gaviota· 

" • &. • ,',.....- • ,,' ... " • -, " " "'"'" ," • ,". ..... -,' .... ,..,".,' ·~'t''''' .,. .~, :' .. ,'" 

State Park' a.~ Cause a~' ha:wdoUs "si tuation' at. the on-read" eic)ssii-lg 'at' HighWay 
,0 •• " -,. .-. .,':: T~ •• ~.': ,',' "-,. .," ... ., ... .. '.'~:",':.~:..;~: .,:;; •• :-~ .~ •• :: .... ~:.: _: ....... ~" 

lOl. 
, "' e" .",,'.:; : ' .. +' .... ~ :'.' ':',~.,.. .. : ... ". :"",:'~'~':::' ... ' .... '.'.~-';::::"'_:,:::," ,r.:" .. t"':." ... : ... ' .... '... 
~ is easily serviced by :road and rail. It. can aCCOlm"Odate these 

.. -',~<:" .... '.,:'::~~.~~ .... ;, ~:~. ~~~ .. ::,:.'-: :;:(,._ ,:,.,:::.:: ~.~~'''f.,,' 

a~...ivitie.s.. Joh."'lS-Manville and V'AFB. hAve not .experience:i :rupply. access di!fi-
••• '" ," ~, .• ~ ... ~,':' " .''','' •••• , .'" . ,~. \ p'. ". ''''''''', .. )-, - ......... , •• , ....... , .. 

c:al:t:ies. '!he~' iepiyo(s6Uthci:l'PaCi£i6"£S'''neg:ative~ .,.~~ .... -.:.,~,..... .-
• .', ... " .' .. ,.,. '".k: ..... I '.'.' .... :.~ .. ;: ~~:'''/:;:'.:''~:: .~ '--:"':"":~":,"' '.?, 

• I ••• _ ~ '" , 

••• c ... ' •• '." 

. ,." .... , 

.. ~:, -.... 

{ 'I,' .'. " •• '. ,~, r·' .. '.,., • 

.• 
., '.; 

.. 
.; '" • It 

... ' ' .. "" '''.'' 
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, 'OJ' 

, ,:' '. 

' ... ,-' 
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...... ,,. 
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"", "", -' .• ~ .... '. *." .. 

•. > ..... 1 ••• •• ,', f. 0.'" .,. 

".'-"." 
~ ,'" " ", ,- .... ", '. ,.',' ~ 

h' • ,.' . - - ,: .. ' 

, ,. ...... 

-" • ('."'. , •• N • ~ ..... .. , .. , ... ~ .. " . ~ .. ~ .. : ~ , , 
.1 ... 

" 
' .. - . ,~. 

, .. : ,., 

'. "./ .n, 

~., ,"' j ....... I' 

,~ " •• ,I ... ,' .". :. 

: :.,::;.. ... :~:~.:-.~ -:.:: .~.~~:.;<.:7 -_ ... __ ..... , ..... -_._--
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~J 'r " 

so. ~ to c:an:?lct.ion of p~ 2lr!d Pl:Ow.~'~~,~; of pi~~ eonsult 'Wit.~ ~tJ. e 
P-rbara Counti ~~~ti6n ~"l~: ti;"~~ :~tion w.tth':~~g 

. ' .. .,:." ~ ... ': .. ~ _':w~' .;,~ .... ,':.. .,.~~-~~ .-::.- ': .. _ .".:'. ..~. "'.~. ,.,' r~' •.. :,;",,;.;. __ ,-:~" 

m-A. future road_~c:~ties., ','" .... ',',' ",_" _'., ,,',"" " , 
5l. Obtain mi ~clT..e:'l.t' Pe:rrilit ~::z:cn ~.c sa."lta ~..arzl CoUntY Tr~tio~ 

., .,' ~ "", . ""., ,- • .". '. ':,_ "-,. • " "', '. .' .:.," .. , .. ',. .•. , ".,". :.r"".' •.. ~ .. : . <: : ~':,:'~'J .. 7. ..... " .. r .... ;.;:~ .. , "', ... .,. •. , ..•. :. 

Ocpa...-m.e.."rt for insQllation of the pipel:irl.c at ~l locations ~thl:l Sml~narh!l...-a 

~ty reed riShts;.of~:ay. ':he 't=cimi~ 'will'~heJ·'lOdats.~~·~~ 'piPc"~~d~ of 
. • • • I ,- • .... ... ," ,. I " . .... ,~ ,"', I',~ 

eCNe::" as ~"Cll as identify'·deto1J%'s"~:~.Q:re necessaiY~' ':" ' 
. ." ",,"'" '" .... " . ... " . ~ ~"". .. . ... ..' .. " .','" ," ", .,,.. 

52. If tile %o.:la aCcess rou~e is ~ thcf.oliister. '~; and ·Gav!6t.:i, "t1x!' foll~~ 
.. ~.- ,-' "' .. ' .. :.~ ": .: .... ':.,. <on;., ",,' ...... ~ ,," .,~','::::' -, '.-'o:~' " ".:S··· .~".~\ ": ~ .. :._.~:: ... , .. '/ 7~-:~',~~'~'-·,~·'=:"~. 

caxlitio.'"lS sr.all apply:, ,,' ," . . 
'~. '." .' ,,'~,.", "\,,:, ' •• ' ...... '. _ < ',',' <'.,,"-~', ".",/.~:' .,.::",:"1 I· ... :.: ',:,. ; ..... , .... :'...,.'.~ ...... ~ ,.:_.~'~.~~:.- .. 

a) 'n'..e ~??lica."lt ~ either :il:1prcve Gaviota l3eacil ~d. (CO~ty)' ~'zcc:l. u. s. 
. . . .' ~ ~~ .. :... ~', .' " ... ' .. " ." <,., "',: ~._' .. /' '. ;'.:, ~/-'I·: .... :. "::;:-;,..""::; :"' .. :.~':'I>I,: <" .:,: ,,.<~,..~.! ~ ...... ':i 

lOl w.d, a point south of the concrete Sl..."":T.:Cr crOSSlng to, all toJCZttl'Jcr condition!: 
Mld ~ ~~. ~eth> o~ sh'~l' ~ter' in~ a.~' ag;~t':~th~~~ '~~~: ~u."lty to 

... " ' .. ',"" ", ," :;, . , .. ' . '_" ,'~., "': ,\ ~~,", .. , ':... ... ~" .. :, ~ .~.,;.), ....... , ,:. ..... :. ,r:,: .' ,:'.:.::,: 

:nairl.tain a.-A. ~S'.r.~ illl ~ility ~ ~csr.o~ility for the ~oocl at:d MY :~sonal 

inj\:X'y .?."ld ?:ope.tty da."W.<)e ~g thereon ,or :m 1:hao eonnCC"'...ion therewith; 
~t:-.Q'D."G P~t 'is' ill. oper~tio:l. , .. :'::' ,: 0: ',' ,: .. L.:'.'/':,: ':'~:"',:,,: 

b) ~'~?pli~t; shall dats:~rj tbe.'CW:fo~"~i:'Of:'~~rtcitt6h'%e-
• ,I ,',~,' ',\. "'. ::' •• ,~~ ~: .. ''' •.•.•. : :.,:~.~ .: .'~,-:.,'~ ,;.. .. "~:: .. ',T.;i·~ -",/ .. ,:-:..:. :.~ :'~~".:~l 

garding p:Cvicling' a safe entrance and !Kl!c ~t bcb'Jccn 0'. S. lOl and Qr.1io'b 

Bez.c:h Poad c1\Idr.g' tl'lQ co."'lStrI.letl.on pc.ricd of the U\G p~t. Conditions f$IJ re
quire closu:ce of the center divic1er, thu:; rcquir;i.nq t..""affic fron tl:e routh to u::At 
the v. S. lOl-State Higbm.y 1 Intercm:ngc, const:I:TJc:tio:l of An intercl2arlse, re
locatio:l of t..~e eon."lcetion of C-avio'b Beach ~, or sore other .ix:p::ova.ent. 

53. If tllc :r~ cl::cess route is 'via :J.f),'':! portion of Jalama.F.oaC. (CO'lmty) I' the follow

ing eor.citS.r-"l :.."':all ~p?ly: 

a) 'Xhc ~lica.~t sh&l either lmprO'l.l'e the FOrtion of JWml ~d to l:lc a part of 

the access route to a safe star.&!.rd of grade mil alisr=cnt, as ~ ClS adcquO:-...e 

9~t:ic m-.d structtlral sUlr.&:r:t1s to the lIPPro"lml of the 5.l."lta Da.rb.n'a County 

~.e."lt of Tr~rtation prior to use ClS tl'lC a.cccsS ::::ot.:te, or :::ball enter 

into Ml a;:ee:ent \<.'ith Santa B..'n'bara Coun~J' to mint:zd.n I,l.."ld ASS1.r.C all liwilit'l.l 
and r~"'lSibility for the roae., &'ld any pe%soMl injuxy a.~ p,ropert",l da.."\aSe 

~g t."lerc--on or in eonnec:tion therewith, t1X'Xtil ~ U'..G plant :is :in ope:t:ation. 
54. 'l'he Chne:r/opc:a.tor s~ aevelop a "Staglns l'.::ea and ,l?3:ddng' Plan" for the 

Pt.Wlic: "':Orks: 

55. ':!l'le U.:G f~cilitics ~ I;,e c1~::'~ to \<d~""d, ~;i~t Sntcrruption of e 
service, D. design In2IX:i.tm.:n ~ of Richter t~gnitudc 7.5 usiD;' A l:cch'ock 

_,.I,.' ".~cration-tiI:e histo:y with a ~ peak acceleration of llt least 0.69', 

mil ~g on Z1 fault three l'!l:i.lcs :frcm the site, or a g:r~ di..,~ce if 
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Condition ess, contlnuc:d: 

the, cn'JS.ltive ~ult is fot.:lcl to belocat:ed at a greatc:r distance. e 55.. o...ner/o::crator s."wll ~t to' the Sa."ta :aa:hirD. CoUnty De~trr.mt of Pl:mlie-: 
~rks a gra&g pla."l Md carplete" ~aee' ctrll.ir.age plan of aJ,1::roadS'mus. btnldjr.q 

~; s;ili! graaing pla."'1 to ~~ ::Ieth~ IlnCl degrec6f ~act:i~::· ~"t>~p;.-~ 
mct.~ of stcl:>il~tion of exposed slopes; 01NnQ.r/o~ator to plant-m'ld r.iai."ltain 

all cut ~a fill :;l~, =aid mtinte."la:".ce to 1:e continued, ~tii :~~ project: is 
• " •• "."", • , •• ', ... ",,' ", r '"" '. 'J, c:arple-...cd.. " ,", " - -,'., -,) 

. . -.' '... • - ,', ~. t,-, ~ "." 

57. m gr':&tJ shall c:anply with ill ~ppli~le proVisionS- of'tbC"Sa:ita :&-~'~', 
Col.:nty,Graei:.g O:e.ina.."'lce ~17~S. ' ",," d' , 

5:3. A eo::plete, geolo;ieal report of tl~ uea pr~~ 'l:!y a 'qual:iiied"el~~" 
geologist will J:c r~cd prior to constr.lction. ' said' 'report: ~~l~c'~a 

. . " "." . , , .. , .. , 

S9. 

CQrlplete eese::ip""...ion of tl-.e Seol~ o! thQ si-:e a."'ldconcluslonS'ar .. ct':reCC%:l'lier.:S'a

tions l'esarCins' tr.c effect of the 9colo¢cal c:onditi6~ ~ '~ pror;Osed 'e~Op-
. '... ,I· 

ment. Said rer:ort shall. be filed with the Santa Barboza Co~ tC~..cnt of . -
• ., . I 

Public l:orr..s. ", "' ... " .. 

A preli.~ soils report of tl"lC ~ea, Pl'ePa;ied by ""ei~"eng~"'~' 
. . .., " " ., ~ ". , , 

in soU xre:..~cs mld slope ~:ility MiL re;istered by the Statc, 'Will :be ,', . 

required prior to construction. SUd ret=O:t shall incl1.:dc:data reg~&g , the 
~...ion,. stability, N'ld o.-par.Sive na~e of existin9' 'soils aixleonclu.::ions 

~ .... , ... ,' Ie.', ' • 

and :recameritations for grading I>roc:C<:1!J:Ces and aesign eri~ for cor.:cetive' 
::reasures •. Said :rep:>rt s~l :be filed ~th the!! S~ta'· b-~~ ~tY ~ 

c .., 

of Public ~:o.&..s~' ',,, " 

60. The project soils ¢r.gincar shall certify to tl"~ ~taBa:bara County ~t 

of PI.lblie ~\o:ks that all ~eig:ro\ll:".cl w..iJ '~ ty t:rer.eh bac:k£ill' MS ~' si!fieicn:tly 
~cted to prQVcnt ~tlar.Qnt ruld cro:ion prior' to project ccrrplCtion~' ., ", ' . 

. '. . , 

61. ~ion - The engU'.Qer responsible for the desi~ shAUexercl.se ~..:.' 
vi:or.r cont::ol d\.l%'irlg thc9M\dit'1g ,ar.d eonstrue-...ion ope:'ati~to '~e~~' 
pl.la:ce \Jith a??tOvccl ,plarLS. 

, .. ~ ,... . ," 

62. AprJrCNed erosion preventative dMcesshall be in::.talJ.cd prior-to' 1·~'Cr.I1'l&' L~;' 

G3. 
ar.d ~i,;,ll l:e r.'air.tail'lccl on the 51 t~ . through l~ 15th of ':thefol!oWing ':Ie;1%'. 

During tJ-.c a~ gr~~ process, a %C9'istered cn~ineerin9' geolOgist' ane " regis
tered soils cng.ir.acr shall proVide sufficient ;in.;.~n' to d~~ 'that' COrl-' 

ditions of tl-ci.:' f.lre-9rad.in~ reports ~e follO'l:cd,' mld if '\m~ c:or~~i 
lire cneo\m~ed during ~~ they W1l ~t grading r~tions for' 

c:htInge of pla-""lS to the ~ject, cn~incer ~to 't:hc! ~~D.n'xm;. ~ty':~-
.. . ", '" :7, , '. ., ..... ~ " ....... ", .' .,. ,", .," .,. 

ment ,of ,Pl.1blic t·;orr..s. 



, A.57626 et ale /k:n APPENDIX E'. 
Page 14 of 31 

64.. CUt slo~ shall not be: s~ tha.."l 1-l/2:1 nor fill" sl~~steeJ::ler' &"'2. 2:l e 
.uolcss ec..""tifiet3. to their ~ility ~ the p:r:ojec:t soils'~9ineer~~ ~-. 
i.'"1S soologist. t:!hcnever possible, 'the' top MId toe of sl~pes:'~'~'%O~' to 

produce a conto\::etL ~ition with tlle natural gm-Jrld, and' aU sloPeS shall be 
" 

65.. ~ r.a~erWs for :~d eonst...~on shall ~t t.'-le ':r~ts'of:'the 
california Oe?a.."'t'l'.ent" of' 'l':rM'.5pO:t-'l.t.ion St.l."'l&,rc. Sr:ecifiC'ltion= an4 'StMl&t:cl 
p;ums of c:u::re:nt date. 

66. ':he:rain acc:ess :r~ sMll he designed to eonfo::m 'Wi~'l·th~· eollforxlla~~..ent 
of 'l':ra.~r-...ation ITighw.ly Design t·~"'2.~ of ~t date' Md' shaU'consist'of ~'O 
12' 'Wi<!o travel hnos.I."lterior %Cads sh:U.l have a ~'. Pavcr.'.er.t" Width " for 

67. 

68. 

69. 

t\-.'O 12' travel la.:'les for 2-way traffic 4nd one lS' tr.lvcl lane for I~Jay l:0ids. 
Design of ~l :cad ir.op:::Cver.'.en~ to be eo:~ctee as . part of' this develoF'.cnt 

SlalJ. Jjc pc..-fo:=cd by a Civil En~inee: :t'~t.et'ea in tl".e State of cm.fotnia'. 

A :registe::ed civil e.nginee:' ~r licensed la.'"lO. ~= s..'-'Jall ee.."'"tifY, in lOt.:mg, 
that all curbs, cut mlc! fill sloPes, ara~e facilitie::~' ~'~Other :re~tee road 
~'Otk have l:e~ stc:kcQ in tho field in aecorda."'lCe \,;ith'tho Zlpp:::cved'pl~ M.d: . 

=~~and~Z ;::~~::~e:=:::~ .• 
. . . 

waters~ within tl'le' p:ojcet shall :be s~rci:~ted to the $.,ntti·:s.."=~a coUnty 
Depa...'1:-..ent o~ ~lic t;:orks for :r~ ana approval. '~ed ~a~e~es 
of stOrr.L \o:(ltcr rur:off to l:e carried in each roaclway slWl l:esU!:oi tted'·=.r- the 

~ineer !or a:?p:oval. ~.e M:Ount of ~:rm Water run~ff to be··~Cd':in'a'road. 
:section shall l:e c:arp.lted on A basis of a t~c('\'" frcc.rwe~ sto~: ~ 
ClrClinage facilities sl-.all lx! rcqui%'ed when the capacity of .~ road' section" bas 

:bcel reached. 1'hc Qr~ge fa.cility Q~signs shUl :be sUCnittea" to the' ~ 
Barba....'"'? County ~.ent of PlJblic t·:Ory.:; for rcvi(!,~1 anel approval~" 

70. ~ fi:-~ design pla."'lS for tr.e prop:>sed Il\G t.c:a:Ii."'lal, pipeiirlc system~ ''lJtS1 ity 
'. . '", . .,' 

facilities, a."'ld access roads s.."1.ll1 be ~tted to. w' Smlta.,~ Co\mty 

Depa..""'t:tent of PUblic ~-:Orks for iooew a:'ld. ap:>rcvaJ. prior 'to'~n .. ' 
71. The pipeline riSht-of-way .a."'ld ccnStruc--..ion' a~ss :rOaa~ ~ulcl;:::e 10catee: ~ 

reaso~le dis~cc from ~n IN.dsli~, .:tr.e. con=itaeration"~d"be 9i~ to 

the l=Oss~ility ofs~iliziri9' ~tinS slide Z::eclS~hicll camet :be:' ~voidecf a."ld 

which coW.c IX'se a signifieant thr~t to the piL'Qlin.e. 

72. ~ ~/cperaw'1: ~ll contclet the u. s. SoilCoru.~~n SCJ:vic:e: (ZCS?'to e 
~e the pro?er r.cans to control erosic:n .:ll"il revegctatc thcproposed"r.ight-

..:.. . .of-ways. f= the pipelir.c systA::m, ter;onr.t' const:ruc:tion zarc.as, utility facilities, 

and D.cces:; %'Coles. If pcrioeuc .in::pcetions of tl".e o::r:plctoe :ri9ht-of~ rcve.:ll 
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_72, cont.in~!·... ,. ..~. _ ,.: ...... : .. ,,':.::. ·;>..;'w' .... :.,.:._ ...• :'. '. :.~ _: .':::":.":::/~ ::.; 

that.rcvcsctatio."'1. . .a:'lCl/or ¢rosioneont:rc>l. n-e.asU::es hlve .. rot .bec."'1.suceessful, .:r:e-

~',a%'ld .othCr:·~~~· r~~~d~~i'by~·-as~~~i~~ ... ~h;~d~ ~~~. 
, , '. . .~ 'n.... ..... ':. '. '," . ,'.,~. ~'..... ~. ..... ..~</.,. ~ '," . ,,~. .' 'oj .. ,. ,", ,,'., .... 1 ," •• r" ... '. .,. ·, .... 1_ ........ ~ .. ".;." •• -

• • "', ., '. .",". • " ,,' ••• _.... . •• _,'._ • .' .. : " ',", :. .... "..,... .... ,;:., .... /::: " ~ 1, ';' / ••• '':':;:---.• :~.::.:::: ': ."~,::'~ ",:,:,,~:, 

1dr FoUution Control Distriet:. :: ... : ,;~.':: r: ", . '.' ,_" , ;; ':::'.~' '.:.:;:~.:' ::.~.: .:.:.:.:: ... :'~;' '.',7".~ • ::'.:~.> .~.::. 
73. Co:-.ditions for cont%Ol of fug'itiy'e>,~~~~~~t:~: .~::.~ .... :.: ... .:::,.~ ~: . .:;0-:) ': ~<;::.::.",,: :;: 

~4. 

a) The sche<.1w.~ ... ·:atcrinS of sr~ding are~s dope..,ee."'1t on .~~~~~7'~~~"\~~~". .~. 

c:a:m.tio:s.. . 'r , ... _ .... ' .. ~. • .... ~,.., ~ I~' ".',. ,,.-. C"""_', ,. '.' •• ",.",' .• ' • .••• ~ ••• _J. ' .. ,.~,~~:-•. C'_': ... ~.~:-.~:~.::.~~;~!~~: 
>" '-ri'" ....... -,.'.< '.,.. ... ,.' '" ' .. ~ .• , 'dO' .' ~ -~. 

b). Scl1Cdcl.ee. oilinS .. of access .X'OIlc1sand. worl,.a:r:casdependcntc,01l,.t~'eathe.rand .... 
. ,' • ",., .• ,.' ~ ~ .' ""'" . , ..... ~'_ .... "_'.' " '".' •• _,", .... ' ., '. ,~. ,,., _" ." .......... '''._P'Pfi'' ... ' _ .......... ~ -

.... .Qtkil'lg co:'Gitie.s. "T'.oC!se .cono.it1onS. CM .ecl1Jce c1ust·c:;ci.ssion levels.;z:Qu,9hly< 
, ,." .' T' -.' •• ' • • . ' , , .. , , • ,,' ... " •• '.'" 'Y ~i ' ••• _'~, r.' ,. &"''" ,... •• ,,~' ~ , .. '~" ..... ,. • • • ... ~.".~ •• "'" ~ '0 '" , oc" 

30-70 perce!l:'. P:ovisions.for.thi; ~surc .wi11 .. be,.ineludcd,.;in ~;.gr.adir.g ,peDnit. 

e) cOnditiO:lS. :~=~~~~l of'~'"licl~ .• io~ '~a,:~fr~~~rk ~~. ;.o1.lici 
" , ,.. _ •• ' , '. ' ,,' , • ". .... ,_I.,,~. _ ,,,, •• , .. , '. ,,"" " .. _ • .1 • '... • ._ ~ '''- • '" .... ". fi .' •• " 

c:o:'lSiee.: op~c:".s ,:;uch 'as nqui=e .t.rc:nspo:t buses. 'I1~s:woulcl ellr.:l:i.nate. sc:r¢., 
, • . • •.• v .,' ". .• • •• ' ,,, "", • '. " <... .,~..." . ,,"-.' ...... - ~,.. .... ~ ....... I 

25,000 vehicle :niles traveled ~ch: .. ~~day:~, .;: ;": .. ;:.",":. ::. ,; .. -:: ... , ... . 
Zhe ~P9lica.'1t. shall. ~t,"to tbc.CPOC .. a plat'" for,transportir.lg-'Io.'Ou.ers f%cm .. ., .' . . . ". .... .. '~" .. . ..~ '. , .. ..,. ~.' '"''.''' ... -' ' .. 

various sites ;in the Co~ty"to .. the~:u«; site •. 'nlis .. 'Will .. el:i:ninate·.25,t:OOO .. ve.:'iiele 
" "' .. " .... '.,., ... v., '" "'." " .' '. . , <C W".' ., ..... " ,'~ _' ........ ~ .... ,. "._'_"r .. n 

miles, traveled .ea~ .day.. Wi~ut. this.::~tion, rox.:~~~:~;'~ be.; ~ 
ontheo=derC?f l7.S.Jh;/hl:.,::.sc.ve.n.~~ a~ . ".' ........ ' ,:~, .. :~.,.: .. ,~ .. <: 
Shipsln Port· ~"~.an:1. ~t~g).! .. ~,... . ,~, . w~;'~::::"' ,':'.':-~' '.<:: 
COnditions for control of tl:'~.£pCrt cnis..oe;ionz d.ictate,.tlut:,ships~~::us:t~ ~::O".~, 

• • 4 • • 

pczce..'1t sulfur content fuel. 0:: less, to avoid ,violations. ofrthe·california S~tc 
" .. . .. "", .... ~ '" .' .... .. ~. .... .. ..... . 

mnbient· air quality st:.anda:rds encl. distl:ict r..lles:.. fox:: .land~:based:~~ees.·: : Ships 

usl.ng' 3 perc:e..'1t, 2 percent., or 1 r:ereent sulfm' fuel l\'OUld l:e invioJ.a:tiOn.:-:.: = 
~li~e ~ Coastal Act.,-PIJljlic ~c:es CoCe,SCcti.ons~302S3(3)··M.d,,·· 

'. . . , " . '- "" -. " ~. ~ '". ... ..' .,. " .. ~ .... 
30263 (b) .) . ' .. ~.' .. ; ..... : .: ,... ~',-:. ':',-. .'.::' ::..:::. " ~.: '~.: ,," 

COnCitions for o:lntrol of gas t\lJ:bine er.U.:;zions r.ust util;ze a ~1ater Inj~n 

System" .. (E?>.-t:e..-t.i. .~llna)· for ~"ox: :rc:d~. ~.~. syst~: .cons~tutes:.thc~.:. 

best. ~available co~..rol· tech:,ology .": ·It. w.ill. assistln the;at~.en~1 ,of:-~:,·S~'tC 
." " "",-. 

one r.ou::' lo."Ox e::ci.ssion sta.'"ldal:d of .25 ppm. fJ.'wo of-thc~,:thl:ee 35;.mega\r.Tatt:.turb.lJ'les 

w.Ul l:Ie. in· constz...'"lt:, operation: ,for·:plmlt.l=C1.~.. As,; designed, .the' .. tu::bines:: will 
causc: violatio~ l33.:hout"S::]?Cr year .~', D:'Iis::ion rcd.uc:tian whic:h:may:bo.,~ '.. " . '. . ..... 

with Wo:ltQr injection . .a:r:.e·on,tl~ oracr of 70· per~e.n~.~·ti even· with;.,th:i.:::.:red\X:tion, 

al.r"quality i.~:,~ysis: mus~ :be performed •.. ' ne::tuire:ents~· for~sa~ired ... : .. '," . 

~ri%cr l1:"~ .tr.im .hez).ters:. shall •. :be condit..ioncd::to:: .. use;:·~SClec:tion-~Ca~ytic·:,: 

P-educ:tion SyS""..e:r.~ (Southc:n:caJ.i£ornia E:Uson-~t()J. ~) .. fo::;:best ." ~ 

avzcilable control technology. ':i:his sJS'tCm is presently used s.n. J~ for nntur.u 

gas DJ::ning ~~tus, and is regareed to :e=luce t~x enissions by app:o~.atcly 
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'.. .. t,..,.."; 
" ",',. 

Cc.")d;i.ticn ~7S, contlnu~: . 

76. 

90 pc:cen:.. If tho gas-fi:rcd vapo:i:cr mood trim heaters ~ not <::em5.iti~~:~::'··e 
Njx contrOl,' tl-,ey :~~~ili. produce' on' the: o~eer:':of : 9. 24·.'llls;h;- ~'-8;47~'ib!:;~~ :'.'-.', 
%CSpCCti~y.. ':''XhesC;: e:niSSiOnsare ~'viol<ltkn' of'-tl-.c s J.bSJbr"llmit.-:PaS":ed~ 
the NOT SourCQ 'FI:Nia·., :r~Er.'.ents, ~.d tl".a.se emissions ~ :U.so XQ:lUi=~ lJi.r 

qI.lality s.r:~ anaiysis data S1Jl:missions. ,(P.ppliwle:-1mdei~taJ.::'l\etr::PiJbiiC,::::'.'~ 
. .' ,'"., ,.. "'-'" 

F.eso1.l...""Ces Ccx!e sections 30253(3) .ara"'30i63·(b) .. i'::·:--;·:· .. :0 -.:;',~: -.::' ~:< ,':--::<:, ~ .. :':-:',;,-- •. ' 

.Air !:oriitori.-1g'sYs,tcr.-.:" ,-- "":' -' .. '; .. - .. " ... > <:",: 

Co.utions ir.el'..!de the ~larentation and operation of an w.bient &i~t6:..~g 
pro;:.?.":l~ 'l~cit6r:in9'~'it'1:t~~ l~ticns' ~1ill'bCiin:one/~~pn.or:·tO;'~~;=~ 
pl=~ operation .irid ceritinuc ~'inclefirU.tcly~'· pori1l~ts \,..ea...'l:licd"for :5°2,1;0/1\02, 

~~ , 1'SP, SO, al'lQ.'o:onc, metcorol6sie~' paraie...crs 'Will;:-~el1lec w.cf sp,ced ~~.;;. x ~ , ", .' " ~ , 
di:ee-...ic.."'1 a.~ at:ro:phc:-ie' stability' (DQlta ,~e);'.': ':cOll~'':o:f~ic:it 

&:r~ty ~ta ~ ~t.my: signifiemi~ deterioratiem:of,·the""at::i):?Xii &~ 
insure the mai.'"l~"1ce of m.bi~t a.ir"~ty:"stori~~ ,'., ~ .. :,',.-"', :::." 

'a) ~'li"Onitorlr.S prograi:t"sh,u eonsist~of t"H'O 'Iron5.toring"!oeations;', opC::ation 

W cc:ru:ti:n-.cnt n-.untena."1Ce program, ~.d:redt:C:tion :Qf' data;': 'Orie site:Sl'i:all:~~' , 
located ~roxir..at:ely'2;"l/2:' ItIilcs ·.'~mw.tnd'\::ith:il'l"the isopleth' of:~~~~':' 

l:tpact area. '!he secor.d site ~~ll>l:e locatCcl'n~ 'tho.' ~o.,;; Store:';~~I~ '.' :,.:.e 
~;r.wir.d analysis. Final site de+-...e:r..S.r.ationZ·:sMll ~ .. s\lbject'-to:JU:f PollutiOn 
Control District's appto~." :':":, --":.,~:.':,~..::, ',,:-,::/~-~"-';::' ';:::; :',:':':: .. :'.-.::;:-:,:::' 

'b)' ~. folloWlng;:'lists'~thc Par~~ers r'~eQ at' ix:h site':~'::::;' ::~:::: ~,;;: ;,.,;: :,~::r, 

L.-t: sitc:":C2-l/2::lrIiles:~frOm s6\:1reer:'so2:"s6~,,-~·:O,I\02>-rro;;, ''1!SP~~t·~ .. :speed;Md 
Directl:on~>:~··"· ":;,,':. ," ,.~, .. ," .. '.:~-. ' ..... " ." '" '"" '~""'(. ~ .:' ,.:.::' '~''''''''-:: ... ,:~~.~ :> .. :~;:'~ -: ... ::,,,, .' ::./ 

2nd sitc'cr.car:Gaviota:store)":' SC2' 'S04':"~"O; l::02~··~:O~~·:T.SP'::' OzOrie/:t-i:£l,a':~ 
ll%'Jd Dircctio:l, Atr.'osphcrie S't2bllity ~ta Te:r.percltt.m!) ~ . ~,,;,~ :;:;::~'::::: 

c:) All rronitorin'j equi~cnt must l:c housed in:'terr.PeratUrecont:rollacl:::'trUctures·;:.; " , 
,w(3;-Oc):: .~ .. ,".," j ': ":':' ":. ,::: ..... ~' ',C"'.:':".~';.':: '1 ~.,~''':,:'.':,,:.:.~: ;:' '" ~.:;, .,:~:.~:-:-~.:":'~~' ::+:<: ,:::c:~,:'·.:'.,~<I~~·~: 

d) "~2\ll.~,~ty" ~eo:z:olc¢cal;: Md',' ~tii %'cil\lCtion'~~eins.:triust-:'~~~"'; -;:',:;: 
inztn..~tatiOn: lI~1?ro"Cd bY the ;~'"lta' .. Barhu-~~CoimtY' ;Air":Pon~on::CO~t:z:ol-~ , 

. Disttiet.'<lx:forc::'l.n.st:tJJ.at:£on~: '" .~ .. , ,0 •• /':" .'. ::: ~'~:.r-:,; .,':.:': :~' ... ;~.: . ' .' 

e)" tnta:'sr ... ,' 't " be %ceordcd:: contint:ously· o:l":!:oth: strit>: ~":%'eeorc::ers;AnC1 mgnetie 
~'&~·'e.Cl:J'Uis.itiOn system: c:arrpat.ibl~· for r>lA.y:'b::!ci:':ontsant'il· "BIS%~:County:; 
.i\i%' Pollution Control Distriet's'-eab reeIJet.l.ori eC;tUir.s:ent. ,~, .:.~ .. -<:-:~; -:';::-' :",' :',:,.',' 

f) F.cclueee·~..a ~!:O-'"lill',be' Gl,.~Flif.:d· to ~tti·B3r~-<:ounty·,Mr :i?oliution.··· 

(ljnttolDiSttic;"m:t,'thc:: Califo:r.n!~-:Mr 'Re:;oln'ces"Eoard:: ·(CARSFon:;~d-:CAP.l3 e 
=nthly:cata ·fo:m, TSn-l'" {4Inr~ -'~li\ter: than:: 14': &J.ys::after thc=end of;·ea.d:~:-: 

". " '" 
d", • 

.: , ..... ,:.:',:, ... , '~ 

'" ... ,.' ......... , .. """ . ".' ~ . ~;.;': ,~.' '~':.' ;'1 1.,,",:-
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Q:lnditio:l !:o. 7G, continued: 

e IrOnth of r.c.-utorin~forall9'~ p.'lr.:aretcrs. ~~::~d.-S1;';~tC:"eata·:s~l ~::. 
be dcli~ed no ~tc:'~ ~ ~~~ d~ ~eh,::Onth of' n-cni_ 'on'M:" '" ", ,,': ',: 
F02:.'~3 (4m). .," ',' " ': ',~ " -'--",':" '" 

~ '" .,.- " .. ,' . :.. .:~ .. ,_'.': - ~,~\!.".::::::, ~, .. ~' i"::'. " .. 

t;) .t~gneti.e tape cassette ~9'S of ~ I=Qllutzsnt :me! mete:rologieal ~ta' ~:i!l 

l::e eel.ivue:1 to the ~ta Bar~ County 1l:l= 'Pollution Q;)nt:col:,Dis::ict,no,-.'lat~ " 
•• ••••••• ,. - L" • • .. •• .. _.n· .............. _._'u' •. ....-- ...... _. " .• _ .. _._ •.•.... _ .• , ... _ .• ".:_ . " 

t!"z..~ l'; <!ays a!ter the, e.~ of each x:onth of It'Cnl:tOrlng for .mnse.ription ofdzlta 
on tl-.e Air ~oll\."tion cOn~l cistrict's' Pla~b.lQ: ~~t.': Sb;i?·~:'%~:'d~:· 
In;S 'Will al~ be delivered to the »cD ~tthe ~ ~~ '" ', .. ~ .... ' ' :_" .' .. " ~;'-

1:1) All &ta c:oll~ ,.r.i.ll be C:O~idered ~iie &t.-S'arXi ~~l~'f6~ ~~ ,~. 
~...iO:l or Q.."Olieation.' - .,', - ' " " ".' ,,'. "'<'.,''', ',::: ,,:, 

" . . _ ... - .. ,. .. . -:.~ --.,.. '." .......J ;' -<.'~: '::. ~":,.:. ..'" ':~. ' . 
i) O,I?eration U\Q rainte:n.!sr.ce of tl".e r.Cnitonng' vrcxJrDr.l sl'Wll:e, conducte4 bY ' 
pro~essiO~.al i::d.i~C1Jals or c:ontraeti."'l~ f~ with ·l).···~of ~!~:. ' 
direct. field ex:,:e.rie:lCe in th~ uze of zllr quilityand ~06r~i~i~' ~nit;;:dri9'" 
:£:-.stmr.c.~~tiO:l. A:eS\::'e of ,w:>tk ~en~e sr.All be~pllcf ~ .,~~~, 
Ba:l:bIlra Cotmty 1Ur Pollution Control D~..::ict ~n r~. f~r :~. ~~d~" ',.' 
di%ectly involved in the ntmitorlngprcgram. , . ", '. -.: 
j) A doc:\r.c..~tct.l,~ty assu%zs..~ pla.~ rnu=t ~ sclmtted to.th6·'.PCOfor' 
~ 30 days, ptio; to. tho bCsinr~g of ~.~:i.e.~t W' ~nito~~: ~. ~ty , 
~-w:e pla.~ ~ c:onf.om to tl".c re6u%err~tS of the ~, '-~6~ lk' 
~ccs Soard (CA:RB), ar.d the onited .. States D'lvUonrcent65l ~ction ;.Cjeney for 
the Qpe-""<ltic:l. ~~ r.Ain~of M lIr.lbie.",t .ur~~.p~:-:, '.,~ .'~'" ' .. "' .... ' , 

, . 
k) CallJ:)ration of ec:zuiprrent s.~ be' c:or..1ucto:l'on cl.l sen:;ors:arld datar~on 
eqIJi~"l.t in ~ ~e= :I."'lI!at in~spceified::by tr'.eSB1\PCD.:·:F.ecol:tl:;O!-~~l·~ 

dyzlZl:.lic <2lili!'atio:lS s.~ l:;Ic' ~iiedto··SBAPCO·r.o latC'r tlo;.m":;a"cn:-<1ays·~ter'::, 
each cal ;'bration.· r , '. • ... 

1) ~ W;:CDa.~ 0\.t1,B staff smJ.l have i'r.r..ed.iilte ~ to,.l::ot.'l::ronitoting " <-
10CltiO%jS for citl'lcr ~..ions· or auditing theili m:nito:Ong'pI'09X'arn~: ,~ .-... 

m) 'to ~e tl-..at all data colleetccl: is rcl.iClble· ana ,valld,.:tho.,=~~t, m--, :,' 
:::or.itoring P:txJr= must follow tlle c:.uaJ,ity assurance pl;:m IIp?ro~ed;l'y_,. ~Q) ", .... 

~ om.' .Znis :p~ 'mJSt inel\Xle. sublission of site c::ritex:~.to :CARB~ar~ ,~~S~ 
:cat.ionof:1~sitcn~ ff% eae.'lnonitorlnglcea'tion· to ellow.&ta.to.l:e.-., . 

,. ",' '... ',' .'... .,' '.~- "~ 

filed :in tre ~ datclhzmk. 
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Air Pollution Control District· (~t.) 

77.. ~lieant '~:reet all r~~ts of ~'So~ceP.evieW 'as'i~' ~ ~e 
9.1 of the ~"'1~ :aa:r:bara' countY iPC6 "ane 'ill. other l:uleS'ancf~t.ionSWin· 
artPly to the p::ojeet, includ:i:lg equip:rent \lSed d\.'lrlr19 eonstru...~:,,', 

!'oare of'Supervisors, s\"~lyof Eleet:ical Energy'Nceds ' " 

7S.. All elect:ic p.7 ... 'e!" utilized :by the f~cility s.~'l:le' produced Onsite p.r:ovidcd'': 
that offsite e1eeb:ieal ~ Ira':! be'pe.tmit~ed~~·the:'faciJ.itY~rea~e.lan·'· 
operative ~?aei':.f of 0 .. 9 'PCF/D if appllca."lteonclusively deIl'Onst.ra~ ~t·''that:'· 

• • " • .>" 

time or :no soo.")C' than 'two' years prior to'that tS,rnC'l:oth' of the' folloW:tn9':'" ' 

A) ~"'1sio.." o! the gas turbine ge:nerat.ing capacity is~actiC:ai:'Or:'~ " 
una~i&blY :result in \lriacceptaole' levels of dxpolluts,on \:lnd~' then-eu.r.r:~t 
:best av.nlable c::mtrol technology a.."1d s~~ ~ 

b) No other met.'-.oCt of onsite ~ gene:ration. 'C.incl~g w.tth:>ut' :l~tation.·~ 
• • t' " 

cold ~ systers ~ solar wd 'wind ~ 9~e...~ti~n} ,,:rs.' ~~ible" ~t'~~·.""", 
tin'e such eapacityiS' reached. ' " " J .. ,,,, - "" 0,',' 

'l'ransnission of offsite power tothe"~Site, "u 'pezmit~ ~er'the': ~';e-'-<' 
shall :be by.mea.-1s6furt3er9io~ l.iri~~t ali: piaCCsVrs£bi~ fran Within:thC: 

... , , , . ' 

coastal zone as defined'in se<:tion'"3010i of"theCa:tifor%u.a'::~lie';~ce"'cOde~ 
• • ,... .~', .,., "'~", 0/ «. 

~. "'~ .' >. • '. • " • 

Plan.'U."'lg l?e?::--oent, ~tailrbrlito:rlng Conditions': .;" ... 
-' ". , ..... , .,',' 

"', • 'Yo.. ,.. " .. 

SCi. 'lbe- appllcan't. s."".all~teforlosses .to:narine resources, pref~ly.:Ul ~ 

~,a loca.t.ic= ,as l=Ossiblc .. '~tion meast.U:es'~,~be' ~~ed .~'·~ith .t.~ 
,. ... ',. .. ~~ ~ ... .'" .. ..,' .. --.. -' . " "., " . 

De'"'~~t of Fish .a."lfl~. . Tho· extent .of ~Pl:09:t'lIm sllall, .relate .to the level 
, ." " '.'" . .," - -' - .,1 •• ' ._ .... .r ...... ~ .' •• ' '.' ~." ' ...: 

of ~c'"...s a."'ld. :r;::y vary :f:ro:n ~ to year. '!he p:rogrmn shall cont::i.nue ,th:r01J9..lo)out 
• .. . '" ' ..... _· ... _.f·,. • ~ i ••• ', .•• ,' 

the life of, the p:roj.eet, . incl~, ccnst=uc:tion, operation,.anCt deo::rcroissioning 
. O!!" ,,~ ', •• ,. ,~ •• • ., 

of te...-n:t.""Ial a.'"ld facilities (P~R..C.s 30230,30231). "' _ .' 
.... 

Bl.. As ~ of-the: .env:i.xom-e.ntaJ. ncnitorlr19 pro:j%a!ll, and ·:in,.c:onjunction.with re
plMtingo!graCci a.reas~mtive ,spee:tes shall·bcuscd·~ ·ue.~lC!,:"Siven: 

exiztingsite characteristics.- F.eplantl.."'lg and.:reseeclil'l9"shal1::be',part"of Do total 
, ., . 

~ps.n9'PX'OS"-WI1 &::signee to: m.iti9'~te 'the :iltpaets of,:.the:-zacility "on' c:oastal 

vis1:l3.l :resom:ees (P.R.C. ~ 30240, 30243, 30251). ." .... ". " .. '.: ", ~/:" ,.' 



. A. 57626 et.,,1. /km APPENDIX E 

82. 

. Page' 19 of~~'31 .... • ." ,f. 

Env. ccnt .. 

~o tl'lc ~ e;c"..e.nt feasiblc:, cons~on rrat.e.ri.& shalll:'.C transPOrted-to:· 
the site by . rail, frOQ t~.wf pi~? 'FO~ts in mo.jor ~ll~ing.arw at';: 
eistcmt :railhcac1s. .. '.' '" . "; '.,; :.', . . ,':'./: . ~,,, 

'" ,"' .. ~. 

..... ~.~:'_.~~, .. =: ,',- ..... ~ "r ...... 

S3. R> pcr:ra.~e."·lt ·orter.;orar.r ,Q\'elllnsss~..alll:e,bui.lt ,or :tnS211C<l_on::~:'s~t~ for 

resieential w;e other tl'2n th::>se neeecd for const..~~...ion':';~~tcd 'aC:;:dV:i:tY;" such 
, ,," '" .- .. :- - .. :..,.. '-':_~:, :~'<-::-: . 

. , , ~ 

24. If ~ 'need a..""isas for tc%";?ora.ty h:;Us:Lr.g"of C'Onstruction,'·:orkc.""S,·o=·local .. X'~e
ational ve..'Uele ea:.V; ... o1.r'i!s l::....""CCr.e aclvc:sely ~c+'..cd .. thtoU<Jh.~:u::;e,t.y: con-. ': 

st..."\letion \.'Ori:e::sfor ~err.pora.""Y resicQnI"',e:;, :the ~l'Pli~t,. s:~l, ol:l~, c;ot:rnty 

l!L'?r.:l~ ~or ~·elol'~~l·loeations, for ~:~7tr~~:..'c,r'RV.f~,~ll:t,i~~- -' 
• ,-' j " .... 

ss. ~ applica."'lt s~l provide the SantaI?arW'a:Coun~y Plannirl!1~ar:tr:'.ent·,~th, 

Wo::mation o..~ t.~ origin ~ terrtx>=a.tY.MO/or,:~t·loea:t:ion:,of"eat'loyc~i 
~l construction Q.~ operation., TAlis infomation shall be transmitted scni-

. '. ", ' •• ' " . h •• 'I~J~; ":" ," •• ' •• ",J .t. 

an."ually d\:rlng, .eo:'lStruc+"...ion.,: . 

P;anru.ng te;>artr.e.nt, Cons~cti6n·,~c1C;,".>Qration ',. '.' . es. SUrface .... -ater whieh"(l~tes or ~,onto the :l.t'ea o{prO;iOsEX:1 .. e~o~.cn~~-:"·
shall l:e int~...cd In' non.~lc Qev:Lces and· ch.:.."'lncle4 eith~ to 'the ocean 

" ......... ,,, -~'.~.~ .... " '~' .. . 

or canada eel Cojo. 1\0- dr~S'e shall :be all~\~ to· spill'oyc:r ,~tw2l or ~ed . .. . s ", .... ', '... '. 
slopes, or coastal bluffs (p .n.c. s 30253(2) ) .' . ". . ',' '" ... 

. , . . . 
87. I'qui~"lt fo:: the cleanup of petxolC\:m a."1d o-..llcr ha:D%Qousproe1,lcts,-.~~ 

with e::tW-::r:-e.nt !o= deployrrcnt, shtlll :oe placcQ':~, Zl~ropri:z1telocati01lS·:to,:: .. 
handle blmke:- oll, cliesc-l ftJel, and other haUl:rdous ~tancc:s .spilled ~i%l9' 
c:or.struC'"..ior. ~ operation of· the. facility •. DisFO~ ofoU ~~t~~'~~ In' 

, .. . .... . ... ,. , .. , ,: . '''~ .. ;:;' ":',. 
ao:o:rcla."lce .... 'ith ~.e eY.ist.ing Cot.U'lty PetrolC1:o ordintmce .~ .. , 2795, S 302:32, P .. R.C.) 

- •• J ~"'H ~ ... /.1 .. , :.: ...... ,: . ..:. •• 

SSe U,t:on obsolesee.~cc or ~tion of Operation, the tc:t:r.Unal·shalll:e,dec:om-.. : 

missioned., all e::uir.r..ent a."'lll materials :ra:rovcd, :i.ncludl:lg .trestle, pi~ 
. ,'r.i.t.~ the 'site, ~"'Xl e1ectri.QJ., t:r~:~s::ci.ssio:l ~ ~~ imd .. Off.3iit;e; :&~ " 

. ,.' ~" "'~'.'." ' '.~ 

the site :restored to prior condition.. ~ PJblic utiiities~to_rCeeiv~'g:~'fl:om 
the ,~,s.~ ag:ree·~.r.i, th the CPtA:.to ~tee ~o~~ ~f' this' 'ea;,.::.' 
dition. ' ....., ", ", - ":' ," 

... , ' 

S!l.. Pi.iarto ope:%tion'ofthe facility, developer shall remove:or cause ,:to)::~e re
_ . ~.an~ve· grourxl,'mQn-maae junk end acl:rls·,located,.on~propcrty._:. : 

90. ~,w.idth, of thepipcli."le· right~!~y shllli ~. subject'tO 'th6-fo~dns: eon-
.~ - , ." ~ .. .... . _. ~. . , ,. . . 

~tions: . ".' , . . ~ .. ,. 
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Pl~ tg?t., Construction' Opc:rCltion,' continued: 

f90, continued: 

a), If p:-xuction ~pacity i::;not c.:-::?C~..e<l ~: ~eeod :'900: ~,;::r,o::~thin·fiv~ :~¥s;'" e 
one 34" pir.eline shill be inst.Jlled. ~. ~dth of the r.i9~t~f~t:~";:· 
not cxcceci 100 feet' C\lrinC] c:ons~..i6n·~ 50' f~et~d~inC]oi:er~tion.;··: . 

b) If prod,uc:t.iOl'1 Cil~ity is C)..~teC! to exceed 900 ~!,a:'D .... witl~' five'ycm:s;' . 
tile p:~~sed ~aiiei 34ft piIcli."'le ·sh.alll:e iristzillee':'auring:;the"initial', 
cOnstruction pcriod~ ,. 

c) If tllC parallel pircline is inst.lllet1, 'either 'initi.ally'·or·~at:.~ later: 

r:oint, tl".e-right-of-way·.::h.all. not occ:e= ,12~ feet ,durin; .o:>~truction. and .. 
~ . '. '''. ,. -. ''" ... .' . ." - .... ~ 

75' feet·.e.u....-i,."'l(j'.·operation.: ." .. .. :::.:.~. ",<; .:;:' ',' ..... ". 

91. a)' DJri.~9' conS-..:uctionof tI'lC'·pir.eli.~e~' 'Usc ·of 'srou:')cl' ecJ:Ui~t'.and.r:.ateri..al, 
stOrase shell' l:c restricted. to the' 'pr6serll:ed" ri9ht-o!'-w.y .,' :, > ....... . 

b)· Sideeastir.9. of: soU . ~ .,lx!. restrictee: ~. the rer.owl, ~~f,. exces::; soil. 
e)' T'r.c use of herbieidcss!-.all;·l:e-, :l?rolUbitecl~ 

92. 1my sUbsequent repair' oPP..rations ::;l1ali'1:e '~:lc.-ettc> the sa.":".eoperaticnal,· 

soil t:rea~t, MlCl :rcvcg'etation eoneitions orig:inillY·~?plicd •. "".. ' .. ". ' ... 

Board of ~sors, V"isu&, Lightinq, and Ge:le.r~ ·Liability.;, "," ",. ,. .-

93. Withstor~se' ~"lki' Pat;:i.ill.y undu 9"=O'-""ldedi as re:reln~~~~." ~'~Ot:her, . , e 
Uov'e-g:ro..me ~es anrS" ec?;Ui~t sMll 'l:lco:apletely :sc:r(~e:lfXL:~ 

•. . -:J.p ' ' 

&eet ObSe=vation"f:rom any p:>:int en ~~'surface.wi~:~'~"~'~ ':: 
the facllit'i by suitable mcW'l~e:l dense"la"·Xisea?ing~:and .. '~ ,~:,~ted -

to aehicve the ~~ C2!rr'OUfl.age p::>ss5:0le ~ the per5.od prior ~ 
full %M.~ty,of the"so:ecn,p~~;., . . ..." ,,-' .,. , 

94. t~·l:e.m 'of ·cxtC.rlor lishtin9'oriSiMtin9' .in' 't::he fOlC.iJ.1ty, ~\ldin9"'the,marlne 
faCilities,s..~ 1:e Qixec:te6. ~d"~:raeent'~ mtbout~in~te.~~ 
S"'"...ruction.· 1~9ht liShting of a,.:"y kind: shallbe: .. r~etce .. to ~t %~ed:;,for 

1) conztrU.:-...ion.. activities, mld 2) essent.:i.al. safcty.lightingd\.1ri."'lS ,.oper,a!4-Cjn.c;., , 
• r ~ '.'.' ,_ •• '.... ~ ," 

95. The ov.':'ICr ar..d the' o~ato~of the"fadlity,lrcllJd:i.ng~the:·incliviclUoll"p.lrtne=s 
of ~tcm I::G i.s.scCiateS, 'sh3ll l::c' jointly lUlCl :seve%al.l.y·li:lble' v.£:thout ::regard 

to fault for ~' lesany ~le d.ara;es or' injorics suffered ":by =1, pro:

~'o:' pe:son: locatcd outside the e;..."t~or boundaries' of t.'le' property.<ineluded 

in this awlication that. :result from or arise out of ~ DJG gas ~ 't'rater'.:.-, 

spillage, fire, explosion,'Q(Jor, cr airp:>llutio."l \'1.i.thin~ ,saidfaeility., .. 

For the ~se of 'this eondition, the "f'aci,·~ty". .. shaU :~:,~~,:~~~~, ~~. 
ma:rinc .facilities, .. the sas Mndlinq fD.cl.lity, ~ pipc1.lne = ~SiOll 
"£acilities ~ ~ '£rem 'the p:roPe:tY,. -M.d' ill" Vesscls; ':r~~~s':of~ewncr::lUP ,. 

. ,r-"" .. ' " " 
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,~. • t"","- .... -
_ ~~rl' I , -..I ... / 

.. 
• (_or'. 

Condition ~5, c:ot.Itlnucd: 
I ~~ _ _.. • '" J_ ~'" _ ... ," , .. 

or ~ntrol, t.i~ Or:dcSignec~C~'''tX;an...~ri·or';Ot1~.~ ~:~'~on:'-~ 
, with the r.m-w O!'JC%'r3~;'whilc loe~::"'""C!or ope:r:'at:ing: ,within. :thr~ .mileso:,:~ 

s.ho%'2linc .. "ZUs:condition,shDll not s:is.ureto' thcbenefit,of~any;~',*(owne.rs 

of 'the 1·:.estern' u:::; f~eili~J.. " ~'cor:C!ition ~li'~.;oC$' or ~::strlc .. 
, . ..•• -". . - . " . ~ .' " .' r' ' " . '. ,.. '__ •• ' ... .-. ~ 

~Uit'.l for ul~eous ~ctivities, dcfi."cs1:hC'faeility" ~ld·'acti'lf.l.tiez"-tc. 

~eh'it is il::?li~le, ~ defines: the entities that a:-e';'p.:,rtl.ei~+~ .. :(·or;~c-
fie~ie:; in the tlltrlll'lil:udous'ACtivi:y, arld-,~tl1ez.tise,:t:hC:extant:of:tl:Us" ... ;" 

strict ,l.iabilit'/, and the: l.i.1\itatio:-.:: ~n it shalll:le governed b,y the aPr>li~le" 
l:1w'of~o~~sttict liab5,J';'ty~' " ,'; ,,-.' '."'~';-.':~':~_',;:.",:'" 7·",.·· .... ".,' 

Dcpart:r!e.~t 'of En..,.:_~~~tnl, :Re~ource:; - UiG- Shil?'Slfet',L ':'. '. ',,_ .,,: - ,H 

96.. ColliSlo:l Jl..voic2."lec Systeo (0\5) - '-:he ship shall j:e .equi~.!'Jitll::l1-JIX:>dc.rn:~, 

Collisio.'l A~ida."lee Systor.t to proviee rapid W.iec.t#m of r.ote'ltial. eol) ; s=io~ 
t.'u'eati ar.c1 freetheb..--idS~ o:c; ~'tl-.e ~~g'~:~1~"~f"ra~piotting: 

• ',- " • ,",' , ' ••• _.' • ~."" r ;·'L'·~'';'·:' ':,:.:'/. ".;::_~' ... '.;,.': ..... ::"'" .~., 

97. ~ - 'n:c' sr.ip .::1J.:1J.ll::e C<lUi~ \.:i:t:h:an an~.orncter~:tc:>.:prcYVida,:·"'r.iJx1:,: 
s-,tX:ed .. mld di::e-::"'...io:l.'infom.ation ,.to:/t:l':e bricge.. ,rus . .info:cTlrltion ~ \1:tll',l:e,: neees~J 

fo-: doeY.ing ar.d to ensu:e ,that docking is rot at~ '\JX'ld.e:r conditions, out~ 
.' '.' ~~. " •••• '. - •• ': .. , •••• '. ' ••• :." .... ""_' •• ~' ... '.' •••• > .,'."':: •• ",_,::-',e,.', P'~~'" 

e 98. 

side the ~icd o~atio~ envc:lope .. . . . . . ':', .... -,:: '.", .~.~.,'~,:. 

Rate of 'l'urn Indic::ator - 'l'he :ship:.s.hzW.be cquippcd.,w.i:t:h,a".rate::,of :tux:n.:il'ldi:
cater to :reacl out',at the stoo.."'ing stand for ·tISC'.by,:thc"~.mld:~t.:a:',sec.ond 

,,!'p.roprlatc place on the brid~e. for U$e by the !1lstc:r/.i>llot. 'This ~tor', 

~ assi~'t in ~ir-9' andeoeY.in~ tlre V:G ship. ~" 
. '. ;.",... . . , -~.' ",.-.:: .... ~ ... '.: ~.',,:.~ .,::' ... :,' .:."~', ... ' 

99. ~,Vclocir.'.c-..c: -,If it is not provided on::the pier, thc:.s..;ip::,~ lX:,:::. 
~~ with a cli:r:ect rc~dS.n9' bric!ge glos~. or.' =:imlaril!~~:.~t, 

displZl.~ the veloci ~1 of the mw a."'ii. stem (separately) 0:ard the pier. 'l1"liz 
. . .. . f,,' . : "". . ", _ ' .. ~: ,_' .... ." , .' . ' ..... :. ~:,';" .", . ... ,.h: ... :~:: •.. ' ... ~...: • 0' ,- ·.~'~·.r ~.'):.;: .... '~ '.~ 

w.i.ll ZlSSist i.."l preventing too hi~h a later~ velocit:f of.,~e~p..'intc>:,~: piex:~-:, 

.,", ... I,,,., J" 

.. ~.... . - . '- .' ~ -

lOO..Rzlnse !Mke=s - ':'hC: ~.~ slw.ll ~ 'eczuiPOed t;r.£:th .e.set'o£- range:,ir.arkers'<.1(:

. f~g 'the' i."litial' ~ro.:\C:l. to:thc pier~ One ma::J:er·at·the"cnd;;of,'t!'~:t:r~..1e 
mld'a scCOnclon"thCr.I3inJN.d~ properly ... f;gned. ,:; '. " -... " , ~" ," 

.' " :':' ". , • _" ,,T'~' :.:' 

lOl. I3lJoys - A b:oy shall Xl'IQ;t'}: the location of the rer:ortcd ~~ (h.!lzardto l'l:l.v:l.g,a-. 

"_''', "0 

tion} at longitt:ee 1190 20.5' latit\l".k340 24..4'. ' 'l'his reported·.roC:k~-:t~ at:'a ,.'.:'.,: 
depth of fOlZ fath:r.ls ,~·:t:t.Wt :be avoided rt;/ u;G ships~· At>loa=t'"tt,.:o,;b:oys';' 

shilll ~ktlle soUthCm";a:'1Cl ~-rost,~ of the: field" of: su'l:r.e~ec'r .. 
~1l-~...ad.S iIi tl'J! Vidnity, of ·~offs:-x)re. 'oil<pl.!l.tfom; (Ii~) .. '"'?llese l';ell-

heads ~c ~t a depth of 61~ fat:.hor'::s: M.dshallbe avoided by ,Il~:,~,:,,:;;hip:;.:.,%J.O,:o;ller,_: , 

bJo:,(S.~ tee, ~:ppl:OaCh t:o-tl-~ cJoek are r~,. ~:!l~:~d::~~:':'.c 
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~ ,4 ' .......... , 

• ' , .. ,,..,., .',,_, .... " ••• ,.1 ", .... , ~' ............... ,., .. ',,_ 

102. Li~ of ~ ,Pic:c - 'l1:e .entire ,trestle"w pier head shall"have $1'liclded,. 

li9hts not djxc:tl~ v.i.s~le.,mn the'~ ·~~.";~:~9~~'~" '~,~~~~tioe 
at niSht&ld. ~'al.l'oonditions of~ visibili:ty .. ·,',E):oept:for."aetual:search 
~...cs" ~~ghts or £l.oodHshtspointing :;ea\/ard,slw.J. ~ avo~, "~ 
oecultin9', <list..inctive:-eol~~~ light <m tcpof',tl'lc ~n~i .~~·~is,~~ee 

• • " • ,., , .. _. _ •• c... ,. , •• n "... '.~'"'' ' ••• "' '. _.' 

to ,seJ:Ve0lS .:1"nav.l.gation .aid for ships mt yet it! the ~C).a~~ •. ~::" 

Si~o in!;t.r:.'e"l.tatiotl·mitigatingIl'.easutes·,are· as!ollows':',,-, - ';'.- . '" ,. 
, • .""', ~ '. " . . ... '. 1 '. ' • ,0". '., • ,., /,'" ,'." •. , . t· ..... • h· 

103. ~~thcr ~tt'\::'.e."lt.at.ion ..; 'The c:Ont:ml w..;Ci-on: 'the: pier' sliall-bC"prOvided"~'l:th 
~, • " • <~ ... " ,. 

.an an~Or.'Otc.= for direct onsite rca~--~f\~d~-".me··d:u:~';n:tO~'~t :in 

dote:crUrdng if tl'le toMd condl:tio~a~ti~: r>ier,,~e~:i:nSide:-or~:outside,::the~~~_~: 
fico.'ope:atio:"lZU envelopc~':' " '- .. '.' OM" ,- :.:':-:,~: _:~:.:r, .. ':~"" ,~,:.<, ,,',':. 

104. vis~illty:.:e~sur~t - "The -~~t%ol' ~er '~h.lll: be~'~~o';;'dcii' ~a~·.~~;:'~ 
'. " ",. , • '."~." ",,.,,.. • "_ ••.•• , •• ,... :~\. I. "" .,.., ..,~J ~_, '" .~' ,', 

a ;()~oced\:refo= dct~g. if t.~ viS::tbility 06'riditi6ns at tIlC'-pS:~ are" wiele 

or olJtside ~ .~.ice operational envelope. I:ar~' a;~smes~of-·· distances ,':'

~on~ 'the trestle to:bevis:i'.ble- f:z::oo> thc'~-eo:\t:::ol·~~, \'olO\lld'::l:e·:-aclcquate~· 

lOS. S\'JCU/tbve z.:e~~ciCnt .;. 'lbe' Pie:-'~h2lll l:c "~ip~'dci &tt ... ~e ~~'~!~-: 
height, d:i:r:ec-...ion, a."'ld period can l:e ~~ed: to" ~~ ;if':th~:~~ ~-cltcr 
c:o:XU.tion:; are wide or -aUtsiee~w S?ee.if.i~:·~atioMl.::cnvelo~:''Xhi:;:·=ay.'~·: e 
be ~li:he<ll:ly ~y.ob-"~g 'tbevave- and: swell.~ct.ion:;a9'zcinst;a;·:'Ia!rY..ed . ,,. . pil.S.nge" .. ~ ',.i. :'~ ,. _~. ~:~ ;" :' .• ':~: ":'.'_::: .. ~ .. ",: f.'~.:::I' r·::::,:,f.::,.~'~:,', 

•. .- ,'~' ••. , •• 1',', ,'" ,.,- "_",' .~. r . ".. ~. ~,~ •. :' , ,~" ... ,. ', ... 

106. ~ - 'n-.e calt::ol tower sl'0li' ~ equipjecl ,,;oith .a surfaCe '~ai6h' racUU: 'W:ith a 

l5-to 2C>-::1ile r.a.."'lge". Thisra~ . shal.lbe oper~~ ·\·;hQ .. ,+ ,an:U;G-':ship.! :ts-::i.n/tr.=ns:r.t 

\ ,':.,' .....• ,,' ,'C ._.~:. ", ,'.: ',L,. " • ..... ,",:"" ':'.:' •. :1 ..... " < •• '(.:_' :,",''''::_: ~. :,:1.::;- :, ...... I,,~ ........ ,.--', 

PJ:'oc:cc:ure rni~9'a~ ~es' lnvolyins the ~Pl?roo.ch l:oute, c:c:rnm.mica1:'ions, ~ Md, :the 
;z_~,' ... - __ , .... , " ,"- . , .' '" '-, .~ , .... "" -,,' .. ,>, ..... ",'.. .. 
~"'l9' opcra;i:.l.01-~'cnv~.or:c-..' .. - . . . . -' .... -,'.'. -. -.< ... :- . " <-;. " ..... -.. _._ •••. 

107. ~i.."lS its a~e.'l to t.~ vieinityof the 'trestle, the:I...,-:c;:ship ·'shall"·att~;: 
to c:onm.miQte.~th .. all ,other· vessels w.i.t!nn (or 'potantUUly w.i. thin)-- its- .path ". : .. 

• •.• , I. ~ • T • ' •• ' • '" .. ',r L "'... .. , 

Mod .ir.fo::m ·tl"~o: its .1nt.c:ntio~. It is :tecora"'..endod-.'th..:lt,the·ccntrol to\~ en 
, ~ 0'".' .' •• t " ." _ .,. _" • 

the pier a~ to <:.'CIr.roUnieate \>:ith. ~ .. with:~Uc:h.-,tl1e.::U~ ',~i>,my :~ter-

"., .,t' - • no.. " 

'. .. ' ••. ~ ,'.1. • • .... " •• " ., " .. 

lOS. ~ n."Gship il.'"ld the. site, shall·:nutl.W.lyeonfL-r.r., }:rI.: U,se·of .. thcir. ra&rs.mx': 
" • • •• •• ' 'W," 'r"'-' •. ',' '+T •• '''," 

~t';,,":".s, zW.. ves~ traffic with_ \hic.'" ~lC U;C.ship',may _~~.'.-~ 

~ure, par""...icularly tm<3e= cor.ditions ofl.:i.mited ~ility,.w.U.l,. in'effect, 

be a ~ traffic ser.r.i.c:e for ~··U~ shi~-~.,thcir aw~ and_~ 
· .. ·.:,~;l09. The site c:ont:l::Ol towe:: shallalsO·a~e'the::ship Of eci.:sting·and· fO!:ecas~ 

. ~ 'c:or.cli.tions' ll.'"ld, In 9~, e::ert:'A"p:>Siti'VO'xole over~~ zm:rUndC%' 
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Condition"~109,, contin'JCd: 
1ro'ha~'sPecifie',~£;.~nS ~'ship':~!;oilld ~~-'~~' ti-e;ii~'6i:~t ~f~;:: .... -. 
£aVQr~le ~a~,'~~~ or ship _~~fii~.·C:O~~~:': -iJi'''6~dCr-:'ior:: ~;-o.e 
facility to be ~l~ to 'ass~e :tl;;Se~ons"~d ~ff~v~iY6k~·"~:~O~, 

.' ,,, ..• , "v ',to, :".~. ',- .;",. '" '~",7, , .. '~~~,,: ,.':" ...... ' "~"~ ...... r:"';r< : ... ~~. ~.r._.' 

the .ta.'Cr shallJ'l.avC slJffici~t r:'.eteorol~iw, navigation," and C:crrMuriicab.on:; 

e 

input a. .... e;o~~~~~t~ il~cludi.~i FossibJ:c" i~s~;:;i~·\la.;cJ~~':m} -' .,:,;,' 
llO. Eefore opcratio~qoft.~ facili~.!, thcCPt:C' shall :d~~eq'~ifii·~~i~r¥ £0: 

. ,', . ':' '.. ,", ~',~ ': .... :" ':~.: ::-: ..... :: ,:_ ,..,,;.>.: ... ~_.,';:) .'-"': .r~.,:;~.'.~~' ;~',", 

I!~G::r.i? aPl~toac.i. to the .pier, for. r~g at the c1od:, Md. for le.lving the 
". ," .. '. ' .. ' ", .,~ :,." .. ,.',' ""}.' : .. <,~'~. ':~~' ,~>.~. " .. ,,"':-,'" ~r·:,,:,".~'~" c.- .M~": 

l:crth; a."ld, these shall includ(! 'Visibility, wind sr.eed, ~ \lr.w~ hci~;ht con-

siderations. 'I:.e"'~conc3itio~ Sl~-.J.l·~ enfo~c~. tmtll';;~ii: d-it~ii .. :~~::~~liec1 
.' ,. ., -." .. ," _.... . .,. '. . ':.: ''''. '.' .'._', .. ; "'.J '.:,./::_-': -', i \ -; _,'.,. __ ~:.:.: ~',~; .• : :~ •. : •• : 

to the.facility ~ the United States Coast Q"a:rCl.. ' 
" • - • - .,-,' /; M '. ',' : ... :.:.~ •• :,', .... - •• '- ..... ". • •• :'.'.,, __ '\~'.:,':'" ~~,:c,,:"';" _'-

lll. I:~ ships USl:.e; ~ lr:lI:ort f"eility shall hlve c!l:oar<l <Suring' each tr.:u:-fil.t frem 

the sow:cc to tl:e t<!rr.lS.nal ~ person c;r..:zslified ~.d. cer-...ifiecl to r~·~~~:i~~
vice·.all shiPs' ~vigat:ton ~.d Co.~eations' lns~.ents;,·and-have availllbl~ a-,~.: 
supztlY ~~ l:e'!Jla~~-rent parts'suffioCnt to 'ensU:re:the r~l~ilii..;P.:of',sUc:h instru-

. - '..... . '. , .' -. ", " .. 
:r.e.,,~ and :~"Ste::s. 

0<'. ~ " I, ~,: .: .. ,. -.', .. " ,'. ~ . " ••• 1' ..... ,. i. '. ,", ~ I·.M ,' ... '" ..... ~ 
~'. '.'. ,.,,-,~,Y' .. , ,_ , ... , .... ' .. "M •. ~ '. _ ....... ,~_' ... 

D:I:.R. - iMir,e ra.cilitics ,._ 
" .' ~. h., 

" ' ••.•.• ,' ... • .' , .... ,I '-, ~,"" - I '.'Y • ~." ,.,' , •••• 

112. ~1C CPU: shall eontr~ct ...-ith the State ~t 'o! "FiSI~ Md""~ and-the's~te e ~~Quz!li~: C6n~l ~d to'~e~'thc~!ea:;ibilitY Of·\lsing::adiffarent.: .. -" 
~tci e:6h;,nge and Wlporit.ation system·fran·the one-'pJ:cip:tSed ~or leSs~ 
biol~kaJ. ~...il~ pr~urCs' in ·tI~sca~atcr'~er.l~ " '. If': the· usC 'of::less 

c.ilorlne ec; .. (.Oll~) or adc~i9nus~g ~-mcKcl: ~llo·it."'iroiJghOUt"tbd 
s:.~ (neeii:"lg r.o anti~fol~ chomicais) . is fo1md: to· :be':en-Jir~tally pre
£er~le, then t.."'.e <::PO: s~~ll ittpl~~t -Such systems -mld/or ~t:es ;',:' -".' 
~ conditior..i."l9' tl'o..e ~'t aecor<lingly: CI"~·R..C.E'30231l.·: .. ':,',.:.:::"" ',.:: ... '. ~' .. ~ 

~ . - '.',' .., ...... 

m. ~ r.aril'lefac:Uities· si~ebe cJe:;i~ed 'to'~e ·:i:ltcr.ferenCe-'with::longsl'lorc 
~5~.cnt tra.~:t cP~R..C' .. 'l 30235). : .. :.~, "'" '" .' ":: .:, :-:,:.,::" ,-', 

. ' . 
• -,. - ••• ',. ., •• < .',' • ' -' .... , " ~.. .' ..... ,., , •• ' "'~. 

ll': •. ~l.ie.:\r.t s..iall p:'O\Iide ,,~itten.noW:ication·tO thC. Carn.orCiiil fi~hin9' "irLJu.stty, 
kelp: M%vtW..£:rs,., local.~~S,: a:ld koilt la.unch f~ti~"~f~ ·ti~ ~~~' off-

'. ",.. ... . -.. - , ... '~,:, ' .. '{ .~,' ';::.-·;":7.· j'· .. .'::...:,:I;·~ .. :'·'.,::::::. 
shore .... 'Ol:k,. including but not ~ted,to the location's),' ,dates, ~urat:i.on, z:nd 

. .. '., . ~ , ,': .': " .... "x: .; .... '.:." i:, 
t:tPe. of· CQ."lStr\X:tion ,to be pe-rfo~ CP.R..C .. ,s3.o230) •. 

. ..." ,.' J.''' :~~. :. >" ""r" ..... , ..... , -~'"~,,, I: 

US. 'llle appliea:'l.t ·s.~l c:laVelop- and Sr.pla:cntap!Jbllc" Wor.mat.ion:program.:~~t:Cate 

the 'p'Jblic, p.l.rt.icularly.the :froc:tIlcnt ,~.6f':.1:he-'U1G:',o.ffshore .project.:·~ea, 0: 
~'~tX>tentil!l ha~ :r:cSolt:i.n~ ·frcr.t M U:G:spill.: cp'.R.c.,:,~:.30253)-.:_;.-::c/,/ 
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D.I:.R.., !:nVironr:.ental ttlnitorinq 

ll6.. P:z:io%. to .. ~ations, A :ta,CUIoline S~ v.Ullx= per.fol::med ,il.ic:h·~,n:e~·· . ~-::/> 
all"airi~t\r~' ~·~tiv~"·veg~tlOn ·~tiCS· '~j~cd%t·tO:-t.~::fa·C:i'itieS~ e 
~ ~Ce fra.; the .:ec:n~ ~f tl'.e o~~.orc ii~ 'p~t ~t· .t::e ~ high -ticle'"line, 
'Up to t-.Jo t:!il~ to thc· .. .1cit., ·e~:;.u~"to· the ·r.orth, ~:·\hr~'x:til.CS to the':ease 

ll7. 

ll8. 

Cstatutt! r.ti.les) .. Z~ ~t.i~ '~:illbe ~~t(:d' in ~ Of·thC.:r~~t 
~tion, 'ucal extent,' and· eoniitio~ 'byeo~t ·Sci~ti~ts·~.b:! 
the Ci?t'C in ~"lSUlbt.io:l ~oitlt the Sta~ ~.ent~oi' FiSh'ana~~'''~'!his'~ .. .- ... 
line ~/.s~ in.:l~e tllC aCC;['llisitio,n of' color . ~":'reC: ~' p.'i:i~.f 
(t..~er.cies) llW.ScC.·ser.ci.-~y dudng 'the ,,~ ~~~·'sC~~· . ~·area 

... ' . . .. '.' ..... . .. '. '. .... ..... " .•. , .- 'C .'. . 

(2:x.2x3 ::liles, ~ ~vejs..~·l:e·floml·to obQ:in tl'li!;"·p.~t.ocr-lphy".u.t~a :::cale·n 

of 1:6,000, ~::tM.c1ing this ~ ~t' &la,,'the no~ tii:e-"fOr begl:ntun~(o~ eon-
struetlon.: ...... . < "': •• ' '-'.";~~' ... ,.'~ ::::; ';,':~':»>.~~ 

. .. 
, ' .. ,1.- _.. .", "rl,. :' .... " :"~"-.':; ,'0 ~~. ('v;:' ~:,: .. "" ,.:"":"': '>': 

P:dor to fcll ... sealc.opeQ~oll., mly y,'O~. :ti'nt ... ~w.a ~fee:t .. ~ ~ biOb,_~: 
the uea, to· :a~'""e to'.~cl~ bY .. :~- Cl')aJ:ifi~ ~enti~t;:'~:by 
the SQte Oepartr;'.cnt of Fi:zh and G..1."!'~ ~o; ti~ Sb~ ~.~~ta: O:aliti 'Cont:ol" 

• " " " ~ _.' •• '.~ ~ -:..,. w , .. ~",.'. '.::';' • ',.. ... 

Eoa%d, sl':All be stu:1io:l. 'Xhc len~..h of tre stuc:y ~oc1 sh.lll be clete%7t'lir.Qd by 

a Cl'P" ;ified r.-~ biolosist; mlC shall %lOt delay tl-..c ~t ... o!:,.~~6tior. 
- - . . _. . '.. " ..' " .. '. ','" ,.,'. - -.r-- .... ... ,' ..... -~ -'. "'~ -. '1'~ .. ,~~..,. ;- '. ~ 

~~:=c:~~::::~=t7i-~~t~:-~~:. 
aroro~~' by: t.~. callfOtnia Pcl,lleU~~fl )t.;.es ~~ ~ ~1iii6~~~tli~;the 

" - ", . ,.... .: -•....• ,-: ;.~ .. '. ~ ~., .•.. -: •. : ,,: .::: ',:-'.)t~/ ,.::" -:,": .. 

State Der~"'t"~ of· Fish ·and Gar::c. rus ~Une file s.~ .. inelu:!e a '~t 
photQ9:Qpbie:ceccrdof ci~~gf~tures,M.d ~~~ ~~te,i~dth'~~CrceJ; 

. . • .• "" •• '"' • ,". T '.',' .... "0 ".'- ,,-:. t, •• , .• <\': '~'; ·._: .... ,1· :..,. :-:::)::~ .... ':~: 

arld the .~c..\ ax'CZtS.'. ~ei..~te:'1t is not. ~ dclay co3.lCl'lcet:lC%ltof ccn:;~o:l. 
. . . '"'' ',_ . '. ',,, ,'.' ._,' .;"/: t:.:" " ">.,,~.-... :j,:,~: I .. : 

119. ~...nS st3rtU'~ Z\l"Jd Stlbce<;[Uent. opa:r~t.ion of .the-_.U~ f,3C.ility, obscr,yat::i.o~ ~f 

agricult-=al a."'ld native .onsborevCge~tion shall. be ~c mxltllly.or ~ly as 
~. • ... I . •. . '" . ,.... " .'"¥. ""V , ''''II ...,' ... ~~. ...., • 

app:opr~te, ar.d slW.l inel1Jde sa:li-~~ Wra.:.rca film, aeriAl p!X:>~h'i"~'" 
~ ' ...... "~', ..... .,,' __ ." ~, ..... ~;:o-~ .. ..- .. ~' + .;:'():'., •• ~ •••• '~ '.,:: 

at the :cale of l:G,OOO t'lken for a set of ar~ reprc=en'Qtivc: of those pllmt 

cx.mm.mitics :e."lSiti\t~or ~. :bdica:torsof poli\.tion~ . ~:'~ie sl1Zlll~·iUso":·~:··: 
~. O\1cr'~tl~~~iine ~y a:cea.ZniSpr~~~'~~:·"1el,rlSS"app~te 
beach~"'ld ~ biota~nitOr~9 syS'ter.G, shall eontince;'fOr~'at::'least Jl,,·tl:ec

;year ~iocl a."lt! thc:r:ca£t~ \m.t:U: sueh ~ thltit ·:LS,,·~~tl"..at~ nO; scr;ious, 

:eeu:ring' i>=Obler.lS'X'cl.atin9'.to:pollution 'of W aJ.ri:·Wi:6tc:::',.or ~~_~~ •. ~ ~.'.:: 
ongoing. r...arir.cnronitoring progra."'n.:shall ineludca~ ~lY::SMlPling'Ea:ld. .. ob-. ' -. ... . . ~, . -,-. '. ., ....... 

servation. ~~'D.. ~t scientifie te:n"'liof .. ~ 'b'ioQ .r.otcntially ~!ceteC:. ~I', 
. -. .• ","" ....... __ "':'. -.,··w 

but not ~b::icted to, the cold water disehax'ge and tbc· sea 'Wa't::Cr lnt:Xc sys, 

and the U:G ta:lke.r c:l4 tug and line l:lo;lt. ope.:r:at:ion::, ~ fuel bmniDg 2::lXl 
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,"' ,i\, •• "." 

~. 

fll!>, oontlnuccl: . "< :.: " ;" • 

.. <leli~, and the :cd.imQnt transp:lrt caus~d by ~ facilities and operations-: 

.. 'l1'lis ronito:d.n.g.pt'ogr~ shall. continue for a_~I:~oO ~~ three. ycus ~ maY··:be:~'!7;·'):; 
"."~ ••••• , '. •• , ... / , .' ',' .' < .,..... .... " ' .. " -.' " l'" \. - .. ""'" • , " 

120. 

e 
.:w. 

rcc7ueed to.-y~ly observ~ti~ only through ~the -d~~ion' ot'~ 'Statc':~t; 
~" .' .••• ,. ",.,. ','n" .' ,,~ .. , \.' •••• ,~. ·:,· ... ~ .... ".~·~/···<:"' .. ', ... · ... ,'~./.r.,~ ... · . ...... 1 •• ,. •• ", .. ' ••• , ....... > 

of ?.:i.sh ~ c.r.c .y.d·the CPCC ... In the event tlJat evidence' of 'senO"~ :pollUtion" 
, .. ' ,,' .".. •. ' •• ,.'. ',"'" : I ••• _,'::,''',.. ";./,,-, ' ....... ',"".' ."...... ""', ""-,,,\ ... ". I:, '-r 

Ql."!'Iage is ob~""Vad·_ "'::~ehi:: att:rib\J.~lcto ~c o~ration 'of-the orishore--andIor' ., 
, '., ' " .• '... ,', '" . I,','; .' .' .. "i .... .::·'.1·· .. ~~_ .. __ ." ",' ....-.. :~. '~i" ... ,'\,:; •• I',r' ,,'_ 

marine faciliti~, ::.nd.. cl\:c .. to.the nclture of the facilities', it--Qn ~~SOIVlhly' 
exr.ccted th.'\t tr.e ~io~ .p:>liuti~~: ~~d 'r~~, .·e~si;~~ifi~ti~~~·~/;;: .. :'.: d: 
othcr-arr.A:op::-iate acti~,,\,'..,dll·l:c,~e.n'- to ~v;id f~t~e ~;?acts·:~d:-e"~ate·~·::,··: 

• '", - ,0' , _._. '. '.~' •• ~'. "':, ,~' .. L~ ", • ,: ,.~" "._'~.~".,' '/'.· ••• ::...e~';,.. .. r-_.:' ":f.~ ... ~ .... "-r',:", ", 

un..~ecepta:ole ~cts .. - Sl.1ch actions sI1all.-:be. i..-u.tiatea 1'>'1 ('JlJmcr zu'ld oper:ltor· ,'-

ur:on. rccei~ofo!fi~i.u" ~ti.fi~tion< by.·ti~·ckC· a;.d:;.~. schee~~to!'~,1;ndi/: 
shall. :be. filee.. '. _.' .'. ". _.e . '-.. .... '.' '.~:. -:.: -.:. '-' .:, .. ~:.: :'::""'_i'::.'._;".:.: ::;. ·.·.::c: 

," ',.'''';' i·· •.. ,,'.; :':·~',":,,:"'\,--:,I.,~ :.;' ·· .. 1 ::,:.'J.~! ~::-:. -.~ .. , . 

Dl.:lrins ~nstru~-ion,· :i.neluaing: gr~~-operations at-. the·. onshore, site, and. <:O:l":., .. , 
• " ~......... ... • • • ..... , ," ~ •• ,,'. _ _ ,.!.,o, I.. ~ ..... , ...... 

struc-...ioriof tl'1e '~il'le facilitics,::(TIJilifi<!d soil, .a."'limal,. ..Md .. pla."'1t·.scicntis= 
,_ r .' '"0 ' ~,.... '" ... ~ ...... _.,'. ",_ '.. ' ... 

shall ncnito:' for evi<.1cmce of, rioar";site.~.a9C· to. a~icuJ:t:I.lr.,)..,a.id.Mtive o."l~ c. .... ~ .-. "~~.,.,'" .. . -'~, ..... 

zh:)rc a."'ld' m)rine ~etation: and- biological ccr.:m.lni ties to . eete~~:~i~~:~ ~':: 
lr:~ets of· ~..avy·c:onstrl.letion·.aetivitiez- irlcl\.vJlng' .Q~4:, .·e:rosionr ·turbidity,. '. ,. . . - " . . _.. --,.~-.'" ..... ~ _.,- . " . 

siltc"ltiOn, ·ane the' ~fects·o£:'rniti9'ation-:'r~cs ·and::eonc1itions.-re;:uSxecLb'J· __ -.', 
... \o.:e .M';""' . ., O·t. .. ';,.-' . . - .~ .. --- --.- --;" --"- .... 
~...,. .. ~ ......... w. .~' ._:~~,,~. "'.'"':.~~~'C'~ .. :~"'.'" ~'.::;; ':·':"-'~:":'''.~:-:·I::'~'· 

Prior tc> constrl.1eti~n, ~.e 'liro~sea pipe::'i.~e:' ~d·p:I.;'r:r' tr~sion: routes::s1~ 
~ suiVf!Ycd by ~:ted' scientists::approvc(l·.l:r:r·tl~ $tate_~t~ of .. ~ arot! 

• .. • , ....... ,. ',y" .1. 
Q:rrlc Quri.ooi~ the ~~opr:i.ate: seasons 'ir~, orQer' to·~t·:.sensitiye·~VCtJctatio..'"l. _,~ 

a..~ wilcllifc vi..~etias~ PMe· cmd enOa.."19eJ:e<l:: sz:eeics,·shall~ bc:pr~~.~~~::~ 
:r~ 6~ t."'l~ facilit".:'s p:~atio~, installation,·wCJ!:)eration.}:)y. the_ .... _.~>: 

, • .. "'-.- ," > , .......... Jo c" .. 

followiIlg:- '1) ~.:hCn th~ proposccl- X'Outepasscs '_t."'l%o\.l9'h ~e·of·,rzu:e .or,enaa"'l9arc:d 
.. • .: • .oJ'" ,, __ J ". _,,-t .; ','_ 

species, the pi~-1.inc arod/or peMer transmission .. :route.shall ~.realisned.:t:o -.... . 
• ~ "~ '" --- -. ~ ....... '" .I. ...... ~ ... ~ - J_' .... • • "..... , .... ,. "" .J 

avoid scnsiti~ sc:ecies 0': ar~: 2) 2oth:z:outes shall be reestablishad mth 
approprici.tcnative v~ctation; -a:ld.. 3). 'the. latest and. IrO:#t effective %t'CZU'lS of 
soil: :re!;tcrat;i.o~ u4'o: ,cn~~' p~~ciee: :shan ~ .~ppiied·to:pi~tt:~~-:·,:· 

• • ,'" '. _...... ...... '.,. ' ••• ,' " ,. -- ,"j • ";,-'" :'-'·'·.-.r·:"-:'.'~.:··::'"':.:l ·" ... ·:· ..... -'( ... -'1 .. '· 
c:on'b:'ol ercx;ion Mod s5~tc'ltion of uea: .inelu:1i..~ ~~, str~, and"rivers,'-

., •• , -, ,... • •• ,'. .",.,~.,~ "'":.":., •. ,.~,-:'., .... '.":.' ,',j ',' .. - "", ~ '~'''r '><j.1.: .... ,,"" 

NG othe: se:lSit:ivc.areas from prim:s.ty 1c:.e-altcring ac:tivitiQS aIxf tl'clr'seeon-

,"",' ... 

dzsry results. ~..e pipellr.e, as "i.'Cll as the· ~;er tr.:msr.liss5.on.~· routes,..and -'_' . _ . 
.. ,A_' ., ~ ...... ' ~"''') __ .'''.J "\ ... / ... ", .. 

adjacent ~""'S_\.,,? to- 250 feet caeh.~iee o£tl".e. centerline of.SUcll·ro:uteS~~-·- _ .... 
, • ~ ", , • ,'. ..' .• --I _.;".~ .• ,:; L ~::... .. ' '", •• J,"' ..... , " ... ,. ~ .... ,.... r", ..,"';.-. • ," I 

ra..¥C' or . c:n&:.. ... Se::ed species ue l:nown .or su..~ee. to exist or u::e, . is- -~-el:r as'" 
, - . _. . _ .. '" .4.,~ :_ ..... ~ ... ,'>-._ ".;". ". , .. :: I'~: ::.- 'c .... ~ •• ;.- :'.J" ........................ T .. 

sensitive·areas.S\.leh (lS. all mar.::hl~, .stream, ~or river aos::;in9s-~aro~-to·'bc 
-, .., . . ...' ". ' ." .... ,,_ ... :J ·:.c· .. "~ ;.,.. rr--:·: ".: ... :: ... ' ...... ,.~>.,. :," :.,: ..... , .... ~' 

aI'P~telyeo...-.:trentee by c:ornpc:""..cnt sc:!.<=:nb.sts app:r:cved by th.;: State Depart';' 

m!ntof :'ish_and C3mc. ·Ztlis ~~lti~ ~.r.Ul bei~l\~':of~~~':¢S~ 
~tributlon,· m:eal extent, and·,~~tion. ~s ~~~.~~~,".~~.\:~~~~~ 
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. ~. ..:.>.>.r; _"..,:~ ';: • "'._': :'~ ..... n, '. .' J. ". ,.- • 

'" .' 

,'~ "" 10 ;1 
" ',- -_.,. , . 

'tl21, C'IOZ')tinued.:'" -,: . ', .. 

the .,~tion of col~ w~~~;'pho~~F~Ti;"'Ctr~~Cnd:cis'::'~~eC1::~- : .... :. -

m'3."Woillyat t:i.r.'es arJPropri,atc to' ·d~e·the: 'h,.seim~-·~tiOns· of'sueh;~:: 
a."'ld species', anQ ~lhich ~ ~ct a:: ~ ~k c!l.sainst~hicli·'"the:futtie ~ir.(>aets, 
ca."l. be judged .... inis .~9~ ~. be flown'to obtain' phot09r"phy"3t' l1'cscaJ.e<o!;~: .. 
1:6,OOO.Aftcr cO=?S~on, these ~s ~ bC!)hotciJra,hcd ,(as·;~vc)· ':: .. ' . 

~ly, for to;,;o ~CMS~~ gioUo"lQ. ~ se.ientific: .. <!~~tion shall/:bc-·:ob->: 

taincd. ::;lroW.~~lJSly~n:th thZ: a~l'p~to'P~ogr~":\, ·to"cl~aCter:i:ze:t.~;:~··· ... 

pacts 0:' constr\:et,ion.· ~~~:'lr.l?a~. ~'l:c • attril..ci;eci~~tO ~e::·I'ipe~a."'lrS/or~."·· 
~ tr~"l:!Iissio."l line prOj=~ and ... :hcrc the i..;q~~i·:rc:ultin9' on biota··MlcJ':~:, 
£rOD el:osion 0:' siltatior~ ew,.., :be shovm to :be feasibly sW:.ject to r.U.tis~tion,::-::·:-:-: 

suO'1 roitisatio:'l ~r.i.ll. ~ orclQrcO. by the~ CPOClI,."'lC!·a, sehcdw.e,of,oort'\P.liMce:,~)~: 

issu~ to the O;;oP.=ator ... A reevalua~ of ·.the l?ipctine.:w· .poa.-1er:-.t:~~~~,. 

routes :shall J:e perfomed;t~ly, \lSl:lg. aer.i11l· ·l.nfra~Qd:r>~:J.p~: . .anc1.sro~:.-
truth scientifie evaJ:uative tC!ChniC'UCs to, .dete:::rn:i.nc:tl~. ::indanddc;rcc of .", ,. . .' . ,. -,. ... ' ~ -.. . 

enviro~r~'2J. i.~6ts for·aperiodof ~'Q'.yc.ars.'.~~fterr::f\2r-.J-.Qr: Y~.l%';~:,,,: .: 
~lc::e"'ltation of thei:'onitor,ins· cval~tivc:p~mn·will-~:~:·apr>liea .. to. tho-"~, . . , . '. . ... , ...... "~.... . .... ' 

t:er""..ions of the routes ~e."1 ue susr~tea to continue to e<:.erienee lZClv~...e .. ;. '. 
• " •• , , ..... > • .,to ' •••• ..) ... ' 

cnvlrormcn:al· ~et.,or .. \,11".erc.endlJrinS.tcsts of mitisation r,IC/lsures are rI~ed_ 
• • ~- •• .' ~.I '" .... o'-·,,-c '.>.' __ .... ..-oh~: '. -':' ... ~.~::-:'.:'~, ... ~;.::,,;:,~, -:.: ,,' ::' ~:<:'::".~. 

122. '.ll r.'Onitorinij activities .s.."'lall,l:e . SlWjec:t to i:ls~on·ar.d.al1,,:rec:ords of. ,., . 
. - ",' ~. .. . ..~'" ... '- . "'''... ~ .. ".I, ...... 

:ro."'litOr~9'.· activitiess."lallc.~ :avai~l~" for inspection·. by. , the ,california .:rublic 
. . .. '.. . "." .... .... ' .. , .. ~ ,,' . - ,'."-

Utilities Cor:r.lission ~~ thc'$anta ~aCounty Departr.'ent~.of;~ ~~;-~ .. 

~ees ~ ::equest:1 and Ilr..plica..'"lt sh.lll S\1l:r.\it ~ .xc~w.t;,of, ~~~~ _~ 

ins 2l.ctivitie:; ~erly to tl".ecalifomia P\:blic UtilitiesO::r.tnission, .... ' .... 
... ", ~. ,. I.., .• 

~ the Stat~ ~t ofFish and Gexme.· . . . . '. . ." . '" , .... , "" 
,,'," 

, •.• - .. I 

... "~'" .... '. ..' 

123. ~iieant shillln.~ thC alx)ve 'xron:i.tori..,g ·aetivi~.r:lnto' My,mnitoring-Md 

:r~rts.r.; a..""72..~~!t ~t~ :~e6Vclopcd eOOPcratively~~ approprlatef<:CCr&, 
state, weo~'~J'>~~ta1 a~~ities •.... "':c,; .. ", ,':,.:~;:.~ .. : . .' .. ,:' .. , 

. ..... . ... , .:~, , .... :.:- ' . .' .: '. . - .. ". 
.~: '. ;'.' '.~::.~, < -'.:~':,',-,::.:'.:;"".;-';': "::. ,<.~,.~ 

I •.• ;,' 

124. ~ Callf6~"·P..:.b~6ut;~:;l"t:i.~ ~ion: shZill· r~:~'serv1ees~ot:':~,:c:ul-~ 
tural.r~c~~g~ 'h&~t& rcfcr.r:6d"to' asr'..:" .. ~:iser:: ''l1Us;;~sh3ll: 
be retained as sOon·as· poss:u'>le 'afttZZ!' approval' of' t.ht;nx; p:oject';'<·mi!,·1=o ,l'.cl:d 

durln~ tre entire eonSttucti~n' ~iod or l:oth philse'l lm4tphase:2 '·of~the.'px:c--:. / e 
.. . . .. -.'-

jcct~llP until one ~ ·.a.fter'tl'lo eonst:ruetion zma':operation:'of:ithe facility • 

. .-~, ,.... ~ :,MWser,·Sh.an' ~~ act ~ ~'-:J :i~ Wl.1:h;those Feacxal, ·:State:l11X!/or-::lo:.aJ. 
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t124, c::antinued: ,. _" .. ~ . ., 

e j~~C'"..io~ Mzd~~ people, incr~.r~?~~.:~:~';"~~h.h~"":"":;'-: 

ill. 

126. 

l2S .. 

129. 

~okut co:rmrci.ties aetively,involveclin ,:the preservation"of, :Heritage. sites in the 
" • '. oj -' "" I.,." ...... ~I .:'.1 '.",.' ,.:'.; ".: '; . - ~,. .. /,". 

Santa Ba::baraand Bakersfield areas, ,and,.:rc:haeol09icaJ."g:ro~s involve:! :in the~' 
" ". ," . ,..., , , .... "', -" .. ~' .,,'::"":.'~ . ." -.... \~ 

preservatio."l' of antiquity sitcs,l,X>tentially. affectee. ~_ the project~ "' 
f • • '. ..", .' • ;: .... : '< ~. " ~ ~,' ": '. i 

'nle pro;:osee o:'ls.,""re r...-":G facility, :including ons.iore ele:T'1ents:of':.,the-, ~Wclter". 
• • '. •• ,at 

system, s.i.all·):)e rroved from ,the presently proposed location app=o~tely 2,500 
• '.,", -, _ "'" I •. :,:. J .. ~ "',:..:- ",. _0' ',. l :,', ":,:' ...... 

feet. to the ~st or less,. but, no less. than l,,500 feet, if it can be proven tret 00' 

signifi~""it site or:,si~ cat';:Xlnent will be en~untereQ', 'to "a~oid'~itci;b~';th~ 
soilnoa: the' e-...l"1eologi~ sites ~', Cana& eel' ~jo, ... s.neiuding<'si~~ ~ "1502. 
'this c1ete:mi."':l!.:.on sh.!ll be r.aQe<prio~ to.the: approval of'~ finh::;:t&9"~i"the 
faciJ.ity~ . . ,.,' ,. ,:., . ,";::,-;:: '",:" .. -:'-:.:-:,: 

~ ~. . '.. - " , .. ',. ". . .,,~, ... '."' , .. , ." ~ ~ ........ 

kry'loeation o!, ~"'ly: ~, of, the, OtlS.'x>re ,or offshorefac:U.itiei; incl~ 'but "~:'" 
not lkited: to',the"a~...s a.~,pipclin~:ro~tes,clectr:i.~ ~ ~i~~t~:';torage 
a."'le 'xneterlnS' station l~ti~ns, ,~., which h,:s 'nOt bcen'~~'"f6~'~ti~ties 

. W ~ent: cW.t\lrZIJ. :resotlrces, .shall:be SO ~eY~be!~=e'a' ~ifi~' '~",final 
. '. '. , '. ",. ''' ........ ~.".,~, "('!"'~,>.,:.~.:'~' ~'" ,"" 

lcx:at:i.o.'l for such 'aspect of: the project is ap,?roved, by the CPOC., " 
• . .' , .' . ' '" ~ ., .7, ~" ":. "'''\~ _~._'~>,' .~,' .~ ... ',~ .. 

Alte.tnative routes 'or facilities locations ,shalll:e'adopted by~,the.CPtC for StJCh 

~ when cW.tUr~ resources will ~,.signifiC2ntlyin"q?a~·bY,~·~·.~sed, 
lcx2.ti.o.."lS unless avoida.nee o{'sites is,dete:mined not to:be,fea".£bl~'~,~ cPtx:e .' . -. -',' .", ,. ,/" '.'. 

~ fes~le, the: CPO: s.hal.t l:r;{pass cultural resotJrces('I~hlc:hwill:be" signifi-
CMltly l:n?acted l:1y~tesor ,facilities.' ", ~ MWge'l:' w.i.ll- d~~tl;~
ditions t:nOe.r whic."l a juSs:nent of "~tentW. signifidan~~":~ ~. 'niade 

. - ..", .' .. ', ··t- . 

• ~...e::' the r-~gcr consults with the State, Historic PiCser.r.ition Of~Qei·(S:r?o},·: 
the Native krc;'i~' 'Hc.ritag~ ,,">, and. '~~ 'loc~:{ ~:~':3.T:chaeOiO;i~ 

.~, ;', ··:·~~:>~,,·~:.::::.,7:~ ',":: ::~ .. ,I, • '~~.:' 

... ~ ,~I.~.;:~:.<.:::~ " ..... ..._ \ 

~ Me.."'l.ager sl".all' 'S::rplcmcnt a, program for :the ~adeql.late S1Jhsurfacc archeological 
• ." . , .' '.~,; - . " ~ :: ',' _"~':"':.'J ",.:'-")'"0' . '" .-, .. ". .... , ..... ~ '., I" 

~..inS for ~C2S of .knov.n, or su.speetc<l cult'lJral resource Sites" in'o:Cer' to'~, 
'. ..' ~ ~ 'r •.• ~. .' •••• ...., .•• '.'''-+,. ".-- ~.~(":.J '(f ,,' , 

~e' p:epcr. :nitiqation only· "When avooi&nee of the ' s:ttC is 'aetexmined "not-:iO\l:c 
". ,,,.., ',.~. '-~:" .. : ,-::,~:.'~'~,:;::',"j; ,~."",'<" 

feac;5.bJ e. , 

~ l'.&laSe: shaJJ. co~t ~th ~ la't'gely~ '1£ ~tfuily~ !oil~d~':%'ecx..aiCllda-. 
tions of the local Native ~ Indians, archaeolOgists,'1WlC, ':mld~'~~~,ll~, '." 
l!.pp.roval' of the final <ll~siti,Qn of 'Native A~~' Indian: ~~.~"'~;'J~;' ~ 

. ,., . . 

or other tY,?es of mitl.gat.ion in the 'event that an.tiquities:'ue ~ea.,~ 
~..ion activities shall :be:by roernbers'of:th: Ch~", .. yokuts,,~lm'3~ other local 

Native hre:dan t:ril:es ~ g:r:oups, mld. 2) dete:cndning' ~se sites or places to lx!: 

fenced Mld otherwise pr~ dl.l...~ const::ruction of the ptOjcct. 
. , . 
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D .. E.R-, Cclturtll. ncsourccs, continued: . 
130. Z')C r~9cr, a£tarcon.".-.:ltationWit.~ loeal IndiMls/ arc:l~eologists,SSOP,.~.,d ",'.' . 

tl1e.l~C, t.r,i.ll· G~op or cause to be' d~o~~·a data. 2lvase .I>~~ .lneluairlg e 
CCT"'Il1e""...e ~. of '.:o:z:k~ r.lat~· c1~sition, , infOrlT'olltion.' :pt.Jblication· .~ .~, 
etc., in tI'le 2lva9~ 'of c:ul tural reso\Il:'ccs ~:. Wotr.'lation,frcm tl".e :~tor.i~" . 
vi.l.lzsc of ~~.olop,; 

, - '~'..,. ..' -, . 

131. The CPtJC will rCiquire' t1~t the s6.J.vagc of ·Shisl".olol?,~er·.provisions.:.~f :' ... , 

Con<!ition :.=0. 'l30a:ove, "1il1 'bQ fu:i~ed by' the l1p,lic:ant.;:~d.·be_ll~l~~~., 
wi~"'Un ~Feried of t:~ee YeJJrs after tile- projeet~lJaS.:bccn,pc:rtu.tted r~~dl~s 

o~ the ir.:;::os~tion ofConditi:~n ·1~. l25·.8J:ovc:, Ill.-oviai.~ tl'Iat u~y. i:"'!.X)sitio~ ~ 
:bce:l r..acle 0:1 t:.e Vill.lge of Shlsholop.·· .. .' , 

132. The :janaSe: ~'ill. ;?reparc d.:!xeetly or thl:'o\lg'h the a::::isbrlc:~ of ~t .. eon- . 
sultants, the latte; f~ed by the appliea-"'lt ~C1 ap~:ovcd ,by::tlleJ'~9et:", ~'c • , 

~J:vase r..itisa-:.ion research J?rosrUo'.s~ 'l"hc!se prograt:!S '~e'~to·.iliCO~::ate.',a 

~le si:e ,~hiC::"'1 is agree!:ble .in exte;l.t bytl':ose local ,arearcpresenUltiv~ of 

the scientific and ~"'l <:emuro.tieS, and" by the SHOP"w,d :}~1C •. ·, ~:.~ %-"..a.~g~ 
shall: (l) follow all of' the' ll1tc~t sc:icr,tif:i:e l?rOCOC:urO$!or:~·; e,xQv~; 
analysis, sto=~se, protection, . :resoa:c.."'l CloCI...""I".el'ltation, and.,l?i:blicat:ion of tl'Je 

WorIration a."ld material ~t\:~ rO't'2i.ns fran eachsai:""':9~ .~~:. ~"(2~::':~ . ': • 
follow .the dete:cnination by the ~s of the Olumash, Yokuts" ~ otllE:r lOcal 

Native A~eM 'IriJ:es .ant! Groups.coneem:irlg the. final~~tio;" ~f' ~~~ 
A-neriean I:x:':.A."'l a..-t:ifacts or ~s, including other types of'mitigation in the 
event that mltiquities &:'e discovered'd~ ·eonst:uction,~,ac:tivities .. ,: ... : .. ,:. 

133. salvage of cW.t\l:t'al sites shall ~ fully funeccl:by' the ~~liCMlt'M1cl·shalll:e 

~o ... ;cd e:xel\1Sive of the provisions of CO:'ldition 1:0 .. ·125 l!::t:NC,. 'only af:tc= all 
avoi&nce proc:edlJics'ant! other miti9'ation' ap?:roaehes, sueh.:as fencing, lirA 

salvage ~e Cl~ i.~easible kIy tile <:PtX!.. . .. " ',.- .: ... ,; ..... ': .. , 

l34. The CP".x: is ro:;ruestoa to r~' the' 'appliCant to grant: access to 'the ,site .. 1;> '. 

locc:ll~tive ~!i£cican 'In&~ forc:W.tu:r~· anti· relig:i:ousr.easons. '-ci.th.the ~ . 
Mel c:or..di~:lS to :be nQ(J~~ted aft~ pc:z:6it lJr;pravtLJ.,prO'T.LcWlS: accepted .sd.ety 

p.rac:ti~ .\-:ill roOt be c:Gr:'p~ed .. . - "'. '" .'. 

Pla."'l1'li."'lC)' 'Co::r.U.:=lO:1, 'Pip:-lines . . _, . . "" 
135. '-1le Ccnditic."lS aeo?ted'relate to the piPeune as 'Outlln~ :in:the·m::tlf,~~ 'if 

"that,X'oute :is p:::>;:osed to,becha."l9~,santa. ~b.;,r~:~unty~ tl~:",portonity 
. -, . .....",. '." .. 

. '~'" ,., t, ,... 

'to ~t aclditio:'cl. co:'lditio.~ to the CPCC.. , .. '" ,~". ,,' 
'~" .~.:.:.: ~r ' .. : .. , ,~':':':',::~ "".o,.! "'., 

• ,I .,. • ~ • 
' .. ".:, .... ,. ,., ...... ..,.' ,." 

.. '."~' ". ''', , .. ,- " I • .,-,' I", 

',. 'I .. 

.~ ,'. L _ ....... ~:~.:~ .... : •••• ~":~ •• ':.~",.... 
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136 .. If tl".e:re is to be a mlln access road, the st:r:uctural:x.oaCt;~~,~,,~; ':::,-;'r): ... ---------.- .. -------.--..... -

of t..~foll.ow:i.ng~, .0:.33 "feet~~thiclaless:~~:t;i~ ~~te,:': ~;~);: . .;- • :. " 
$I~se shall, be ~spoeified in..resp:m,sc., to, the·"traffie Wex·, (OX .. I .. )., designated ,- ~ 

. •. • ... " .. -..... " . .-. _ J. ~ • 1-' ... ,..·w. .', _. ~ _" __ 

by a registere.cl ei vil engineer with ~ience .in xoa.dway design .. 

137 .. 1£ thel:e is to be a XMin access ~d :C:an Gaviota State Park or Jalama State 

~k or any other aJ:te%%late roaaway f.ron existing ~lie ¥ghways to the pro

p:>Sed construction area, it shall :be designed to not exceed a ::oafe 2S mile pc: 

h::>ur travel~.. ReCuetions in the al::ove sta:'lQard IM.y be made for 9'ood 

cause:: when a?p::CVed. :by the Sa."'1ta EaJ:baJ:a County P'I.lblic W:>rks ~t .. 

Board of Supe:Viso~, Dev-e1oprent Rights ~ Inverse Condernation 

l.39.. "P.i?lica.~ts:"l.all pw:chase, or ao:;ruire through eminent domain, develo~t rights 

for resicenti~ uses \\lithin a fou:r:-mile radi'l.'lS of the exterior perllreter of the 

plant site to prevent the exceeding of the residentiaJ. densities pe:r:mitted 

urxle:' the PUblic Utilities Code, ~ SSS2.. SUch rights to inelude (Xl.tpen.2tion 

for Mr':f dimunitio."'J. or rrodi£ieation of rights or valu~ presently held or enjoyed 
by O'..tne:s of pl:O~ withll'l. sueh ~ea resulting :f%cm the :installation or oper

ation of suc..~ facility or :f%an govern:nental resttietions ir.?Osed. on such pr0-

perties as a consequence of the existence of operation of this facility; 

Poard of S\:pe::yiso:::s, Inspection and Eniorce':'el"lt. 'Procedures, Fees and F.e~t 

l40.. a) 'D'lat ~2. Ba%bara COunty be granted. the respo!.'lS~ility and authority to 

cc .. ,duct all. i."'lS?-C'tio."'J.S and enfo:rcement procedu:res no:arally pe:ani tted for MJy 

othc:r project; a:1d. that the County of Santa Pamara be paid :no:cnal fees ~ for 

Mry other project. 

b) ~t special studies and overseeing' of conc:!itions l:cing eor.Qu:ted l::Iy the 
Co1.mty of S&lta Ba:l:l:o.ra be X'eimbw:::;ed by 't:llc State of Califo:mia or the " 

applicant as Cesi~t..od by the O?OC. 

Board of ~rs, COntractual ~t. 

l41.. 'n:e <::PO.:: has as.W:ed the Cb'.:nty of Santa :earlxl:rn to sulTnit conditions tm.t ~uld 
:no:anally :be ~tted.. In c30ins so, the Eoard of SlJpe.1:visors bas insertccl the 

Col.mty of Santa Bc2rbara as tl".ough it 'We.":e the pem.ittillg agency.. ~ ~ ~t.."l 

<:::PD: sta:Ef and recognizing the diffe%'ences that still exist :between. tl:Ie County 

staff mx1 the c:ro= staff, the :soard of S\:lpCl:Visors recomt~ that there shall . . 
!:Ie a fo:cr.a1 con:actural agreenent ~ the 0'0:: and the Cotmty of Santa 

Barba.ta after Mr;/ pe:z:cit has :been grante4. 
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~1 of r-tty C, 1978 

to 

• 
S1'Jm ~ et:JJr.'1::'l :ooAt.~ OF StJPErolISO~ 

Rc:o::xm'c!ndod Tex:ns :md Conditions 
~';lcStQtn U~, Po:iJ:t Conception 
r~ of April 10, 1973 

Condition I~. 4S, ~ 10, add at Cl'ld: 

The O?OC shall evaluate various tanl: designs an:l XMterials, incltd:in9 
concrete. 

OXxlition lb. 49, !'a9es lO m'ld lOa, ~ to eW: 

If the ~OC fail:: to D.CCept Condition rio. 49 ana if any ~ts 
ne<.->d to be ~ for lw access, sa:e fo:z:I:l of northerly access :outc 
shall be consiclcrcd as a seeorx.1ary reca.rrendation, bat;cd on tI~ avail
~ility of housing in the Impoc area. 

ConCi tion tJo. l3, page 2, ac!d at end: 

I-\tI:tbcx:rrorc, prior to·~, the a;::pl.lr.....tmt shall conduct 11 
o:m.llatiw feasll:>ility ~ risk assessment ~rt relating to the 
p3:0SpCCtive lifet.ir:'c of the proposed n~ facility using con~ly 
gathered, o.::r:ent &tJl fer tl".e Little''Cojo site. Of spoeific statis
tical rel~ is the in"q?act of wlnd., 'WllW, and cw:rcnts ur:on ~ 
:required ~ ~ .. 
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,'."4.',·' ...• ,,, ·',".-r-· 

.j •• ' .... 

TO AU. XN'I'ERES'l'ED PARTIES: 

Following the sUbmittal on April 28, 1978 of the contention by Hollister" 
RAnch Owner's Association that an active fault may un~erly the proposed 
LNG site At Point Conception, the Commission stD.ff hAs requeste4 c.WI.NG to 
un4ertAke the follOWing investigations: ' ' .. , 

1. Excavate trenches at both ends to the bedrock: " 
Ca) to expose the Offset in Sisquoc formation, 
eb) to establish the relAtionship ~tween near surface 

flexure 4nd Sisquoc offset, 
ec) 1:0 determine the type an~ orientAtion of the offset, 

anc:l. 
(4) to 4etermine whether it is a fault. 

2. Unless the investigation in 1 (4) proves cor-.elusively thAt. 
it is not A fault, determ1ne: 
(a) the trend of the fault, 
(b) the length of the fAult, 
ee) whether the fault can be considered as an active fAult, 
Cd) the anticipAted ground motion at the site assoeiatec:l. 

with the fault, 
(e) the relationship of the fault to regional tectonic 

Structures, 
(f) the nature, alnOU!''lt, and geologic history of displacements 

Along the fault, particularly the estimated amount of the 
maximum Quaternary 4isplacement due to anyone earthquake 
along the fault, 

(g) the outer limits of the fault by mapping the fault traceS 
along its trend in both c:l.irections. 

.... ," 
".' 

Western LNG Terminal Associates has notified the C~ssion that its 
consultant O~es , Moore has commenced the investigAtion and thAt a report 
on this investigAtion will be submitted to· this Commission by J\l1'le 2 .. 1978. 

You Are invited to participate in the above investigation. You will ~ 
notifie4 by Oaxnes , Moore (O&M) 'When the trenches have been excaVAted and 
of other siqnifi<:ant events AS the work pr09resses. To minitnize the impact 
on the Hollister ~Ch Road, Access to this site 'Will be limi te4 and 
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controlle4. Therefore, transportation w1ll be prov1ded to· the site 
in lieu of private vehi~les~ For ~estions re9ardin9 s~hedulinq on4 
transportation, please contact Kathy Jones, D&M, At 805-465-3055,. 

For technical ~estions. please ~ontaet Dr. Jeff Johnson, D&M,. at 
213-879-9700, or H. M. Jameel,. aoe, at 4l5-557-1861. 

' •• ,r ', 

A list of the parties is attached. , '-';' .••• -';' " ........ I .. '~' ',' ,., 

, , ... ,.",,:.. .' :.: .,": ' 
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Edm\lnd :i. Texeira .. : .. '~: ... 
Project ManAqer 
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• 

Th1s append1x l1sts the env1ronmental 1mpact m1t1gat1on mea
sures proposed 1n the EIR process. Alongs1de each measure is 
noted a-volume and page reference where the measure 1s discussed 
in the EIR documents; whether the measure is required by this 
decision; and it' requ1red:J the number of the condition it is 
required by. 

References to EIR documents are made with the following abbre
viations: 

TR ,. 

D • 
F.l r:r. 

F.2 CI 

Techn1cal Report 
Draft EIR 
Final EIR Volume I 
Final EIR Volume II 

The titles correspond1ng to the referenced technical report 
numbers can be found 1n Append1x 1 of the Draft EIR. 

Note that the abbreviation RWQCB in this appendix refers to 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
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fit 1 8', 81 

lit I AU 

lit • 15) 

lit 4 1S4 

'fit 4 154 

lil 4 154 

'lit 4 15C 

r.l n 

1'.1 6-) 
,.it 21 " 
F.l '-5 
n.21 n.n 
lil SA Ill» 
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~1'l1~'TION MEASUFLS 

froslon control .rJ dr.l"a;;e contl'ol .-eAs,",rel to 
_ltlgate efCects .t graded areal, gullies, ar" 
the shore area. 

AdJitlonal solis study to deter.lne the best 
C~ndatlon dellgn. 

tnstall lea~ater lines her.eath t~e lea f1001' 
to .ltl9ate Il~ drift and deposition. 

ot-e)' local re.}ulatlons ir~udir'1 'iu')l~ a~ 
othel' conltr~tf03 Fr.ctlcel. 

W~teir .nd gr •• el cover for te~~rart construc
tion iroa,)s to r~uce dust. 

Seed eIposed .l~s .rJ te~~rart stockpiles 
of eaIth. 

Mini&lze ~n burnl~ of cle~red v~etation. 

~.elop a plln for trlnsportlng vort~r. Ind 
~terlall. Vhlch .inl.ltes all' pollution to 
the e.te~t feasible. 

A compret.e~.lve plcla~e of all' quality .lti9a-
tion m~),urt. has ~e3 I~;ested by the Air 
~esvurces Bo3rd. 

Jepllce P(C~sed le3w3ter intate systea vllh 
a ·calsso~· Iy.t~~, lubject to a fe •• lbl.lty 
.~udt· 

St~Jy option. for Ied~cl~ the le.el of 
cblorinatlon ~~cJed for the leavater Syltes. 
In.cludln) oon-fouUrr) C<OaUngl 1M sct,ed"led 
Nlr.ter .. nce. 

CQo."'Ulii'l """'1) 0 1 S f'OS I fl OS 

~eqwlred by Condltlo~. 11, ll. 

~utred by-co~jttlon 3'. 

Appltcanl~ Fropoaed dellgA incorporat •• t~ll 
feature. 

~equlred bt Con-Jltlor •• I, ~, •• S. 

Selecth-e ,",se of "ner aM/or 'illv.l cover 
,,111 be r~ulted by Condition .,; "here de~ 
appropriate. 

P~\llred by Condition 11. 

Required by Condition n. 

Required by Con-Jltlcn 1'. 

Further consideration of thel. ~e'.urel is 
ireq>llre.1 by con-Jltion ll. 

Jequlred by Condition C. 

Required by Con-JIUon C. 

e 

e 

e 
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KITlCA110S MEASURES 

x.:., ... ltoc H.e Stst_'s 1",p3ct on .... Hec quditlf 
vltb cefeler~e to org~nlc chlorine C~~ndl. 
Ilvlr~ org~nls2s •• nd ~et.l tons. 

Studf tt~ cold .... ater pluze to deter.lne the 
exposure of pl$sl~ely entraln~ ori3nls$S .nd 
tbe 3.rlal extent of affected sea bottom. 

PI~p3re an oil spill contl~e~t plan. 

~ini.fte fnterferer~e .... Itb ~elcJ.1 kelp 
harvest. 

"'cq~lre, dedicate. and revegelate .... ltb appro
priate rolllve plants land of equlv~lent 
e~l~lcal yal~t lo the habitat lost due to 
project cor,structlon. Tbe upstre12 portion 
of the Canada del Cojo st~ld be considered 
for this purpose. 

~void fill of CAnaja del Cojo cirarlan cocridor. 
Oispose of excess fill offslte. 

Protect the Ca~3j. del Cojo .... itb a fe~e and 
wlfer lor .• d'nl~ coc,stru<:tlon. 

AvoId fill ~f coastal ravines a~J stabilization 
of bluffs. 

Fln:brell: "lthin tllO feet of eacb Unl:.. 

Sucvey .nd align pipeline route to avoid 
habitats of rare or enda~ered spe~les. 

Pif~line s~~ld p3rallel e.lsli~ reaJ. or ott~r 
d~t.ts-of-"~y. 

~1',;1' ~1) OJSPOSltJOli 

Required by Co~ition S. 

Required bf Conditlonl t. S. 

ReqUired by Condition ,. 

JteqlJlce.J by Condition U. 

'eq~lred by ConditlOft 10. 

'equlced by Con-HUon 1. 

ConJltlon 1 requIres protection of riparian 
habl\U, ir.cludiLg Ca~h del Colo. F.~l~ or 
other roealuc., yill be gsed •• cecelucy. 

~hese .. easure. vlll be r~lred to the elte~t 
feasible. Exceptionl "Ill be feultted .... illl 
tbe awrovd o( H.e C~ con&tc~U_ JIOl\ltor 
«'o~Ht1on U •• 

ce~1.1on on tbls ~easur~ ~lll be deferced ~~tll 
the fUC ufety .tuldllrds ar. develOfed •. 

Jl:equlr~ by Condition t. 

This rea.are I. not f.alible. 

e 

e 

e 
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"'trlG.'"011 KEASUIlES 

Rev~etate c~~te vith a¥pccprJate natIve s~ies. 

~eep 9round ~ul~~e~t vltbiD pipeline corrldoc 
durj~ ~structlon. 

A,"old slde,:asUI>9 of e:acess soil. 'epl.ce 
topsQll lost durl~ constcuctIon. ReveJetlte 
pipeline coute 1011OYi~ constru<tlon. 

flused pipeline (X'lIshuction. 8ulU only 
sl~le II-Inch line lor developcent to 4.1 &CfD. 
l<>op late .. only as r.ee.led. 

"'inlaile pipeline operations corcidoc vldth 
to t~e e:atent feasible, 

Control access to &lEntair.~ pEpelir.e. c~rcldoc. 
and pipeltne service coads. 

Allg~ access road al~~ exfltir~ Boliister 
~ncb roa~ vllb .Inlaal iIprovementl. 

Conserve top loil ducil>9 access r05d cor.struc
tlon. Resprea~ and revesetate CYt sl~s vltb 
grassland/shcubland ai:ature." 

lIilliaize clear11>9 for constru;:tfon of po'o·erllr.e 
l~~c.. SIV. and re$pce~d t~$011 (top 12') 

Li.itltion of Major constructiOn activities 
to t~ d4ytl~e hour •• 

Li.!t~tio~ of noise qtne~ll~ dur11>9 operatlon 
frca t~~ 9.' tarbine generalocs. 

C~~ ASD DISPOSItION 

Requiced by Conditions 1, •• 

~~.uired by Coodttlo~ •• 

Jt~Ir~ by Conditions 1, •• 

This J. consiltent vlth tb. public applicatloa 
V.-iHU). 

~~ired by Condition •• 

Jtequi~~ by Co>~ltioD t. 

Re<f>l1re-S by ConditiOn U. 

l!equl~eJ by COt'.:I1tlon 1. 

Co:-..SlUon 15 requires tt-.4t tuns;dulol'l by vood 
pole and ur.der9~""-'\d tranuiulon lInel ~ uted 
Jnste.ll of .. etal tc-.-er •• to lb. htent feulbh. 
Condltlo~ 1 req~lres conservation of top loll 
dorinq constcuction. 

This &easute '~.lll be ,lvel'l consideration .1 
put of CondlUOIl. 1. 

21e.-:lclcal poyer viii be 9tnt~ated offslte 
(Con.Jltlol\ 15,. Cor.Sltfol\ It vlll require 
tMt appropriate nolle redaction I>!UaU' ~ 
awlled to ttle Itu~jby9tr.eu.tou~ "!~ 

e 

e 
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KITI~'TIOS MLASURES ~"T A.~ DISFOSIIIO!f 
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Establish. rhise ~nltoriD9 pr~ras durinq 
cor.structloll. 

,.t-.e Santa ~rb.ua c~;runlt1 sho<lld t;.e .. s~e f,,\11 
aVlre th3t tt-~ construction activIty yIlt be 
short-llv~ .~ no repl.c~ent actlylty of 
eq·nl dIe Is Ilkely to O<:C\Ir. 

Konltor t~e pl~ns of t~e 0($ aDJ Vandenberg 
pr~ra:as to deter.tr.e if elf_plop>er.t Ict.edllles 
cotr~ldent yith this LNG pcoject are increaseJ 
in s~~h a ~r~er as to increase in-aigratlcn 
of labOr and resultir~ .ffectl on tra~sient 
aM per..ar.ent ho<.lsl~. 

Consider avoldir~ subst.ntial .cceleration of 
H.e total project (e.g •• atte~tlr~ to CCllstnx:t 
a 0.' &ceo facl1lt)' vithln a period of 1Q 
POntbsJ. If It Is conrlrm~ that this vould 
Sllbnanllaliy lr.creJ.se n.e I\UIf.1::~r of eaplo)'ees 
at felk and lengthen t~e duratlOA of tbat peak. 

Enc.)'lC."e ... ·eekdsy lll.-algunts to use ho<.lsl~ III 
tbe north ~Lty ~~~re present ~uf&ncy ratea 
are least. tbus red~cl~ effect Oil transient 
ace~~jstlons ill. tbe Ss~ta !arb.sra a'~l. fhls 
encouu.;u:ent could iDClvd. p~ovhlon of I~fonu
lion cO."ICUlliD9 acctt:.'t.OOltic.ns ard 'f~hl 
tnlls~~UUOll. 

A res~nsible public a"ency should monitor the 
~r of trAGslent a~ fe~a~ent hoQ.l~ unit. 
oceufl~ by construction vorker •• 

llousif>9 la;;acts could be altiglte-5 by n.e 
o!ev.topt:;ent of A·!Ultlonal tup¢ruy bc>\lling 
eltl:er at n.~ alte or l~ n ... lompoc un. 

A3ditl0n31 ha.e~d of vItd flr~ re.~ltl~ ([OS 
this project has se~lO<Js l.~llc.tl~a but ~~n 
be cca~rolleJ by Incresce-5 prevention and 
protection ~iSUTes bt the l~ltc.nt 1ft all 
l,elS of work (l4,.ln.l, acce •• [¢ad. pl~llr.e • 
• tc.). 

"e.T~llfeJ b, Co:'ldltiOil 1. 

'~uire.5 t<1 Cor.HUon ll. 

CondHloll 21 yill require 1iUiG to provide Iu 
~plo~nt lnfo~tlon to santa elrb.sra county •. 

T~e CPl~ constr~tlon monitor 'hlll con,lder the 
~flect OQ hou.l~ telor. ayprovlr.9 an ace.llra
tlo~of the project sch~~ll. 

Cor>'uUo..,s .6 and 2. concerll trans~rtatlOll ar.S 
bo.a1 t.i. n ... awUc:a.nt .1'.ould cor.lldu oth.r 
for.s of enc:ourai.e<!'ent a. yall. 

Condition 21 ylll If~lr. the .~lleant to 
prcvlde .~:h laforaatloll to Sa~ta &Irb.sra County. 

ccnJltlon 2. problbltl de,elo.plh9 ~11~9 at 
the .I\e for molt ~~rkar.. " 

~lr~ by Condition I'. II. 

______ . ____ a· ... ~ ___ .... ~_ --- - ...... __ .. --- .- - _ ... --
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KIflGAfIOS KEASUPIS 

The exa~t extent of {eplct re$ultl~ frOG tbe 
ac~ess road, ~er tran,~1Is1on line ab3 pJpe
li&e II dependent upo~ '?eClfic locatlonal and 
design decisions ur~vall.ble at p~esent. OUr 
analysis Indicate. that potential ispacts can 
be signIficantly reduc~ by appropriate routl~) 
and design, dlscuss~ i4 ~echnlcal Pepert. 1 " 
and 2). Of particular isportar~e is r~~lrlDJ 
the allgr8.ent e~l&eerl to diligently luryey 
tbe corridor and use route selection criteria 
that place high priority on avoidance of poten
tial a~verse l.~·use i.pacts 

Beach area i~pacts would ~~ r~j~ed by setttDJ 
tbe seavate~ su~p into the face of tbe bluff 
and the electric substation on tt. bluff above • 

Beach and vater Gse I~~ct. vould be further 
reduced by de.iga of the trestle to span the 
~ach areas and present al little bulk ar~ 
Obstr~tlon al poI.lble tbr~hout itl le~lh. 

Avoid an exclusion ~one arour~ the ~rlr.e 
facIlities to aloial~e teach ard Vlter use 
i~~ct •• 

Strict adherence to and Enforc~e~t of current 
land use policies and regulatlonl of the County 
and Coastal C~alssion viii ~~$ttal~ undtsir
d,le hnd use cban-;es surrour.dlog the project. 
~evl.10n of t~. ~rre~t County "lCO-AL" lo~l~ 
to 11.lt density to o~e ovr.er-~cupl~ u~lt 
per lOO-acre parcel voul~ freyent any of tt~ 
project' S tender.cy to inclease \t .• n=t.er of 
unit. per parcel in the alea. 

fhc visusl hsr,~~ess of the access road could be 
reJuced by follovln9 contour ~t.~re possible, 
IMplDJ road ~~ts arA embarhent. to bleroi loto 
tht s'Jl"rouroii"9 earth foras, .illiahlnq reMval 
of ~xil\lr~ v~etatlon, ar~ ~klft9 extensive 
but carefully chose~ ule of ~EV land.c.plAg. 
Snbsh.nthl .ltlgatlon vo"J14 re<i"IU! lubstantlll 
red\zctlon in \toe utent of r<».! rKo."lst~tIOll, 
hove.er. 

CCtO!l:l'o"l "-'it) OJSPOSlfIO~ 

p~lred by Conditions 1, I, 12, I), IS. 1', l,. 

The applicant ~al revlleJ his plant layout to 
c¢cply vilb this ~e •• ~ra. 

Ihh ual'Jre should t>e i..,luented to tt.e tItent 
fealible and I, required by Conditions II I)t 
and n. 

Condition 2 requires that ~ear.hare accel. r~t 
be Qnrea~nably restricted. PUC sifety stan
dard. and ~niteJ States Coalt Guard r~ula\lons 
viII deteral&e the .ite axclu.ien aone r~Jlled. 

Ihe LNG ~eTBlnsl Act 11.1t. the natura ar~ 
quantity of future 4evel~ent within 4 aile. 
of tbe te:noiMI. It does f'lOt, ~Ter, pr&· 
ezopt tlle Callfornla Coastal Cctolliulen and 
County authority to set DOr •• \~l~ent Iialtl 
on dev,IQfCut. 

lteq">llred by Condition U. 

e 

e 

e 
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MlllGAI10d MLASURES 

~te the po~er ttansmiision line inland, out 
of sight of t~e coastal tercace, ratbet t~n 
alo~ the coast4l terrace. 

Visu~1 lmf~cts of ~"etllne can subst4nt141ly 
aitlg.ted by usl~ 4" e~lstln9 vood pole line 
• ~ undergr~ndlr~ thr~b the Gaylota State 
Parl. I 

ChOOse a pipellee 41lgr&enl thlt Is as protected 
frOQ. public vie.., 4' pouible and .... here .1nh .. .lJl 

chlnse yI11 resull for v~etatlon. 

ProvIde free bus transportation foc c~struc
lion ~~lOlees ~lvcen relidentta' center. and 
the construction lite. 

pequlre road crossIngs by the pipeline to 
ainialre extent and time of traffIC i.~ct. 
vItb Sf~lfic conditionS co~for.tng to state 
and local aset>CV constc.x:tlon controll. 

Minialre constr.x:t{on traffiC on the Rolll.tec 
ROad prior to It I improvement. 

'ft.e vis'Jaoi hipAct of ~ IloUJe tar.}:s COOJld 
t~ altlgated by partial unJeegrourAIng. 

'ft.e LNG Teraln.51 Act r~ .. lreOlent on density 
vithin one aUe of n.e te .... I .. ..11 reslllts in 
down-a~i~ density In i~~\ area~ [m~1Cl ~n 
local pr~Ity cvnUS ~-..!ld be I'lligated by 
purchase of ~e of the ce!ldentlal develop
.ent alghts l~.~l.ed. 

c~,tlnae restricted ac~ess polley thr~~~ 
lIo11htu 'Ar.ch • 

C()tL't[.NT ,..,,1) OlSPOS1UOli 

Condition 15 viII require the fre~ra\IOn of a 
'\~1 to dete~lne ~~icb rOQte viII t~ve the 
)ealt aJ,,"ec,' i"pact. 

~he extent to vhlch tbi, ~ea.ure cln b4 
l .. ~l~ented yill be deleI.I~ed a. requlr~ by 
condition U • 

llequhN by Cor-Hlioll t. 

This option yill be studIed al rart of the 
tealllfOrtallon plan req~ired ~y Condition 1'. 

'fbis aesS'He .h.sll be 'liven con,tdeuUon a. 
(>Irt of Condition U. 

ThU roell'Jre sl"..111 be 'liven cOlllldeutlGn at 
part of CCiooitlon U. 

Ileqlllced by coodltlon 11. 

l~lS .eSfure (lllO '~~iested In santa ~r~ra 
Condition 1)" Is r.j~te~ a. eedundlDt. 
ut>J,..--vnera h,l\"e edUiog aV~:'\le. of redrc .. 
tl\r~b tt.e CO<l.I U. -

Thi. is Je-tUlred by Condition 11 t<J.t ht ~ l!l 
~'lflN by Con41tl~~ L1 lo'all~ ltalted 
recre.ltlG-Ml acce... -

. _------------- -~- -----~ -... -- ---- .--------, 
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MiT(GATIO~ ~UPiS 

Availability.of a helicopter to provide quick 
e<t.er .. ency uspor.se is s~elted during both 
C<lnStlUCtiOll arod ~rallon fhuU of th. 
prolect. 

Facilitate involve~ent of local qQvernment 
a~er..:les in clvte", and 9u1d1I'>Ce of project 
devel~nt In • .annlr thst ~Iialaes their 
uMersUnding of event a.-.d decillons, their 
feeling of participation. and th1t _lnf.lteS 
tt~ir e1penditurel. 

Hitig1te vlll111 l~p3ets by attention to de.lgn 
of the facility, Reduce the .assive. recti· 
line3r foras of the ter.inal facility If 
feulble. Parllal ~~rlal of the tan~s ar.d use 
of e~ltb beras and v~etatlve screens youl~ 
r~l1Ce visu.l 1~p1et so=evhat. rartleularly for 
persons located on the ..arir,e terrace. 

Color aM pair,t patlerns could be ~sed to t-ceak 
up the perceived foras cf tt.e ttrainal facility 
to a llalted extent. 

Plantings of trees in carer~lly chosen spots 
On tlle luuO'~Mlr"J hills cO'Jl<S .lso l>e used. to 
block off the slgbt lines froo hOuse. to the 
tenSnl1. 

Mini_he Lt,e level of access roa3 laprover,ents, 
u.i~ ~~ses for labor aM the r.llroad for 
• 1teri,ls ar~ ~ul~ent transportation. 

I~ro.e the G~vlota intersection appropriate to 
the construction traffiC de~r~, 4eteralned in 
cons~ltation vith appropriate state and local 
transporta\(on a9~r~ies. 

Minialte truck traffic on tt~ access road by 
utlli&l~ r.ll transport to t~~ greatelt eIten~ 
pouible. 

-~- -_. ---- ----

e 

~rrr k'1) DtSi'OSlTIO!l 

'Ihh pr<>pcnl vill be «>n'ldu~ hi tl-.• fcn'lla· 
tion of an or\Slt~ diluter plan for the ~ .. r.· 
tional pMse CCondUIOIIo 2U and vill be r~lre6 
by ConditIon )) during the construction p~ ••• 

The PUC staff is directed to a~t this a~r~eh 
in tt~ir relations vith the loca 9Overr~~t 
a;enciU. e 
~equlr~ by Cor~itiOl\ II. Sereenlng of tt. 
facllity by the use of offllte lanJ.esplng 
s~ld l~ considered ID tbe applicant" pla~. 
lubject to t~e approval of the froperty ~.r. 

Consideration of these ~asures IhvIll<S t. ,1~tn 
In th~ transportation study r~lred by -ConditlOD U • 

-



-
A. S1626 et at. r llfE"ESC£ ~ 
I VOUiKE I PAGt: 

; I 

~it • 
o 

fit I 

fitl 

'U. I 
0 

U. I 

U .• 

'fi.' 0 

UI 

fitl 
D 

D 

!t. is '-I 

It 

'I, '5, 
", 91, 

" 
91. " '-I 
n 

,. 

91 
'-I 

" 
n. fS' ,.} 

'-I 

e 

APPENDIX F 
Page 9 of 12 

~J~JGA~I~~ XEASORtS 

froject redes19n to I\-oid upactln9 significant 
cultural re~rces. 
_ Ko.c~enl of proposed folnt Coo<ertlo~ 

f~~llily av~y from tbe molt slgniflc4~l 
~ultural reSourceS. 

_ Vse of Alternate p'pell~e allgNn~ntl to avoid 
cultural relources. 

~jor dlta salvi~e pregraa If avoidance of 
cultucal re~jrces 's bOt possible. Sslya~. 
of data to be lost d~e to residull ~pact •• 

St~jies of .ensltlve arel. to asses I i~,~ct. 
and plan avoldlbC. or .~lvlie prQ9rass. 
Pa~el 9t. t5, t,. tl l~llel 1 •• " (~llet 4). 

Monltorin9 of construction york to .lnl.ile 
vaMdl6-' arod ott.er dau·;e. 

Fer~lr~ of cultural resources loclled cear 
construction IIreas. 

Avold~~. of future liDo! di.lurb\~ activities 
in areal v}.ere cullural resources ace loclted. 

Construction of a sea~all to rrotect S~·St' 
IQQtb. Pa~e ,. (or 1~lva1e. lee D~I. p41e '-'), 

5oDlnition of eligible sites to the N1lloral 
~egiller of I'lterlc Place •• 

CQltural re$¢Urc • .an'.tr at ~'C to over.ee 
.llliulon prograa •• 

Approval of altl11tlon rreglaal by the Stlte 
HiltorlC 're.erYation Officer, t~e Nstlva 
~erlCJn •• rl\11. Cor~ls'ion, a~_ locally 
concern~ Nallve ~~erl~~' a~ Ir~~Aeol~I'tl. 

C'Oi"IXE!''l }... .. -o 0 I S POS I rI OM 

- ---.-----.- --------------
'eq'..Ilred by Cor>:lltlon 12 aDo! II u¢09l1h&5 by 
the af~llcanl" pc09O'~ »9vl~ of tbe laeility 
appro_Laately l.tlO leet ••• t. 

. Require.) by Cor-Sltlon 12. 

'e<fJlred by ConJllion U. 

JI.~lred ~y Co~itlon 11. 

fhls ~~asure viii be uled Vbera n~e •• ar/ to 
ir-pluent Coooltloll U. 

so furH.er e_p-ansloD of lbe facUlty i, t1O'I con
templated. Furthe~ ~evelopmtnt of the are~ for 
olher ules Is controlled by tbe callf9c~la'Co&'\~ 
at CONIlisiOll lind H.e COWlty p1aN\l~ ~JII1Qtl. 

this sea lure la n~l cOtllldeted r.~e'llry .ince 
tt~ _lte of the te~lnAl vill be ioved e.lt to 
avoloS t:bh area. 

r~e Itaff cultural JelOYc~el ~naier OIl the 
~itorln9 progr~ il dltec\ed to 1111\latl t~ll 
_el,ura. .. . :~ . 

'lhll ll\euue v~n be con.Uu.s U rut, of n ... 
monltorir.g prO'~raa ,e-i'!lted lIy C;oDo!lllol'l U. 

ConJittoa U req'llru COtlldlUlolio vltb tl':ell 
eatill ... 

I------~. -------,-----.--~ .. ~.--.~ ....... ~--~~-----------
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SlIlp Ar.~etu 

Ship Itste of t\lrn fr.dieator 

Doo:Urrg \'elocbetec 

Ship Col1lsio~ Avoidance Sy.t£a 

fUnse IUclus .It fA<;ility 

lUrking B<l<»~S 

Lighting of Pier. Seeth, and Cont~ol T~ec 

F4cllity Veatber In'tru~entatlon 

, 
Fad lily Visibility l'Ieu'Jri"'9 £.q\Ji~r.t 

Site V~ve/~~ll Me.~lrlr~ £q~lf«ent 
(} 

Site fU·j3C 

App Co.!C II. Ito<J. t e 

FacUlty/Ship Cct .... "nlcatlons 'coceJ~tes 

, 
~. 

~uhed by Condition 15 to the uUnt ~",lU..s 
by U,S. Coalt Ou~r~ reiU1atlon,. 

~eq' .. IrN by Condition )5 to tt.e e:ctCIIC f"t,.iHe-J 
by U.S. Coul Cuu4 re9~~l~Uon.s. 

~~.ul~ed by ConditloD )5 to the e~ter.t fec.ltted 
by U.S. Coa.t ~~ar" c&9"latlons. 

'l!q'Jired by Co~Htlon J5 to \t.e uUnt pecdUed 
by U.S. Coalt GUlra ~eq\lla\lon •• 

Requlced ~ Cor.ditlon )5 to the e~tcnt pec.tlled 
by U.S. Coast Guar~ ~e.ulatlons. 

Pequhed by CoMIUon l5 to the extent pecalttN 
by u.s. Cont Cund r ..... latlOll •• 

Required by Cor.JIUoll 15 to n.e ntent pec.lttt-J 
by U.S. Coalt CU3rd r~~l.tlon •• 

P~dred by Cor.JIUoa. )5 to tt-a extent ~c.lttt-J 
~ U.S. C~lt Guard r~~l.tlons. 

.~ .. 

F:equl~ed by ConJltlon H to the eItut ~c.(tted 
by V.S. Coast ~ard c~latlon'. 

lI:equlred t.y Condltl~ )5 to H.e extent peBittt-J 
by U.S. Coast ~~~rd ~egul.\loc •• 

lI:equired tly ConJitiOD J5 to' tbe edent ~r.ltt .. i 
by U,S. Coast Guard regulations. 

I 
Req"Jlred t.y ConJitJo--. )5 to the uten't, r*c.ltte-j I 
by U.S. Coast Gulrd regulations. 

lI:equl~e..S by Condition J5 to U.e eIhnt pe;.llted i 
by U.S, Cc»st <;uud u ... ~lllion.. .J 
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MI'I~'tIO~ X£ASU~S COK'!.D>T 1..''0 DISPOSItION 

Dod:l~ ~utlonal Er.veIOf~ 

Av~llable ~n-Sel TQW1~ Capablilly via 
t\:gbo.J.t 

Available Flrefighti~ CIFlblllly AbvJr4 
r~boUI 

Available FollutiQQ C~.trol Via Ve.sel 

Available per50n(r.el) Traln~J In Open-Se~ 
Tcv ~keup 

Use of LNG bolloff fcom the tlnler. durl~ 
lune-~verll'>9 and doc:\l~ and ~-lIile It is IDOOred 
at the dock Insteal ~f using Bunkec C fuel 011 
~ld .Iinlficantl, reduce the ~IISionl from 
the L~ tanl.er es>Iutlon. 

Set a.lde 2~ acces foc future cr~o use.. Fuel
free pever g~r.eratlon Itudies. Freeze 
dessllnatlon Itudi ••• 

Covr4inatlon yith Ya~'er.~rg Air Force 84.e 
on future alsslIe Jlur~h actlvlti •• 

Consideration of pllr~ ignition as I altlglt-
11'>9 Eealure in d~velopl~~ contl~ency pllns, 

I~ple~entltlon of a .11l: ~na]~ent Plln to 
allOY CPU<: to ,·uH,. th3t find design, con
It.-u.ctlon. and Of-uatlon u:eta or excc~1 th.e 
lafely 1e.els als~ed In t~A Eta Indl,sll. 

P.e-i'llrEd by Cot>oJitlon )S to the extent FU.itte4 
by U.S. Coast euard re]~latlon •• 

P.eq-dred by Condition )S to the extent flAltted 
by u.s. Coa.t ~~acd le~l.tlon •• 

~equlr~ b, Condition J~ to the extent peraltted 
trl U.S. Coast CUlr4 I~ul.tlon •• 

P.eql.llred by Condition JS to tbe utent peraltte.J 
by U.S. Coa.t ~~ard r~lltlonl. 

Jteq'oIlred b, Condition JS to the utent peraltt.J 
by U.S. COI.t ~~Ird r~ll\lon •• 

~ bolloff .t~ld be used to tbe eltent 
fenlble. 8O'o' •• er. the Ihlp'l-e!)]ir:e. req'oIln 
use of 011 foc pilot bur~erl. Therefoc •• LNG 
bolloff can.lOt t~ used in place of 011 during 
lOY I,-eed ~r.eu .. 'erlng: 

Condition )) yill (~lre further Itud{ of fuet
fcee ~-er genecAtion and freeze desat nltlon. 
Thil Itud, shou14 r~e~ an appropriate lit. 
for these use.. Considerltlon should be 91~en 
in de.ignlh9 the facility to features Which 
facllltAt. the fulur. dev.lopG.nt of cryo gle •• 

Co~Jltlon )) viII r~lre t~at the Applicant 
provlde the Air Fore. yltb .~h .hlp .eh~l.Illng 
aOO ufety lnforaaUon I. ""'r be eeede4 for 
coordination of launch Ictlv tie •• 

Thh altl<JsUon 1W!&S'~re ylll be considered In 
the POe .afety .taOOtrdl t.1D9 d.vtloted In 
Oil-I. 

A nfety ~nito(lng pr~r&ll 11 r~uired by tbe 
LNG Teraln~t Act of tSll. Th. Itaff propoled 
"rCoiu. 11 ir.cluded h It.. ),wuldh \0 the 
PJeal !II. 'he Cocnlilioa Yilt a~t • prograa 
in itl declllcn on 011·1. 

10-- r _______ ... ___ ~ _______ _ 
-, _. -------------_._-----
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XltlGAllCS MEASURES 

Coy~e 1m plf~S "M tu.ks vith energy d)SOrbl~ 
e4teeisl t~ protect tb~ fcoo f~nete"ti~~ due 
to alulle ru~ntl. 

Te~hn(c"l Report .1 contains altigation 
~e3suces ce\"ti~ to sels-Ie de.ign of t~e 
(acility. Vith H.e elception of those &us~ces 
speclfIci"I.,. li'ted belov, this .ubj~t viii 
~ thoe subject of f\lUbee t..eull\9s in on-I. 

A ~secystlve approach to conslder"tioQ of 
~ear-slte f"ultinq should be ,,~~ted "n.j (urtbee 
study ~de of seismIc h&."cds to tbe .lte~ 

Reduction of is~cts to cultuc". cesources by 
doi~~ fevee i.p.oYeQ~nlS to tbo Bolll'tee ~nch 
road. --

Kitig4t(on thro~.h avoldaree more possible alor.~ 
the ~ala~ ioad "lternatlve. 

Careful p1al\nl~ in c.:,ns\l.utlon vIth listive 
Mee lear •• r,eccs$.Irr to protect fnt~r It,. Or 
religiOUS valges intrl~'ic to 'oint Conception 
if ~"lL's a~ess IIltern~tiye Is .lopt~. 

H)tlgatlOQ of poYer line ispIClS thr~h
IIvolda~e. A S'.livey fcegra. to Identify 
l.pacts in t~e coe~ldor Is fi~&l r.ecess~ry. 
Sa1vaie of information s~~ld be doce ~~ec 
ne<essary. 

---------

('()KI(£107 1<.>;0 OISPOSltlClf 

Ihls &eU"re is ~eje<ted since the e.ent 1. 
j~~ too (eprobable to Justify l~. expen.e. 
The peoposed lafety st.r~led. coat.ln proylsionl 
~hlch woyld prote<t tho public eTtc .hould luch 
lin e.ent oc-cue. 

lI:~lre.s by CoMltior.s H. n. 1', It. CO, U. 

Study of l~~ &els~re vIII ~ eequlre~ by 
COMltion U. 

Study of tt.e Eus'ue vill be requlre-J toy 
Cond I tion U. 

1t~llh~ t>y Cot>dllloil. U. 

Jtequir~ t>,. Conditions U ar.1 IS. 

.. -
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TO: 

APFENDIX G 

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION' 

Secret~p rorResourccs 
1416 Nintu Street, Room 1312 
Sacramento, 'California 95814 

FROM: Cali!o%'nia Pu.blie 
Utilities Commission 
~50~cAlli$ter Street 
San Franci sco, Cali!. 94102 

SUBJECT~ Filing ot Notice of Determination in compliance with 
" Section 21108 or 21152 of the Public Resources. Code. 

A-57626 LNG T~rmj 001 ETR 

Project Title 
78030684 

State Clearinghouse N~ber (It submitted to State Clearinghouse) 
Ste\1en w. Miller " (415) 557-2374 

Contact Person Telephone Number 

Point cOno/Etion, Santa P-arbara County 

Project Location 
,c. Marine te:aninal for receiving ING and ancille;y facilities 

Project Description 
The pages of ,the carmission' s decision Sj?eCifying required mitigation 
measures are attached.' '. 

This is to advi$~ that the California Public Utilities Commission 
as lead'agency has ma.de, the following determination regarding the 
above described project: . 

1. The' project has been fiii1 s\'pp!'oved 'by the Lead Agency_ 

L::! di~?ppr2ved 
2. The project ~ ~ have a significant effect on the environ

ment. 
L::! wi 11 not 

,. !I§fl1 A:rJ. Enviro:omentallm:p~ct Report was :prepa.:I."ed for ~;his project 
, pursuant to the pro'V'l. sions ot CEQ)..- , , 

L::i A Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursu
ant to the provisions of CEQA. A copy o:t: the :~regative 
Declaration is attached. 

~lY ~1 ( ~9z.e 

Date 
-~ ....... -.-----

. '". 



Decision No • 89177 '~~31197B 
0\ \ \ 

•. ) .' 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA ... -. ''' .. 
,'100, ' .. , - I:' . 

In the Matter or the Application ) 

or we~te~ LNG Terminal Asso- ) 

,I 
ciates, a general partnersh1?, ) 

and or a Joint Application of ) 

Western LNG Terminal Associates, ) 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company ) 

and Pacific Lighting Service ) Application No. 57626 

Company, California corporations, ) (Filed Octo~er ~4, 1977) 

for a permit authorizing the ) 

construction an~ operation of ) 

a:l LNG ter:n1na~ pIJ.rsuant to ) 

Section 5550 ~~. or the ) 

Pu~l!c Utili:1es ode. ) 
) 
) 

In the Matter or the Application ) 

of PACIFIC GAS and ELECTRIC ) 

COY~~\~, ~~D PACIFIC LIGHTING ) 

SERVICE COM?~~, California ) 

corporat~ons, for a Certificate ) 

that Pu~lic Convenience and ) Application No. 57792 

Necessity re~uire the construc- ) (Filed January 9, 1978) 

( , 
tion, operation, and maintenance ) 

, or a 34" Pipeline from the Foint ) 

-", Conception area, Santa Ear~ara ) 

" /',' County, California to Gostord, ) 

Kern county, California, and ) 

related facilities. ) 
) 
) 

Investigation on the Co~~ssion's ) 

own cot1on into the matter or ) 

the adoption or regulations ) OIl No. 1 

goverr~ng the safety and con- ) (Filet! October 18, 1977) 

struction of a 1ic;,uefied natural ) 

gas te~1nal in the State of ) 

California. 
) 
) 
) 

Investigation on the Co~~ssion's ) 

own motion into the impact or the ) 

decline in natural gas available ) Case No-. 10342 

to California from tra~it1onal ) (Fi1e~ June 1, 1977; 
~ource~ and the need for and ) amended August 23~ 1977) t 

t1~ng or deliveries from supple- ) 

mental supply projects. ) 
) 

I 

\ 
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At the lychgate we may all pass our own 
conduct and our own judgments ~~der a searching 
review. It is not g1ven to human beings, happily 
for them, tor otherwise life would be intolerable, 
to foresee or to predict to any large extent the 
~~folding course of events. In one phase men 
seem to have been ri~~t, in another they seem to 
have been ~ong. Then again, a few years later, 
when the perspective of time has lengthened, all 
stands in a different setting. There is a new 
proportion. There is another scale of values. 
History with its flickering lamp st~~bles along 
the trail of the past, trying to reconstruct its 
scenes, to revive its echoes, and kindle with 
pale gleams the passion of former days. What is 
the worth of all this? The only gUide to a man 
is his conscience; the only shield to his memory 
is the rectitude ~~d sincerity of his actions. 
It is very imprudent to walk through life without 
this shield, ~ecause we are so often mocked by 
the failure of our hopes and the upsetting of 
our calculations; but with this shield, however 
the Fates may play, we march always in the ranks 
of honour. 

Winston Churchill 
to the House of Commons 
November 12, 19~O on the 
occasion of the death of 
Neville Chamberlain 
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(See Appen~ix A for app~arances.) 

OPINION IN APPLICATIONS 
NOS. 57626 AND 57792~ CASE NO. 10342 AND OIl 1 

I. LNG TERMINAL ACT OF 1977 

On Septem~er l6~ 1977 the Liquefie~ Natural Gas Terminal Act 
or 1977 (SB 1081) was signed 'by the Governor. 'rh'~ Act grants to 
this Commission the exclusive power to issue a permit authorizing 
the construction and o~eration of a liquefied natural gas (LNG) 
terminal pursuant to a prescri~ed procedure. The Act makes appro
priate modifications to the Public Resources Code an~ adds Chapter 
10 to the Pub11c Utilities Co~e. The Act became effective immediately 
upon enactment on Septem~er 16~ 1977 as an urgency statute Within 
the meaning of Article IV of the Constitution. 

In Section 5551, the Legislature finds ~s follows: 
"(a) That an adequate supply of natural gas is essential 

to the economy of California ~~d to the health and 
welfare of its reSidents. 

"(~) That the importation or liquefied natural gas from 
south Alaska and Indonesia into California may be 
a significant means or assuring that adequate ~~d 
reliable supplies or natural gas are obtaine~ in 
sufficient quantities to meet the state's needs 
and to prevent natural gas shortages which would 
disrupt the state's economy, increase air pollu
tion, and impose personal an~ financial hardships 
on all or the state's residents. 

"(c) That an initial liquefied natural gas terminal may·. 
currently be needed in order to perm1t the impor
tation of sufficient natural gas to prevent short
ages which have been predicted to occur in the 
early 1980's. 
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"(d) That, in order to expedite the siting, construc
tion, an~ operation or such liquerie~ natural gas 
~erm1nal so that serious shortages or natural gas 
,QO not occur, it is necessary to vest exclusively 
~ one state agency the authority to issue a 
single permit authorizing the location, construc
tion, and operation or such terminal, and to 
esta~lish specific time limits for a decision on 
applications ror such permit." ~ 

, In order to implement the policy stated in Su~division (d) 
a~ove, the Act provides that the issuance or a permit by the Commis
sion shall be in lieu of any other permit, license, c~rtificate, or 
other entitlement ror use required by any agency or state or local 
government for the construction or operation of an LNG terminal, to 
the extent pe~~tted by federal statute or regulation or any federal
state agreement relating to water discharge permits. ~e Act ru.~her 
provides that, to the extent permitted by rederal statute or regula
tion, the permit shall also be in lieu or any other permit, license, 
certificate, or other entitlement for use issued by any agency, 
department, or instrumentality of the federal government. 

In Section 5552, the Legislature further finds and declares, 
in part, " ••• that current uncertainties a~out the ~arety or 
liqu~ried natural gas require that the single terminal authorized 
by this chapter be located at a site remote from human population 
in order to provide the maximum possible protection to the pu~lic 
against the possi~ility of accident." 

Section 5582 provides that the following population criteria 
apply to the terminal: 

'.- ' .... ,. . .,.." 
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"(1) Population density shall ~e not greater than ~~ 
average of 10 persons per square mile for a 
aistance of one mile outsi~e the perimeter of 
~he site on which the offload1ng, regas1f1cation~ 
.ana storage facilities for LNG will ~e locate~. -

"(2) Population density shall be not greater than an 
average of 60 persons per s~uare mile for a 
distan~e of four miles outside the perimeter of 
the Site on which the offloading, regas1f1cat1on, 
and storage facilities for LNG will be located. 

"(3) The terminal shall ~e located so that no marine 
vessel transporting LNG would be required or 
permitted in the normal course of marine opera
tions, accord1ng to the plan of operations filed 
by the applicant pursuant to subdiv1sion (b) of 
Section 5601, to pass closer to areas of popula
tion density than the a1stances specified in 
paragraphs (1) and (2)." 

Section 5584 requires that the storage and regasif1cat1on 
facilities be located onshore. Section 5585 requires that the gas 
delivered to the terminal must be gas produced in Indonesia and 
south Alaska. It also requires that the "terminal's average daily 
input capaCity shall not exceed the gaseous equivalent of 1.3. 
~il1ion cu~ic feet." Further, Section 5600 requires that any party 
seeking a permit to operate and construct a terminal hp~ to file an 
application within 30 days after the effective date or the legis
lation. Western LNG Terminal ASSOCiates (Western Terminal), the 
only applicant ul''lder the Act, filed Application No. 57626 on 
October 14, 1911, for a permit to construct and operate an LNG 
term1nal in Santa Barbara County near Point Conception. Under the 
Act the Commission is required to submit a copy of the application 
to the Cal1.torn1a Coastal Comm1ss1on (CCC) (Section 5610). .Th1s 
was done on October 14, 1917. 

The CCC is required by the Act to undertake a study to ident1t.1 
and evaluate potential onshore sites tor an LNG terminal. Not 

.... ... 
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later t~~~ay 3l~ 1978~ the CCC was required to complete and trans
mit to th1's Comm1ss1on its final report evaluating and ranking such 
s1tes~ together With recon~ended terms and conditions of construc
tion and operation of a terminal at each site. (Sections 561l~ 56·12.) 

The Act provides that this Commission shall not issue a permit 
for construction and operation of a terminal at a~y site not evalu
ated and ranked by the CCC. In issuing a perm1t~ t~s Commission 
is required to issue it for the Site ranked highest by the CCC. 
"However~ the Co~~ss1on may select a lower ranked site if it has 
determ1ned with respect to each higher ranked site that it is not 
feasible to complete construction and commence operations of the 
terminal at such higher ranked Site in suff1cient time to· prevent 
significant curtailment of high priority requirements for natural 
gas and that approval of the lower ranked Site will sign1ficantly 
reduce such curtailment." (Section 5631.) Section 5559 define~ 
"feasible" as " ••• capable of,being accomplished in a successful 
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account: 
(a) economic, environmental~ social~ technological~ safetYI and 
reliability ractors~ (0) gas supply contracts~ (c) gas supply and 
demand forecasts~ (d) federal regulat.ory requirements, and (e) 
alternative sources of natural gas." 

Under the Act this Commission cannot issue a permit tor con
struction and operation at any site unless it finds to do so would 
be consistent with public health~ safety~ and welrare~ an~ it may 
impose such conditions on the issuance of a perm1t as may ~e 
neeessary or appropriate to ensure the public health, safety. and 
welfare. (Section 5532.) 

If this CommiSSion issues a permit for construction and opera
t1on~ the Act requires it to 1mpose~ as a condition of such perm1t~ 
each term and cond!tion recommended by the CCC for the selected 
s1te~ unless this Commission rinds with respect to each term or 
condition any of the following: 

5 
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(a) Imposition of the term or condition will cause 
delays in co~~encement of terminal operations 
that will result in significant curtailment of 
high priority natural gas requirements and that 
deletion or modification of the term or condition 
~~ll avoid or significantly reduce such curtail
ment. 

(b) The report of the CCC recommending the term or 
condition was not based on substantial eVidence, 
considering,the record as a whole. 

Sa 
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(c) Imposition of the term or condition will adversely 
affect public health or safety. (Section 5633.) 

The Comm1~on may also impose its own terms and conditions. These 
terms and'~onditions may also include those recommended by tbe local 
city or county within whose jurisdiction the terminal is proposed 
to be located. (Section 5636(d).) 

Section 5601 requires the permit application to contain the 
following information: 

(a) Information, including maps and pictorial and 
written descriptions of present and proposed 
development for the site and relevant geological, 
archaeological, aesthetiC, ecological, seismic, 
marine transport, and population data. The maps 
shall designate the location of the perimeter of 
the LNG offloadins, regasification, and storage 
site from which the population density criteria 
specified in Section 5582 shall be measured. 

(b) A detailed description of the proposed engineer-
ing design features, proposed methods of con-
struction, ~~d proposed operating procedures for 
the term1nal and a proposed plan for marine 
operations, including shipping routes and control 
procedures • 

(c) An ~~alysis of accident possibilities, conse-
quences, and risks for the terminal. 

(d) Information regarding safety and public protec-
tion features, including fire protection measures, 
marine navigational systems, emergen·:y systems 
for shutting down the terminal, and other con-
tingency plans for aCCidents. 

(e) Information regarding the cost of the terminal, 
fuel consumption in operating terminal equipment, 
service life of the terminal, and capacity or the 
terminal. 

(r) Information regarding the source of liquefied 
natural gas, including the contractual terms tor 
the delivery of such gas supplies. 

6 

.. --



• • ••••• ~ II "" •• ., • 

A. 57026 et a1. IM 

(g) A description of any proposed or existing 
natural gas transmission lines relate~ to the 
'"Poroposed term1nal, including a map, in suitable 
,peale, of the routing that shows details of the 
right-of-way in the vicinity of populated ~r 
developed areas, parks, and recreational areas; 
the justification for the route; and a pre
liminary statement of the effect of ~~y proposed 
natural gas transmission line on the environment. 

'(h) A d.escription of contingency plans for equivalent 
volumes of natural gas in the event or both short
and long-term interruptions or the LNG supply 
system for the proposed terminal. 

(1) A description of the proposed method of financing 
the terminal and analysis of the rate impact 
thereOf on natural gas consumers in this state. 

(j) The applicant'S legal opinion regarding the 
rights this state has, or can assert, under 
federal law (1) that will assure the allocation 
or adequate supp11es of natural gas to consumers 
in this state from sources other than the terminal 
to be permitted pursuant to this chapter and (2) 
that will assure consumers in th1s state full and 
fair compensation for any losses or supplies or 
natural gas costing less than gas converted from 
LNG that may result from federal allocation 
policies. 

(k) Any other information which the applicant deems 
necessary or des1rable to support its application 
and better inform the commission and the public. ~ 

Th1s Coa~ssion is designated 'by the Act to be the lead agency 
for purposes 0: the California Environmental Quality Aet (CEQA). 
(Section 5635.) The Act requires this Comm1ssion to adopt regulations 

*/ As discussed infra. the proceeding in Application No. 5162'0' 
basically addresses issues relating to Subsections (a)~ (e). 
(g).. (i), and (k) of Section 5601. The issues relating to . 
the other subsections are addresse~, as appropriate, in OIl 1 
an~ Case No. 10342. 

7 
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--governing the safety and constr~ction or the terminal. (Section 
' .. 

5537.) It further requires this COmmission to establish monitor1ng 
systems: 

(1) To ensure that any terminal authorized is con
structed and operated in compliance With all 
applicable regulations adopted an~ the terms and 
conditions established pursuant to the Act, and 

(2) To monitor the costs incurred in the construction, 
or in the preparation tor construction, of sueh 
terminal in order to ~etermine if the costs are 
in the best interests of the ratepayers. (Sec
tions 5637, 5638.) 

8 
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II. PROCEDURAL S~~y 

A. Entities 

. Western Terminal 1s a general partnersh1p pursuant to the 
Uniro~ Partnership Act of the State of Californ1a. A copy of its 
general partnership agreement was filed as a part of Application 
No. 57626. Although not applic~~ts in this proceeding, the parties 
to the Western Terminal partnership are: Western LNG Terminal 
Company, a Californ1a corporation, which is an affi11ate of Pacific 
Lighting Corporation (PLC); and Pacif1z Gas LNG Terminal Company, 
a California corporation, which is ~~ affiliate or Pacific Gas & 
Electric Company (PG&E). 

PLC was a utility holding company until 1969 when it was 
diversified by the addition to its holdings or compan1es engaged 
in agriculture and real estate. The public utilities controlled 
by PLC are Pacific Lighting Service Company (PLS) and Southern 
Ca11fornia Gas Company (SoCal). both of which are California gas 
corporat1ons. SoCal 1s the largest distributor of natural gas in 
southern Ca11fornia. PLS serves the sole purpose of buying natural 
gas !rom various suppliers and selling it to SoCal. PLS has no 
employees of its own. Manpower for all PLS functions is provided 
by SoCal, which charges PLS for the service of its employees. 

"'.j' • •• ... ·t .... • .... •• •• 
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Western LNG Terminal Company, which participates as a partner in 
Western Terminal, is a wholly owned subsidiary of PLC. 

PG&E is a public utility which is the largest supplier o~ gas 
and electriC service in northern California. It controls a number 
of affiliates having the primary functions of developing and pur
chasing natural gas supplies and transporting the gas to PG&E's 
pipeline facilities. PG&E formed Pacific Gas LNG Terminal Company 
as a wholly o~~ed subsidiary for the purpose of participating as 
a partner in Western Terminal'. 

On March 11, 1975, Western LNG Term1nal Company entered into 
*1' an agreement With Pacific Indonesia LNG Company (PacIndonesia)-

agreeing to receive, regasity, and deliver, at the instruction of 
PacIndones1a, speCified volumes of the LNG under spec1~1ed condi
tions. On February 26. 1975, Western LNG Terminal Company entered 
into a s1~lar agree~ent With Pacific Alaska LNG Company (PacAlaSka).!!1 
In accordance with the general partnership agreement effective 
J~~uary 27, 1976, the agreements are now binding upon Western 
Xerm1nal. 

~/ PacIndonesia is a California corporation wh1ch is a wholJ.y 
owned subsidiary of PLC, but which is now jOintly controlled 
by PLC and PG&E. Pac Indonesia has contracted: (1) to pur
chase t,he specified volumes from Perusahan Pertambaugan 
:rva.nyak Dan Gas Bumi (Pertam1na); (2) to transport the LNG to 
California; and (3) to sell the regasified LNG to SoCal and 
PG&E .. 

!!I PacAlaska is a wholly owne~ SUbsidiary of PLC. 

lO 
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E. Proceedings Before Co~~ssion 
1. Application No. 57626 

.. " _. , ., I...... .., .. ~ " ... 

Pursu~t to Sections 5550 et seq. of the Act, Western Terminal 
seeks a p~it authorizing it to construct and operate an LNG 
terminal as ~ef1ned in Section 5562 of the Act. The site of the 
proposed terminal is in Santa Bar~ara County near Point Conception. 
At this Site Western Terminal intends to construct and operate LNG 
unloading, storage, vaporization, and ancillary facilities for the 
pu.~ose of receiving LNG imported into California from Indonesia 
and south Alaska. 

Western Terminal alleges that the proposed project set forth 
in the application tully complies with the provisions of the Act· 
and that the project is designed to receive critically needed L~G 
supplies in a feasi~le and timely manner. 

PG&E and PLS 10in With Western Terminal in seeking the permit 
insofar as it authorizes the construction and operation of the 
pipeline and appurtenances necessary for the transmission of the 
regasif1ed LNG from the metering station at the outlet of the vapor
ization facilities of the terminal to the points of interconnection 
~~th eXisting natural gas pipelines. 

2. A'oplication No. 51192 
Pursuant to Section 1001 of the PubliC Utilities Code, ?G&E 

and PLS jointly seek an order of the Co~~ssion granting to them a 
certificate of public convenience and necessity for the construc
tion, maintenance, and operation of a pipeline which Will be owned 
equally by the two California utilities. The pipeline Will be 
apprOXimately 112 m1les long and Will ~e 34 inches in outside 
diameter. It Will ~egin at the metering station of the prop·~sed 
LNG terminal site and terminate at a point of interconneetion with 
PG&E's existing pipeline near Gosford in Kern County.' There will 
be twc interconnections along the 112-mile route, the first with 
SoCal's existing pipeline west or Buellton in Santa Barbara COunty, i 

and the second With PLS's eXisting pipeline near the North Coles 
Levee Field in Kern County. 

11 
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Applications Nos. 57626 an~ 57792 were con$o114ate~ for 

hear1ng. 
3. .case No." 1'03'42 
On J~~e 1, 1977 the Comcission instituted an investigation, 

Case No. 10342, into the impact of the decline in natural gas avail
able to California from traditional sources and the need for and 
timing of deliveries from supplemental supply projects.. Specif
ically the investigation included the following: 

(1) A forecast or gas requirements by end-use priority. 

(2) A forecast of gas supplies from traditional sources, 
~~d the projected cost of these supplies. 

(3) An evaluation of the potential supplies available 
from new sources, and the projected cost of these 
sources. 

(4) The estimated date of curtailment of each end-use 
priority w1th tradit10nal sources and the economic, 
social (With emphasis on loss of jo~s). and 
environmental costs of converting these customers 
to alternate fuels. 

(5) The potential price and supply impacts of federal 
allocation and pricing policies on Californ1a's 
new gas supplies. 

(6) The facilities needed for and the economic, SOCial, 
and environmental costs of diverting gas from 
northern to southern California. 

SoCal, PG&E, and San Diego Gas & Electric company (SDG&E) were 

made respondents in th1s case. 
4. Order Instituting Investigation No.1 
On October 18, 1977 the Commission instituted OIl 1 to· dis

charge its statutory mandate under Section 5637 of the Act, which 
requires the Commission to adopt regulations governing the safety 
and construction of the LNG terminal. OIl 1 constitutes the vehicle 
bY which the Commission intends to develop comprehensive safety 

standards. --. 
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The standards adopted by the CO~M~ission in OIl 1 ~~ll prescribe 
-~ 

that level of safety which operators of a proposed LNG terminal 
J' . 

must legally meet in connection with the design, construction, 
testing, operation, and maintenance or facilities required in the 
transfer, storage, and vaporization o! LNG. 

For purposes of developing appropriate safety stan~ards, OIl 1 
encompasses all current state-o!-the-art safety information relative 
to the h~~dling o! LNG. Present national, state, local, industrial, 
and professional codes, standards, practices and regulations cover
ing deSign, construction, operation, inspection, maintenance, and 
safety of LNG terminal facilities are to ~e analyzed to determine 
their adequacy With respect to the Commission's responsibility ~or 
developing comprehensive safety standards. Respondents and the 
applic~~t for a proposed LNG terminal within the State are required 
to furnish to the CommiSSion proposals for standards necessary to 
provide for the safe construction, operation, and maintenance of 
a ~roposed LNG facility. 

The ultimate LNG safety standards promulgated by the COmmission 
in 011 1 are to be incorporated as Part III of the Commission's 
General Order No. 112-C, which presently contains rules govern1ng 
deSign, construction, testing, maintenance, and operation of utility 
gas gathering, transmission ~~d distribut!on piping systems. 

SoCal, PG&E, SDG&E, and Western Terminal were named res~ondents 
in 011 1. 

5. Trifurcated Public Hearings 
At the prehearing conference held on October 28, 1977 on 

Application No. 57626~ starf recommen~ed that tor the purpose 'of 
expediting the hearing process, so as to allow a decision to be 
issued by July 31~ 1978 on the permit, three separate and concurrent 
sets of bearings should be held and the three records consolidated. 
One set or hearings was recommended to be held in Application No. 
57626" another set in Case No. 10;342, and the tbir~ in OIl 1. The 
three assigned A~n1strat1ve Law Judges (ALJ) approved this recom
mendation, requiring that, in general, eVidence relating to natural 
gas supplies and requirements be presented in Case No. 10342, 
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safety related evidence be presented in OII 1" and evidence on the 
remaining issues be presented in the application. Subsequently~ 

on January=9, 1978" Application No. 57792 for a certificate of 
public convenience and necessity for the,gas transmission pipeline 
was filed" and it was consolidated for hearing With Application 
No. 57626 .. 

An appearance in anyone of the proceedings was deemed to 
constitute an appearance in all of them. The hearings were con
ducted to aVOid, insofar as practicable" the duplication of evidence" 
while undertaking to compile a composite record that would be ade
quate in every aspect necessary for the Commission to make all 
required determinations within the time limit speciried in the Act. 
References to the transcript" eXhibits" and items in each hearing 
were preceded by a letter designating the applicable record: Case 
No. 10342 by a "C"" Applications Nos. 57626 and 57792 by ~~ "A" and 
011 1 by an "0" .. 

6. Hearings in Applications Nos. 57626 and 57792 
The hearings in the applications were held in two, series. 

The first series ot hearings began with Western Terminal's baSic 
shoWing and were concluded on February 17" 1978 .. FollOwing 
Western Terminal" the Commission stafr presented evidence relating 
to the cost of the proposed LNG terminal" financial issues relat1ng 
to the construction and operation or the proposed term1nal~ and a 
plan to monitor the construction costs or the proposed LNG receiV1ng 
terminal.. Although provided the opportun1ty~ no other parties 
presented eVidence relating to this phase or the Application No. 
57625 proceedings. At the conclusion of the .first series of hear
ings in the applications" the presiding ALJ invited all parties to 
rile concurrent interim briers by MArch 1" 1978 on those issues in 
which presentation or evidence had ~een completed. 

At the second series of hearings" beginning on March 14~ 1978, 
the statr presented expert Witnesses and exhibits relating to the ~ 

various enVironmental impacts aSSOCiated With construct1ng an LNG 
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receiving,terminal at Point ConcePtion.~ ~ese exhibits are 
tech.n1cal reports which support an~ set forth the I~etailed facts --and conclusions which are presented in the Draft Environmental . , 

Impact Report (DEIR) on the proposed project. Testimony and tech-
nical reports were offered on socio-econom1c and land use 1mpacts~ 
meteorology an~ air quality 1mpacts~. geology and seismicity 1mpacts~ 
and terrestrial biology impacts. The starf also presented wit
nesses who supported technical reports dealing with energy use, the 
proposed seawater system, utilities and effluents, and an assess
ment of cryo-utilizat10n of the "cold power" generated by an LNG 
receiving terminal. In aci<U,'t1on, technical reports addressing the 
relative environmental impacts of constructing and operating an LNG 
facility at alternative sites were introduced and received in 

**/ evidence.-
The statt also presented a tec~~cal report (Exhibit A-90) 

that sets forth the impacts of the proposed access road and elee
trical power transmission line requ~red to serve the plant. Exhibit 
A-90 also assesses the impacts of alternative routes for a gas 
transmission pipeline, power line~ and road. Finally~ the staff 
presented testimony and Exhibits A-115 ~~d A-115, which analyze on 
a comparative baSiS, the feasibility, costs and tim1ng of eonstructing 
an LNG receiving terminal at each ot the ~ive Sites proposed by the 
CCC in its preliminary report. 

·1 These expert Witnesses were consultants hired ~y the Commission 
to prepare an EnVironmental Impact Report (EIR) on the pro
posed project. 

!!I Exhibit A-55, the staff's Technical Report No. 23 suppo~ing 
the DEIR. is a study eompar1ng the impacts at Point Conception, 
Oxnard, Camp Pendleton, Tajiguas, and Gua~alupe Dunes. 
Exhibit A-103, Technieal Report No. 23A, is a supplement to 
Exh1b1t A-55, which presents an analysis of the Rattlesnake 
Canyon site an~ the Las Varas site. The Final EIR includes a -
detailed analysis of the Deer Ca~yon site in responze to ~ 
several eomments on the DEIR. 

15 

, , .... I."· ""' ...... _. _ .,. 
, " 



··f I ..... ' ........ ' ..... _ ..... -. ............. _ ... _._ ..... ...._ ____ •• _, _ •••.•• j '. 

A. 57626 et ale IM 

Western Terminal also presente~ additional testimony and 
exhibits ~uring the secon~ phase of the Applieation No. 57626 pro-. 
ceedings.-=This presentation related to those m1tigat1~g measures 
recommende$1 in the DEIR which Wes'tern 'I'erm1nal was adopting. The~e 

mitigating measures included moving the site to avoid archaeological 
resources; using the eXisting Hollister Ranch Road as an access 
route and improving this road to a 25 mph standard rather than a 
40 mph standard; ~using laborers to the Site from a staging area 
near Gaviota; alternative electriC power arrangements; and taking 
certain measures that will mitigate air quality impacts. Western 
Terminal also presented a study concerning the ~esign or the sea
water system~ and an exhibit setting forth the eapital eost tor 
constructing the terminal at Point Conception~ revised to reflect 
these mitigating measures. 

In the app1ications~ 48 days of public hearing were held before 
ALJ James F. Haley in Los Angeles, San Francisco~ San Diego, San LUis 
Obispo, Santa Barbara, Oxnard, and Oceanside. The applications 
were taken under submission on May 12~ 1978 subject to receipt, 
of the following: 

1. By May 15, 1978 recommendations of cities and 
counties in wh1ch a terminal 1s propose~ to be 
located~ as to safety, protection or the enViron
ment an~ land use. 

2~ By May 30. 1978 concurrent briefs by the parties 
to the proceedings~ 

3. B~ May 31, 1978 the final report of the cec 
evaluating and ranking the potential onshore Sites 
pursua.nt to Section 5611 of the Act, With com
ments thereon to be tiled by the parties not 
later than June 9, 1978~ 

4. By July 7~ 1978 the Final EIR prepared by the 
COmmiSSion starr. 

5. Additional eVidence in OII 1 concerning the extent 
of faulting at the proposed Point Conception Site. 

The record in Applications Nos. 57526 and 57792 consists or . 
4,154 pages of transcript. l20 eXhibits. and 20 items. 
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1. Hearings inCase No.' 10)42 

Scheduled hear1ngs in Case No. 10342 commenced before ALJ 
Charles E~~ttson on November 1, 1977. Hearings were concluded 
May 4, 1978. The record includes 56 volumes of transcript (5,894 
pages), 90 eL~ibits, and Items A through N. Concurrent briefs 
were tiled on May 30, 1978, and Case No. l0342 is under submission. 

A number of parties presented evidence on estimated natural 
~as supplies, customers'requirements, and potential economic and 
environmental impacts associated With declining gas supplies. Gas 
supplies estimates and requirements were prOVided by the staff of 
the Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission 
(ERCDC), PG&E. SoCal, Resource Planning Associates, Inc. (RPA), 
Applied Decision Analysis (ADA), and the California Public Uti11ties 
Commission starr (stafr). The respondent utilities presented 
estimates of sas supplies and requirements for their service areas. 
RPA provided a report on California Natural Gas Supply and Demand, 
1911-l990 (EXhibit C-61). and ADA supplied a report titled "Decision 
Analysis of California LNG" (Exhibit C-66) in support of the DElE 
in these consolidated matters. Genernl Motors Corporation (GM). 
TJni~n Carbide Corporation ('O'C), and SDG&E participated and presented 
direct evidence. The California. Citizens Action Group (CCAG) 
actively participated in various portions of the proceedings through 
cross-examination. 

8. Hearings in OIr 1 
By direction of the Presiding Administrative Law Judge and 

With the concurrence of the interested parties, OIl 1 was divided 
into two ,hases. Phase I of the proceeding, which concluded on 
July 14, 1978, ~as devoted to examination of site-specific safety 
and reliability issues generated ~y Western Terminal's request in 
Application No. 57626 to construct an~ operate an LNG term1nal at 
Point Conception. Phase II of OII 1, with hearings commencing in 
August, 1918, Will serve as the forum tor the ultimate development : 
and adoption by the COmmission or comprehens1ve regulations and a . 
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monitc,ring ~stem pursuant to the mandate of Section 5637 ~ governing 
the safety land construction of LNG facilities within California. 

In Phase I of 011 1, 43 days 'of ~uly-noticed public hear1;lgs 
in the matter of LNG safety were he'ld before ALJ John J. Doran in 
San FranCiSCO, Los Angeles, San Diego, and Santa Barbara between 
February 7~ 1978 and July 14, 1978. The record includes 42- volumes 
of transcripts (4001 pages) and 138 exhibits. Witnesses were 
offered by Western Terminal and cross-examined by the parties on the 
site-specific subjects of geology, engineering, seismology, structural 
desi~~~ sea-state and weather conditions, ma~ine operat1ons~ LNG 
risk assessment, fire protection, operating procedure, project 
reliability, and liability. The Commission staff presented evi~ence 
on the issues of geology, seismic deSign, miSSile hazards,. vessel 
traffiC, sabotage and security, berth availability, project relia
bility, safety and construction monitoring program, and overall 
safety oi' the proposed LNG facility. Intervenors sponsored testimony 
on the subjects oi' geology~ seismology, wind and wave conditions 
at Point Conception, and inden~ification. Respondent SDG&E testified 
about the nature of its operation at the LNG ~eak-shaV1ng facility 
in Chula Vista, Califorr~a. 

Phase I of OIl 1 was submitted in three parts: (1) on May 4, 
1978, all Phase I matters, except those relating to seismicity; 
(2) on J~~e 22, 1978, all seiSmiC matters, except evidence relating 
to additional on-site geological and technical investigations and 
related ongoing studies; and (3) July 14, 1978, all Phase I matters 
were eoneluded, with final addendum briefs :riled on July 19',1978. 

In late April the geological ?onsultant employed by Hollister 
Ranch indicated his professional belief that a fault eXisted on 
the site. Consequently the COmmission determined to sever the 
seismic issue from Phase I and require additional studies. The 
stafr, by letter of May 2, 1978, 'requested Western Terminal to 
undertake specifie seiSmiC investigations in response to the con
tention concerning a fault on the site. Parties to the proceedings 

18 

.. 



~. 

A. 51626 et ale IM 

were advised during the May 4, 1978 hearing that additional seismic 
investigations would be required and were invited to participate. 
Further, a staff letter was sent to the parties in confirmation of --that decision. The 32nd and last. day ot hearing on the Phase I ., 
issues, save seismicity" was May 4, 1978, with s'l.lbm1ss1on or con-
current briefs on May 30, 1978. 

After nine days of additional hearings, from June 12 to June 22, 
the ~eismic issue" except for the additional trenching request·ed 
during the June l6 hearing, was submitted W1th concurrent briefs 
on J~~e 30, 1978. Exhib1ts proposing c~~ges in the seismic design 
criteria were identified during the June 22 hearing, but the 
::atter was deferred to Phase II of this proceeding. 

Exhibits respecting the requested June 16 trenching and related 
ongoing studies were scheduled to 'be filed 'by July 12. A one-day 
hearing was scheduled tor July 14 in San Prancisco" and addendum
type briefs were filed July 19. Phase I of OIl 1 stood submitted. 

Hearings on the proposed changes in the seismic design criteria, 
the proposed general order on LNG safety standards, and the con
struction and safety monitoring program are scheduled following 
the decision on the permit applications and constitute Phase II of 
this proceeding. All issues except Phase II are the subject matter 
of this opinion. Phase II will be the subject of a later opinion 
follOWing additional hearings. 
C. California Coastal COmmission Proceedings 

Following enactment of SB 1081, the CCC in October 1977 
directed its staff to identify and evaluate possi~le mainland on
shore LNG terminal sites. The statt sent letters to interested 
parties inviting Site nOminations tor preliminary evaluation. By 

the Decem~er 1. 1911 ~eadline impose~ in the invitation, 18 ~uch 
sites had been nOminated. The CCC starf itselt nom1nate4 an 
additional 64 sites. 

To ~eterm1ne which nominations should be legally reta1ne~ as 
feasible tor site ranking, the CCC statt evaluated the 82 locations
according to the following criteria: population ~ensity, land and 
water characteristics, maritime conditions, seismic safety, and 
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coastal resources. Many of the 82 sites rai1e~ to meet the popula
tion density requirements of the Act. Others were eliminated 
~ecause they were too near earthquake faults, or soil con~itions 
were not ~ita~le, or because adverse wind and wave conditions 
woul~ prevent regular berthing of LNG tankers. 

After receiv1ng publiC comments an~ holding a statt workshop 
on the evaluation criteria, the CCC held a pu~liC hearing and voted, 
on January 3l~ 1918, to retain the follOwing five sites (listed 
trom north to south) for further study and ranking: Rattlesnake 
Canyon in San Luis Obispo County, POint Conception (Little Cojo) 
and Las Varas in Santa Barbara County, Deer Canyon in Ventura 
County, and Camp Pendleton in San Diego County. These f1ve sites 
were those included 1n the CCC's preliminary report subm1tted to 
this Co~~~ssion pursu~~t to Subsection 5612(b) of the Act. 

Consultants retained by the CCC then evaluated these five Sites 
in detail to determine whether engineering and maritime factors 
were suitable. Additional information and opinions on the sites 
were submitted by interested part1es, including local, state, and 
federal agencies, affected property owners, and Western Terminal. 
As require~ by Section 5615 of the Act, the CCC held public hearings 
in April 1918- in each county in which a potential LNG site is 
located. These hearings were held in San Luis ObiSpo, Santa Barbara, 
the City of Port Hueneme, and Oceanside following public workshops 
conducted in each of the four counties by the CCC stafr. 

9n May 5, 1918 the CCC staff issued its report to the CCC on 
s1 te ranking and terms and condi t!ons. The summary contained in 
the starr report rea~s> in part, as follows: 

"Starf recommends that the Commission rank the potential 
LNG terminal Sites in the following order: '-

"1. HORNO CANYON on Camp Pendleton in San Diego County 
where a terminal would have the least adverse 
im~acts on coastal resources. 

"2. RATTLESNAKE CANYON in -San LuiS Obispo County. 

"3.' LITTLE COJO near Point Conception in Santa Barbara 
County. 
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"4. DEER CANYON in Ventura County where a terminal 
-~uld have the most overall adverse impact on 
'~oasta1 resources. 

"Staff is recommen~ing e1im1nation of a tifth site at 
LAS VARAS in Santa Barbara County (Figure 1), due to 
the recently confirmed presence of a small active 
earthquake fault passing through the site. A sim1lar 

'rau1t has been identified at the LITTLE COJO Site, 
which is nevertheless retained in the ranking because 
the LNG Terminal Act of 1977 re~uires that the Commission 
rank the site selected by Western LNG Terminal Associates 
in its application to the Public Utilities Commission 
(PUC)." 

On May 24, 1918 the CCC met to vote on its final evaluation 
and ranking of the sites for the purpose or making its final report 
to this Com."tission as required by Subsection 56l2(a) of the Act. 
Under date of May 31, 1978 the cec tranSmitted its final report to 
this Com.~ssion. The eec voted to rank the above tour potential 
sites in the same order that had been recommended by its staff. 
The letter transmitting the report contained the following paragraph 
qualifying the cce's ranking: 

"The Commission's ranking is based on the thirty-one 
conditions which it adopted and which are contained 
in the final report. The Commission report also 
includes two resolutions, one urging consideration of 
offshore LNG terminal Sites if it is not p05s1ble to 
approve an onshore site by July 31, 1918, and another 
urging that a vessel control system be developed for 
~~y approved Site." 

The CCC final report elaborates as to how its conditions 
affect Point Conception's ranking on page 27: 
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"With-conditions 23 through 28 which prohib1t a seawater 
1nta~ system and electric transmission lines at the 
site" require partial ingrounding of storage tanks" and 
provide for public access to the area" the overall 
adverse impacts of a terminal at this site woul~ be 
moderately more severe than at the higher ranked 
Rattlesnake Canyon site, but slightly less severe than 

.the lower ranked Deer Canyon site. If the PUC does not 
impose the specific conditions recommended for a terminal 
at Little Cojo" Little Cojo would be ranked fourth" 
with moderately more adverse impacts on Coastal Act 
objectives than Deer Canyon" which would then be ranked 
third." 

In addition to its final report, the CCC transmitted the full 
public record of its study containing 2,,098 entr1es. This Commis
sion has incorporated the full CCC record into its own record in 
Application No. 51626. (See Section 5612.) 

The folloWing portions of the cec "Final Report Evaluating and 
Ranking LNG Sites" have been extracted and attached to this opinion 
and order as Appendix D: "Summary"; Section II, "Terminal Site 
Ranking and Findings"; S~ction III, "Terms and Conditions"; and 
Section IV" "eo~_~ission Resolutions". Not included in Appendix D 
are the folloWing parts of the CCC report: Section I" "Background"; 
Section V, "Starf Notes"; and Section VI" a list of "SUbstantive 
File Documents". 
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Secti~n 5650 of the Act provi~es as follows: 

~Not later than 12 months after the effective ~ate of 
this chapter, the coastal commission shall complete a 
final stu~y of potential offshore sites and types or 
terminals for such sites. Such stu~y shall indieate 
the most appropriate offshore terminal site or sites, 
in the coastal co~~ssion's judgment, together with the 
most appropriate type or types of terminals for each 
such site. 

The results of such study shall be transmitted to the 
co~~ission, to the energy commiss1on, to the Governor, 
a.nd to each house or the Leg1slatur te." 

On July 1~, 1978 the CCC staff issued a draft report relating 
to the siting of an LNG facility at an offshore location. The 
draft report by the ceo starr concludes that "a floating-type LNG 
terminal at southeast Ventura Flats in the eastern Santa Barbara 
Ch~~el (9-12 miles offshore from the cities of Ventura and 
Carpinteria) woul~ be the most appropriate of all the alternatives 
evaluated..~ 

Section 5584 of the Act precludes this Commission from issuing 
a permit for an LNG terminal whose storage and regasif1cation 
facilities would be locate~ offshore. Section 5554 or the Act 
defines "offshore" as "any location seaward of the mean high tide 
line of mainland California, including all islands." Therefore, 
an amendment to the Act would be required. before this Commission 
eould issue a permit for an LNG terminal at a site like Ventura Flats. 
D. Santa Barbara County Proceedings 

Pursuant to Section 5636(e,d) of the Act, the County of :. 
Santa Barbara (CountJ ) sub~tted its recommendations to the Commis
sion following more than 25 hours of public hearings before the 
County Planning Commission and ~~ a~ditional seven hours or public 
hearings berore the County Board or Supervisors. 

The County recommended that the Commission ,take the ~ollow1ng 
actions: 
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"1. Accept and ultimately adopt as part of your Commis
sion's action, if you approve the pending application 
for an LNG facility at POint Conception (A-57525). 
the terms and conditions developed by the County of 

-santa Ba::"bara (attached, 29 pages), plus the Addendum 
·to said document (attached, one page). 

"2 .. 

"3. 

"4. 

In the event that Las Varas remains as a proposed 
site in the LNG ranking recommendations approved by 
the Coastal CommiSSion, that your COmmission strongly 
consider the findings contained in this Board's 
letter, dated May 8, 1918 (attached, five pages), to 
the Coastal Commission requesting that Las Varas be 
deleted from further LNG ranking consideration. 

That your Co~~ssion choose no s1tes this year under 
authority granted by the LNG~erm1nal Act of 1977, 
based upon the findings contained in this Board's 
Resolution No. 78-163, dated April 10, 1978 (attached), 
and this Board's letter to Assemblyman Gary Hart in 
support of AB 3098, dated April 11, 1978 (attached, 
seven pages) .. 

That your Co~~ssion establish a Geotechnical ReView 
Committee to review geo-seismic reports and field 
data on the Point Conception LNG Terminal site. The 
co~~ttee to consist of six persons experienced in 
geology, earthquake engineering, seismology, founda
tion engineering, or other related fields, three 
representatives from consulting firms, a member from 
the California Division of Mines and Geology, a 
member from the United States Geological Survey, and 
Mr. Wendell L. Nichols, Supervising Engineering 
Geologist, of the Santa Barbara County PubliC Wo~ks 
Department .. " 

Included in the County's su~m1ttal was a comprehensive list or 
142 terms and conditions which the County urged the Comm1ssion to 
make a part of any permit issued for an LNG terminal at Point 
Conception. These recommendations are attache~ to this deCiSion 
as Appendix E. 
E. Related Federal Proceedings - Paclndones1a 

PacIndonesia riled with the Federal Power Commission (FPC) on 
November 30, 1973> in Docket No. CP74-l50, pursuant to Section 3 or -tbe Natural Gas Act, an application ror authority to import trom -
Indonesia into the United States an average daily quantity or 
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619.11 billion British thermal units (Btu) of LNG to be purchased 
pursuant to a contract With Pertamina. 

On February 15, 1974 PacIndonesia filed ~~other application 
With the FPC, in Docket No. CP74-207, pursuant to Section 1 ot the 
Natural Gas Act, for authority: (1) to construct, own, and operate 
facilities for receiving, stor1ng, and vaporizing the LNG; an~ 
(2) to sell the regasif1ed LNG to SoCal. Subsequently PLC formed 
Western LNG Terminal Company to provide terminal rac~lities in place 
of PacIndonesia. Accordingly, on September 11, 1914 West~rn LNG 
~erm1nal Company filed With the FPC, in Docket No. CP75-83, to have 
the LNG terminal facilities at Los Angeles, Oxnard, and Point 
Conception. Western LNG Terminal Company filed a supplemental 
application on March 31, 1975, in Docket No. CP75-83-3, to· locate 
at Oxnard the facilities required to provide terminal serv1c~ to 
Pac Indonesia. 

A memorandum of understanding was signed by PLC and PG&E on 
January 27, 1976 under the terms of which (1) PLC and PG&E would 
participate equally in the management and operations of PaeIndones1a 
and Western Terminal and (2) SoCa1 and PG&E would each receive half 
of the sales volume of regasified LNG. 

On July 22, 1977 presiding Adm1nistrative Law Judge Gordon of 
the FPC rendered his Initial Decision in the Pac Indonesia proceed
ings. In his deciSion ALJ Gordon granted Paclndonesia's application 
and approved Oxnard as the Site for the LNG term1nal. Subsequent 
to the enactment of SB 1081 and the filing of Application No. 51626 
with th1s COmmission, Western Terminal filed an amendment to its 
application to the FPC propos1ng Po1nt Conception as an alternate 
site for an LNG terminal. 

As a result of the Department of Energy Organ1zation Act, the 
FPC was a~o11shed and many of its functions transferred to the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commiss1on (PERC). However, import 
authorization was transferred to the Department of Energy (DOE). 
and the secretary of the DOE gave the administrator of the Econom1e 
Regulatory Administration (ERA) the authority to render a final 
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decision in the Pac Indonesia proceed1ngs. On December 30~ 1977 
the ERA issued its Opinion Number One which conditionally authorizes 
(1) PacIOaones1a to import LNG equivalent to 619.71 billion Btu . . 
per day over a 20-year period tor sale to SoCa1 and PG&E and 
(2) Western Terminal to construct~ own~ and operate an LNG receiVing 
terminal near Oxnard. 

Findings and conclusions to the following effect were among 
those contained in the opinion: 

The DOE determined that the Pac Indonesia project involves 
a reliable and relatively secure source of gac which 
would help diversify our resources of LNG. 

Due to limited flexibility in the Ca1ifo~n1a market to 
switch to other energy types because of its unique air 
quality problems, the DOE found that the delivered price 
of Indor.esian LNG may be roughly equivalent to~ or even 
lower than the incremental cost of true alternate sources 
for residential space heating purposes~ such as synthetic 
natural gas (SNG) from imported naphtha or, perhaps~ 
electricity available within the time frame ot the 
PacIndonesia project. 

Based upon prOjected future curtailments or existing and 
potential gas supplies for Ca1irornia~ the DOE found that 
applicants have demonstrated the need tor this supply. 

The DOE found that an all-events, cost-of-serVice tariff 
as requested by applicants is not in the public interest. 
The DOE instead a~opte~ a volumetric rixe~ tariff and 
minimum bill, with any rate changes subject to a tiling 
pursuant to Section 4 of the Natural Gas Act. The DOE 
specifically disapproved automatiC flow through of the 
price escalations under the PacIndonesia-Pertam1na cor-
tract which are tied to changes in the price of Indonesia 
crude oil and changes in the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
eELS) wholesale price index for fuels and related products. 
The DOE also rejected automatic flow through of escala~. 
tions under the currency adjustment provision in the . 
Pertamina contract. However~ the DOE stated that it was 
disapproving only the specific escalators in the Pertam1na 
contract. The DOE acknowledged that approval of flow 
through or costs aSSOCiated with an escalator may be 
necessary to project financing and stated that it would 
be inc11ned to flow through costs under an escalator 
linked to an index that reflects world or domestiC economic 
conditions. 
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Tbe DOE expressed general support for ~he concept of 
incremental pricing, but it recognized the difficulties 
of im~lementing that concept:. In this connection, the 
DOE noted that under the principles implemented by this 
Co~:ssion, retail prices or, gas eonsumed in California 
are designed to encourage conservation of scarce resources, 
which accomplishes a principal goal of incremental pricing. 

Because it was the only location justified on the basis 
or the record, the DOE accepted conditionally the Oxnard 

. term1nal site originally proposed by applicants as accep
table, subject to certain safety and environmental require
ments. The DOE stated, however, that it did not conclude 
that Oxnard is the only acceptable site. The DOE con
cluded that further proceedings would be necessary to 
evaluate applicants' preposed Point Conception Site •. 

On January 30, 1978 Western Terminal tiled a petition for 
rehearing and clarification or ERA Opinion Number One. In its 
petition Western Terminal voiced the tollowing specifiC areas of 
concern with the ERA decision: 

"(1) The position taken o~ the Pertam!na contract escala
tion provision, coming without any warning, ~eing 
in conflict ~~th the Administrative Law Judge's 
approval, and departing from the precedent of the 
Trunkline decision, re~uired that additional time 
be allowed through an Order on Rehearing to provide 
an opportunity tor further discussions with 
Pertam1na. 

"(2) The oec1s1on's rejection of the Pertam1na contract 
currency adjustment provision in~icates a misunder
standing of its operation. The currency adjustor 
operates upward and downward and contains both a 
ceiling and a floor. Therefore~ the provision does 
afford 'equitable distribution of currency fluctua
tion risk bet't.zeen ~uyer and seller' and should be 
approved.. 

"(3) The A~m1nistrator's approach to the siting issue 
requires the establishment or a reasonably concurrent 
siting procedure for an appropriate terminal site 
which Will ensure a federal deCision immediately 
following California's decision. This is imperative 
to avoid ris~~ng loss ot the project. 
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"(4) The i~position of an extraordinary bur~en of proof 
on the recovery of equ'ity lost as a result of 

_operation at less than 90% of capacity is unreason
ably harsh. At the very least, Applicants should. 
.De allowed. to recover such lost equity (which is 
the normal recovery through depreciation of the 
cost of facilities ded.1cated. to public service) by 
successfully meeting the trad.1t10nal burden of 
'justness and reasonableness' of the Natural Gas Act • 

. "(5) Proh1~iting the automatic flow through in rates of 
all costs as provided. in the shipping contracts) 
including return of investment in the event of pre
mature project abandonment, jeopardizes shipowners 
in this project. 

"(6) Rejection of Applicants' proposed cost-of-service 
tariff in favor of volumetric fixed rate requiring 
Section 4-type proceedings necessitates a permanent 
one-day suspension condition. Such a permanent 
condition Will mitigate the loss of Vitally needed 
and fully justified revenue to the Applicants and 
would accord more than adequate protection to the 
ratepayers. 

"(7) The imposition of the volumetric fixed rate requires 
that attention be focused on the economiC impact on 
the Applicants during the start-up period. when the 
volumes received are building to full capacity. It 
is imperative for the financial integrity of the 
Applicants that any costs incurred above amounts 
collected under the volumetric fixed rate or minimum 
bill during such start-up period. be capitalized and 
amortized over the balance of the life of the project. 

"(8) Any procedure adopted relative to· review of the con
struction process must not endanger the project's 
financeability by lim1ting the abi11ty of the project 
to co~~ence operations after completion of construction. 

"(9) The decision's requirement tor obtaining various state 
and local approvals is not appropriate due to the . 
enactment by the California Liquefied Natural Gas ' 
Terminal Act of 1911 which places the state and loca! 
permitt1ng jurisdiction solely With the California 
Public Utilities Commission." .. 

By order dated February 28) 1918) ERA granted rehearing in the • 
Paclndones1a proceeding tor the purpose of further consideration of 
its order of December 30) 1977. This Commission has riled responses 
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to Western Terminal's petition tor rehearing. To ~ate ERA has not 
issued an order on rehearing. 
F. Relat-ed Federal 'Proc'eed1n'gs' '-: 'Pac'Alaska 

On November 11, 1974 PaeAlaska filed an application with the 
FPC for a cert1fieate of publie eonvenience and neeeszity under 
Section 7 of the Natural Gas Act. PacAlaska's application contem
plated the transportation of LNG from south Alaska to, an LNG 
terminal faeility on Terminal Island in the Los Angeles Harbor. 
The PacAlaska projeet consists of two phases eaeh having an annual 
average equivalent of 200 million eubic teet per day (MMefd) of 
natural gas. As of the present time, PaeAlaska has entered into 
gas purchase agreements in varying amounts with the following, 
producers: Atlantie Riehfield Company, Chevron U.S.A. Inc., 
Shell Oil Company, Pacific Lighting Gas Development Company, 
Cities Service Company, and Pacitie-Simpeo Partnership. 

Formal hearings before the FPC eommeneed on June 21, 1976. 
Those hearings have continued up until the time of the riling of 
Applieation No. 57626 with this Commission. Thus far more than 
50 days or hearings have been held on PacAlaska's applieation. On 
November 15, 1977 PaeAlaska amended its tederal tiling to substitute 
Po1nt Conception in plaee of the Los Angeles Harbor as the site of 
the proposed LNG terminal faeility. The presiding ALJ has accepted 
as evidenee in the PacAlaska proceeding, the PacIndones1a filings 
~~th the ERA and FERC on the Point Conception site. Tne Pac Alaska 
matter is currently pending in th1s posture before the FERC. 
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III _ ESTIMATED BASE CASE SUPPLY --
~~~t 0-68 sets forth the stafr'$ estimated ~ase case supply 

levels. ~e base case supply levels are i~entirie~ as ~nelud1ng 
gas estimated to be available from tradit10nal sourees plus supple-
mental supplies :t'rom offshore southern Ca11!"o.rn1a and the RockY 
Mountains. an~ from the southwestern United States through the 

exploration and 4evelopments efforts or a SoCal affiliate. 
Deliveries trom the liste~ supplements are esti~ted by the starr 
to be relatively assured. Tbe starr's base ease supply estimates 
are set ~orth below: 

Year -

1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1916 

1977 
1918 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 

,', " 1986, 
1987 
1988-

., 1989 
3.990 

Base Case Supply 

(Million Cubic Feet per Day) 

Northern 
California. 

Recorded 

2774 
2695 
2352 
2319 
2282' 

'Estimated 

2213 
2060 
1965 
1875 
1804 
1741 
1700 
1663: 
1653 
llJS3 
1140 

.1125 
1076 

922 

30 

Southern 
California 

2679' 
2566 
23,98 
2252 
2132 

2058 
1928-
1765 
1636 
l521 
1448, 

(2115)· 

1396 
1337 
1287 

. 1236 
1169 
1131 
10S~ 
1034 

'I' 

. 
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In Exbib1t c-70 tbe starr compared tbe base case aupply estimates 
provide~ by_ ~e parties in this procee~1ng.. 'l'ables 1 and 2- on tbe 
rollowing two pages reflect tbe supply comparisons contained in the 
starr exh1b1t.!.! . . 

The Commiss1on starr comparison sets forth two estimates ror 
the ERCDC since the ERCDC stu~y submitte~ March 15~ 1978 41d not 
include a recommended forecast. The concurrent brier or the ERCDe 
riled Y~y 3D, 1978 (see ERCDC brier, page 17, Table ~, column (2» 
recommen~s that its "Case An estimates be used fo~ ~irm supplies. -
The ERCDC's rorecast or available firm supplies is aet forth in its 
brier as a combine~ total ror northern and southern California. 
Since rirm supplies are 1dentiried as tra~itional supplies only, , . 
ERCDC's recommended levels are lower than its comb1ne~ North-South 
"Case An estimates sho~~ in Tables 1 and 2. 

In order to make a comparison or the basiC supply estimates or 
the parties cons1stent With ERODO's recommended forecast. Tables 1 
an~ 2 must be combined to rorm statewide traditional and base case 
supply comparisons. Such comparisons follow: 

, " . -.f ',_, ~ . ~ .. '. 

COMPARISON OF STATEWIDE SUPPLY ESTIMATES 
Traditional Sources 

1980 ~ ~ 
(Million CUbic Peet per Day) 

Combine~ PG&E-SoCal 
ERCDC (Recommended) 
RPA 

Sta.rr 

Combined"PG&E-SoCal 
ERCDC (Case A) 

'JU>A 

3421 2759 1509' 
3367 282~ 1711 
33l~ 2S6Z 148S 
3487 2820 1803 

Base Case 
3~5·7 2866 169l P. 

31123 2999 1912 
31118 2930 lS811 

"", Starr 3512 2940 '1956- " . " .... ' . .. . 
ERCDC also repro<1uees material !rom CPUC Starr Exhibit 0-70 as 
~et rorth on pages 143 and 1~4 or its concurrent brier. Eowever. 
ERCDC erroneously cites the source or material as Exh1b1t No. 
C-66 - the ADA Bubmittal. 
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Northern Ca lUornia 
Base Caae Supply - CompAriaon of %sti=&tea -

(.:sale ~pplies include Traditional & Rocky Mountain) 

1978 1980 1985 1990· -(Million Cubic'Teet per Day) 

'PC&!: Exhibit C-33 Table VIII 
CiIiforii!& Gis 292 256 207 189 
El P&80 707 597 453 370 
P.G::. 1014' 1016 957 210 
Biomas. 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 

2014 1870 1618 770 

ERCI>C S~~ !'ig. TV-' z Cale A 
COntract olu::ne 331 ~96 22l 96 
El Paso. ease A 714 610 516 446 
Canadian 1020 1020 953 200 
Rocky J!ountain 10 30 100 100 - - -

2075 1956 1790 842 

ERCDC s~~ '1'i,S. 'IV-'z Cale B t.\ COntract oIume. 331 296 221 96 " I· El P410. eaae :a 727 648 591 533 
Canadian 1020 1020 953 200 
Jtoeky Hount&u 10 30 150 170 -

208S 1994 1915 999 

UA Exhibit 2.1> 
Use $upply 1997 1758 1381 457 
El Paso 18 36 68 91 
Californ1a 17 46 100 137 
Jtoe'ky Mountain 8- SS 193 193 -

2040 .1895 1742 878 

. .Staff Vol. V I P_se S 
Cinaa1in 1020 1020 953 .200 
Ca liforn1& 327 253 187 174 
E1 Paso 713 603 458 493 
!.oc'ky Ho\mta,1n '- 0 0 50 50 
Solid lta..te Conver.1oD 0 0 5 --! 

" 
2060 1876 1653 922 

" 
... - .. - z. 

Jiote: California p~ueed 9'&. un~er contract 1:.0 PGa 
~. 

1. variously referred to .s -California Gas·, ·COntract 

~ 
Volumew and ·Califomia-. Canadian qas deliver.~ b.Y 
Pacific Cas 1'ransmi •• 1on company (PG't) 1. refe.n-ed to 
as -P.C.tr.·, -Cana&anW or ineluded 1n -Ba.e Supply·. 
Zl Paso deliveri •• &lao !Deluded 1n -:sase SupplyW (EpA). 
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-:A:SIJ: 2 
-- Southern Cal1fo%U1a 

Base Cale Supply 
. Comparison of Estimates 

(Ba.e aupplics include Traditional, Fed. OCS, Pac Inter.tate) 

SoC81 b:hibit C-40, Table 1 
tiIifornIi Producers 
Receipts from Other Utilities 
El P&IO 
'1'rans",·e. tern 
Federal Offshore . 
Pac Inter. tate . 

,.. ERCDC SmH "is. IV-8, 
~r:r:fo 
El Paso, ea.se A 
Trans-wes tern, ease A 
OCS (Traditional) 
Pac Inter.tate 
OCS (Supplem~t&l) 

ERCDC Su::'C4iiiIi Fig. IV-S, 
Ciitifo 
El P&IO, ea.le B 
t'r&n.swea tern, Case B 
OCS (Trad1t1oDal) 
PAC Inter'tate 
OCS (Supplemental) 

'lPA Exhibit 2.e 
Ii.e Supply 
1:1 PalO, 
Tr&n.we.tem 
Ce.lifomU 
red. OCS 
PAC. Interatate 

Case A 

1918. 1980 1985 1990 - -(M1111on Cubic Feet per Day) 

104 
8 

1374 
405 

7 
13 

1911 

113 
1216 

384 
7 

12 
1 -1733 

113 
1238 
399 

7 
12 

1 
1770 

1680 
32 
47 

0 
2 
5 

1766 

1364 
40& 
113 
12 

7 
1 

2S 
1928 

33 

88 
6 

1188-
270 
15 

,20 -158·7 

94 
1040 

302 
S 

20 
6 

1467 

94 
1103 

344 
S 

20 
6 

1572 

1313 
63 
12 
16 
24 
2S 

1523. 

1182 
330 
t4 
20 
5 
5 o 

1636 

45 
2 

971 
.. 24 

79 
27 ,._' 

" 1248' 

47 
S79 
206 

2 
2S 
50 

1209 

47 
100S, 

290 
2· 

2S 
50 -1419 

761 
117 
U4 . 

21 
146 

29 
U83 

933 
240 
47 
27 

2 
S8 

0 

1287 

h 

2S 
2 

622 
91 

1S1 
30 -921 

27 
759 
189 

o 
30 
65 

1070 

27 
907 
294 

o '0 65 
1323 

S08 
156 

·119 
20 

i--. 166. 
37 

100r., 

'76 
233 
27 

' 30 
0 

68 
0 

1034 
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Beyon~ any insight provided by the comparisons set forth'on 
page 31. the combined sta.te'W1~e supply estimates have no value tor 
they 1mply-~t the supplies available to PG&E and SoCal are tung1ble. 
As discusse~ in detail infra_ the'implied fungibility does not now 
exist in either a physical, or a regulatory sense. 
A. Differences in Traditional and Base Case SUEPly Estimates 

An examination or the comparisons or state~~de traditional and 
base case supply estimates set forth on page 31 discloses no sub
stantial dirferences in the e$ti~ates of various parties through 
1985. After 1985_ utility and EPA estimates show a grea.ter rate ot 
decline in the gas availnble to California from traditional sources 
than either the staff or ERCDC. 

In developing forecasts or supplies available trom the southwest
ern United States_ the utilit!Les relied on projections of the inter
state pipelines which aequire an~ transport the gas to California ~rom 
this tra~itional source. In its estimates of the gas available from 
~ranswestern Pipeline Company (Transwestern). SoCal assume~ that no 
net reserves would be a~ded to the system during the forecast period. 
Tbe assumption that this major interstate pipeline Will acquire no 
new gas from the southwestern producing basins over tbe next 12 year 
period contributes signiricantly to the lower estimates or the utility. 
and is not supported by the record. 

Both the starr (eee Exh1bit C-l) and a Rand Corporation employee 
retained by ERCDC (see Exhibit C-S2). made detailed evaluations o~ 
tbe potential ror reserve a~~itions 1n the southwestern producing 
basins serv1ng Californ1a. The studies included projections or ex
pected, levels of overall reserve additions 1n each or t~ producing 
basins. and the estimated portion or such a~d1t1ons expected to be 
acquired by the pipelines serv1ng Ca1i!orn1a. " 

.' . 
The statr estimates or levels or ~eliver1e8 !rom traditional 

sources subm1tted in EXll1l:>it C-l on Septeml>er 30. 1971 ~ and the ERCDC 
recommended levels shown on Table ~ or its concurrent brier sul;)m1tte~ 
May 30. 1918. are essentially identical. end both are better supported 
on the reeord than the est1ma.tes or other parties. Either or the 

estimates torms a reasonable supply base on which to consider tbe 

need tor Bupplemental supplies. However. the starr est1mates clearly 
present the necessary breakdown between northern and southern 
california and Will be adopted. 
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IV. ESTIY..A.TED CUSTOMER REQUIREMENTS 

A. PriotitY Rights for Customer Classes 
Historically, the California distribution utilities under ~he 

jurisdiction of the Co~~ission pr07ided service to customers on a 
fir:l/interruptible basis. By Decision No. 85189, dated December 2, 
1975, we eliminated the firm/interruptible distinction and established 
end-use service proeedures. By Decision No. 86357 we made =inor mo~i
f1eations to the procedures established in Decision No. 85189. Under 
the end-use procedures, customers and use are cla&sitied as follows: 

• 

Priority 
1 

2A 

2B 

3 

4 

5 

Definitions 
All residential use regardless of size. 

All other use with peak-day demand of 
100 Mcf/d or less. 

Where primary use is as a feedstock 

Non-residential use with peak-day demands 
greater than 100 Mcf/d and previously 
classified as firm: 

where alternate fuel is not feasible 
where alternate fule is feasible* 

Electric utilities start-up an~ igniter 
fuel. 

Customers with LPG or other gaseous fuel 
stand-by facilities and peak-day demands 
greater than 100 Mcf/d and where an alter
nate fuel is not feasible. 

All use not included in another priority. 

Boiler fuel use with peak-day deman~ 
greater than 750 Mcf/d. 

All use in cement pl~t kilns. 

Utility steam-electric generating plants ~ 
and utility gas turbines 

Uses classified as 2A and alternate fuel feasible were to be trans
ferred t~ an appropriate lower priority by December 2~ 1977. By 
Decision No. 87784 the Commission extended t~e deadline tor trans
fer to Octo~er 1, 1978, and in Decision No. 88664 further exte~~ed 
the dea~line to October 1, 1979. 

35 



-' c. 

" 

A. 57626 et ala ALT.-RDG-IM 

Under the Act high priority requirements of natural gas mean 
require=e:~s'that, when satisfied, will maintain employment, 
essentiai:resident1al eonsumption levels, and air quality (See
tion 5560). ERCDC assumes that Priority 1 (Pl) .. Priority 2 (P2), 
Priority 3 (P3), and Priority 4 (F4) are within the definition of 
h1gh priority requirements for natural gas (See ERCDe Concurrent 
Brief - Page 2), and characterizes any gas estimated to be avail
able to Priority S (PS) -electric utility requirements - as 
surplus •. There is no evidence on the record in this proceeding 
to support the classification o~ P5 deliveries as "surplus" or 

,,"low priority". In faet, the air quality evidence that is on the 
record tends to support the contrary (See Exhibit C-46) .,. ; 

It is our-ultimate desire to serve as ~~ch P5 demand as we may 
be capable of meeting. Such use has enormous social .. finanCial, 
and health benerits ror the people of this state. Mere deferral of 
added capital investment in new plant is one such benefit, the a1r 
quality issue, of which southern Californians should be so aware 
over the last two weeks when power generating plants would have been 
shut down, in the absence or gas for boiler ruel, causing loss of 
air conditiOning capability in the midst ot a heat wave is another. 
Japan is now importing high priced LNG for just such use because 
its leaders are well aware or the benefits to the public or a clean 
burning fuel tor electriC generation • 

. B. Priority 1 and Priority 2A ReqUirements 
, , 

The Pl category includes residential and small commerCial, 
institutional ~~d industrial customers. The P2A category ineludes 
large commercial and institutional customers With gas using equip
ment incapable or using a non~gaseous fuel, large industrial appli
cations requiring precise temperature controls and precise flame 
characteristics, and industrial feedstock requirements. _ 

There are approximately 6.7 million customers in the Pl~ P2A 
categories~ or over 99 percent or. all customers served by the util
ities under Commission jur1s~iction. The essential distinetion between 
the Pl, P2A categories end the P3~ plI~ P5 categories is that the 
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Pl~ P2A ca~egories are occupied by customers with gas using equip
ment incapable or being technically or economically converted to a 
non-gaseous ruel while P3, P4~ PS users have the ability to use rule 
oil in the absence or natural gas. 

The residential~ commercial and institutional sectors within 
the Pl~ P2A categories use a large portion or their total requirements 

4t. 
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for space heating, resulting in w1~e swings in annual requirementz 
as the weat~er varies. As an example, the ADA report states that 
base~ on.~e col~est an~ warmest year in the last 30, 4emand could 
vary in a range of 398 MMcfd. (Exhibit C-66, page 3). The Comm1s
sion staff report dated February 1, 1978 sets forth a detailed 
a."la1ysis of weather effects on I'l, P2A requirements ( Exhibit C-31" 
pages 1II-38, 39, 40). The starf report projects Pl, P2A require
ments for each year through 1990 on a warm year, average year and 
cold year basis. 

The staff presented. a comparison of the estimated natural gas 
requirements of the parties (Exhibit C-70). The comparisons are 
expressed in annual average daily quantities tor an average weather 
year. 

Table 3 (from EXhibit C-70) sets forth northern and southern 
California Pl, P2A estimated requirements comparisons. Table 4 sets 
forth no::"thern and southern California P2B, P3, P4 requirements 
compariso:ls. 

TABLE 3 

Pl & P2A NATURAL GAS REQUIREMENTS 
AVERAGE 'WEATHER YEAR 
COY~ARISON OF ESTIMATES 

Northern California 

1978 1980 ~ 
(Million Cubic Feet· per Day) 

PG&E Exhibit C-33, Table IX . ll18 1148 l190 
ERCDC Appendix A, Table 11-3 1127 1131 1139 EReDC Appendix B, Tables 1 & 2 0 -i.2. .l1..2. -
ERCD~Est1mates with Conservation 1127 1066 1010 . . 
ADA Table 3.2, Page 3-13 1167 1194 1285· 

Starr Exhibit C-31, Page 1II-38 1036 1036· 1096 
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Southern California 

0" 

1978 1980 ~ .!22.Q. 

PLS E~~bit C-43 

ERCDC Appendix A, Table II-5 
ERCDC Appendix B, Tables 1 & 2 

ERCDe Est1mates with Con~ervation 

ADA ~ab1e 3.2, Page 3-13 

Starr Exhibit C-31, Page 1II-38 

'I'ABLE 4 

(Million Cubic Feet per Day) 

1507 1538 166-5 

1529 1527 1~95 
o 84 157 - -1529 1443 1338 

1526 

1436 

1545-

1J./45 

1620 

1529 

P2B, P3, pJ./ Natural Gas Requirements 
Average Weather Year 

Comparison or Estimates 

Northern California 

1819 

1J./68· 
170 -

1298 

1716 

1650 

1978 1980' ~ ~ 

PG&E E~~b1t C-33, Table IX 
ERCDC Appen~1x A, Table 11-3 
ERCDC Appendix B, Tables 1 & 2 
ERCDC Estimates with Conservation 
ADA Table 3.2, Page 3-13 

Statr Vol. V, Page 20 

(Million Cubic Feet per Day) 

505 487 493 
465 450 440 

--2. --2.Q. ..:a.. 
465 400 363 
640 640 640 
580 593 593 

505 
445-

--2.i 
351 
640 
593 

Southern California 
1.918 1980 ll§2.- ~ 
(Million CubiC Feet per Day) 

PLS E~~bit 0-43 582 601 595 589 
ERCDC Appendix A, Table 11-5 448 437 425 428 
ERCDC Appendix B, Tables 1 & 2 0 ~! ~ 101 - -383 -ERODC Est~tes with Conservation 448 3J./2 3Z7 
IJ)A Table 3.2, Page 3-13 620 620 '. 620 620 

Starr Vol. v, Page 18 574 570' 570 569' 
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In Tables 3 an~ 4 the Comc1ssion staf! used ERCDC estimates 
from App~d1x A (Exhibit C-78) and Appendix B (Exhibit C-79) of the 
ERCDC report file~ ~~ch l5~ 1978. This ERCDC report d1a not set 
forth recommended forecast. The ERCDC brief dated May 30~ 1978 
sets forth the ERCDC recommended base case demand (Table 4, Col. 9). 
The ERCDe recom:nended base case demand is a statewide Pl through P4 
demand forecast. It does not provide a breakdown o! demand between 
northern and southern California, or between priorities. Further, 
no w~wm or cold year estimates are provided. 

Although the ERCDC reco~~ended base case demand forecast did 
not provide a sectional or priority breakdown~ the combined state
wide Pl thrOu~~ P4 requirements !rom Appendix A (Exhibit C-78)~ as 
reflected on Tables 3 and 4, match the ERCDC recommended base case 
!orecast and we can therefore derive comparisons as follows: 

COMPARISON OF STATEWIDE DEMAND ESTIY~TES 

Pl., P2A Requir~ments 

PG&E -SoCal 
ERCDC (Recommended) 
KDA 

Star! 

(Million Cubic Feet per Day) 
2686 2855 2998 
2658 2634 2615 
2739 2905 3080 
2481 2625 2829 

The ERCDC statewide base demand forecast of Pl, P2A requirements 
is identical to the Commission star! estimates by 1985~ although"lower 
in the early years. Both are signif1cantly lower, throu~~out the fore-. , 
cast period, than the estimates o! the utilities and KDA. The Commis-
sion starr estimates include ware and cold year P~, P2A requ1rements as 
well as t~~e requirements listed 'in the above comparisons. 'nle range 
o! the star! Pl, P2A !orecast is 2215-2700 MMc!4 1n 1980 1ncreas1ng-: 
to 2512-3088 Mr1cf~ by 1990. (Exh1~1t 0-31, pages II1-38 .. 39 .. 40) 
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In Section V we will develop base ease supply-demand relation
ships ove.:-_the entire range or Commission stafr estimates which will 
encompass_the entire range reflected above. 
c. Priority 2E z Priority 3, and Priority 4 Re~uirements 

The P2B category is primarily industrial process use with app11-
'cations requiring precise temperature controls and precise flame 
characteristics. P2Bend-userscould not be equipped to use fuel oil 
without damage to the equipment or a sacrifice of product quality. 
The P2B process use is identical to the process use included in P2A., 
~~d both are classified as simply P2 at the federal level. ~he ~is

tinction made at the state level results from the taet that certain, 
process users had liquified petroleum gas (LPG) standby faeilities -
and., consequently., greater flexibility - at the time the state pro
cedures were adopted; hence the P2B distinction. 

The ?3 category includes industrial process users capable of 
using fuel oil without damage to existing gas burning equipment or 
a sacrifice of prod~et quality. P3 also includes commerCial., 1~t1-
tutional., and industrial boiler fuel use with peak-day requr1ements 
between 100 and 750 Mcf. 

Priority 4 includes commercial. institutional and industrial 
boiler fuel use with peak-day re~u1rements in excess of 150 Mcf. 
P4 also includes cement plant kilns which have - subsequent to the 
adoption of state curtaiJ.ment procedures - largely converted" or plan 
to convert" to the use of coal. 

P5 requirements are large boiler fuel requirements tor electric 
generation and ~~cludes electriC utility gas turbine requirements. 
The P5 requirements are not analyzed herein" because the gas avail
able has not been sufficient to serve the total needs of P5 for a 

" 
number of years, and" s1nce PS is the first priority curtailed" the 
amount or gas available is simply the amount left over after the Pl 
through P4 requirements are satisfied. ... -Fundamental differences in the nature of Pl" P2A requirements -
and requ1rements in the lower categories emphasize the neeess1ty 

-tit to eonsider such requirements separately. 
\~, 
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e 
\ A comparison of the P2B, P3, P4 requirements est1mates of 

• 

various ~arties appears b~low. The data are derived from Table 4, -co~bined to be consistent with the ERCDC final recommended base .. 
case demand forecast. 

COMPARISON OF STATEWIDE DEMAND ESTIMA'l'ES 

P2B, P3, P4 Requirements 
(Million Cubic Feet Per Day) 

1980 ~ ~ 
PG&E - SoCa1 1088 1088 1094 
ERCDC (Recommended) 887 865 873 
KDA. 1250 1260 1250 
CPUC 1163 1163 1162 

The ERCDC final recommended P2B, P3, P4 requirements forecast 
is significantly lower than all other parties although, as in the 
case of all other parties, its rorecast remains essentially constant 
after 1980. 

The CPUC starr did not forecas·t P2B, P3, P4 requirements but, 
1nstead, provided the actual 1976 calendar year requirements 
adjusted to eliminate the requirements or cement plants (Exhib.1t 
0-63. page 20). The CPUC staff assumes that future P2B, P3, p4 
requirements will be at the 1975 level as adjusted tor the elimina
tion or cement plant reqUirements. 

There is merit to the ERCDC contention, implicit in its forecast, 
that actual P2B, P3, P4 requirements will drop significantly by 
1980. In fact, a significant drop has already occurred. The initia
tion of crude oil deliveries !rom Prudhoe Bay and the reduced fuel 
oil requirements for electric generation - resulting from favorable 
hydro conditions - have contributed to' a residual fuel oil "glutft 

on the west coast. This glut, in turn, has resulted in residual . ---
fuel oil "spot" prices significantly lower than the pr1ce or natural 
gas Cie11vered to the P3 and P4 customer tl as set by this Commiss10n. 

41 



.... ~ -......... _ ....... -- .. j..~,.-.' .... ",~, 
•• , ..... , •• ,." .. ,.,,-_ ... ...... ,, ___ .. U •• _ ..... _ .. _ •••• _ I .,' 

A. 57626 et al. ac~ 

Consequently some large customers have opted tor the use of the 
lower cos~-fuel oil, although they remain connected to the gas 
d1stri~uti~n systems. 

It is clear that the policy of regulatory Commissions could 
make low forecasts of P3, P4 requirements for natural gas, and. a 
consequent reliance on fuel oil, a "self-fulfilling prophecy". 
~at policy is not our poliCY, and it would therefore, be a mistake 
to extrapolate the present dynamics into the 1980's - a period. 
critical to this decision. The two major areas where regulatory 
actions will have an effect on future P3, P4 requirements are: 
1) Rate DeSign, and 2) Curtailment procedures. 

In the first area, we made our policy clear in letters dated 
July 12, 1978, to the Joint House/Senate Conference Co~~ittee on 
Natural Gas Pricing ~~d to the Members of the California Congressional 
Delegation. In our letter we joined Dr. Charles J. Cicchetti, 
Chairman or the Wisconsin Pu~11c Service Commission, in opposing 
certain incremental pricing provisions contained in the proposed 
National Energy Act. We expressed a policy of pricing gas to P3, 
P4 customers conSistent ~~th alternate fuel costs. In doing so, 
we noted that to impose incremental costs solely on industry would 
result in industries switching to imported fuel oil rather than 
paying both a higher price for gas and accepting the low priority 
they receive .. as well as the uncertainty coneerning gas availability. 
We also noted the baeklash on residential customers as a great~r 
portion of distribution fixed costs will be necessarily ground into , 
residential natural gas rates. 

The appropriateness of continuing the moratorium on connecting 
new P3 a.."ld P4 customers established by DecJ;s,1on, $0,. ::,8.5189,' ,eo~istency 
of state curtailment criteria with federal curtailment criteria, and 
the incorporation or ener.;::v efficiency eonsi'c.eratio.ns into .the state 
curtailment procedures, are matters that we must consider in the 
near future. " 
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The moratorium on connecting new P3~ P~ customers was estab
lished ~y.-Decision No. 85189 ~ateci December 2~ 1975. The reason
~~S hehind the establishment of the moratorium included reports 
from C~~ada indicating a strong possibility of curtailment or the 
existing export permits. The projected curtailment of Canadian 
deliveries combined with the existing, and continuing, decline in 
gas available from domestic sources introduce.~ the possibility of 
a serious decline in the gas available ror the existing P3 an~ p4 
custo~ers. It later became apparent that the erfective Canadian 
export pe~its would likely be honored - a likelihood clearly 
supported on the record in this proceeding. Continued deliveries 
or Canadian gas at contract levels and the conservation.achieved 
by the higher priorities, combined with our order herein, will 
assure continued high levels of service to P3~ P~ customers and 
we will consider~ in the appropriate proceeding (Case No. 9642)~ 

a lifting of the moratorium. 
The curtailment procedures adopted by Decision No. 85189 

a.~d modified by Decision No. 86357 were established as interim 
procedures~ and are modeled on the federal procedures applicable 
to California's major interstate supplier~ El Paso Natural Gas 
Company (El Paso). El Paso's curtailment procedures are also 
1nterim in nature. Although the structure or the two curtailment 
pla.~s is Similar, the criteria for the classification of various 
users and/or uses differ substantially. An example is the D. C. 
Circuit remand of FPC Opin1ons Nos. 697 and 697A - the Opinions 
underlying El Paso's interim procedures - wherein the court held~ 
among other things~ that electricity generating turbines must not 
be classified with boilers~ in p~ and P5 but are entitled to a '. 
higher priority. As shown on page 35 herein~ electricity gener
at1ng turbines are still classifie~ as P5 at the state level. 

~e necessity to maintain consistency with the federal priority 
criteria stems from the requirements of Section 2771 of the Publi~ 
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Utilities_~ode) which requires the Commission to establish prior
ities, ~~ provides in pertinent part, as follows: 

"The Co~~ission shall establish no such priority 
after the effective date of this Chapter which 
will cause any reduction in the transmission 
of gas to California pursuant to any federal 
rule, order or regulation." 

The allocation mechan1cs un~er the federal proce~ures are 
such that the ass1gn.~ent 01' a lower priority at the state level 
for a given end use c~~ result in a reduction in California's 
share of El Paso's supplies. We therefore will consi~er ch~~ges 
in the state criteria in a manner consistent with the federal 
criteria. The reclassification of electriC utility gas turbines 
from P5 to P3 would increase P3 requirements significantly. 

By Resolutions Nos. G-22l0, G-2228 and G-223l w~ recently 
approved natural gas service for cogeneration plants with peak-day 
gas requirements of 32.5 MMcf in the P3 category. The approvals 
for service were requested as a deviation from the effective pro
cedures. We w1ll give consideration to mo~ifications that Will 
result in providing gas for ruture cogeneration projects under.the 
effective procedures without the necessity to approve deviations 
on a case by case bas1s. 

1. Conclusions on P2B, P3, Pli Requirements 
The level or future P2B, P3~ p4 requirements will largely be 

determined by regulatory policy and regulations in the area of rate 
structure and curtailment procedures. Unlike Pl~ P2A forecasts, 
mere mechanical forecasting is of-little value. Since the parties 
to this proceeding could not have anticipated future regulatory 
actions, we do not have before us an acceptable est1mate of future 
PZP_ P3_ P4 requirements. For purposes of the base ease supply-

-requirements relationships which we 4evelop in Section V berein_ 
we will use the P2B~ P3, P4 requirements provided by the staff. We': 

recognize that such re~uirements are noth1ng more than recor~e~ 
requirements for the year 1976 excluding cement plant kiln require
ments, and_ ~cause of the present "soft" ~ket for res1~ual fuel 
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oil, may be overstated for the short-term. The only conceivable 
result of_£ short-term overstatement or P2B, P3, P4 requirements 
is the de~1very of higher than est1mated quantities to other "high 
priority" users who would o~herw1se be forced to use fuel oil. 
D. Gas Savings Attributable to Conservation Programs 

The staff provided estimates of the potential gas savings 
attributable to various state man~ated and Comm1ssion/utility 
related e~nservat10n programs. (Exhibit C-31, Chapter ~). These 
est1mates were used to reduce the staff's forecast or gas require
ments. 

The ERCDC also provided estimates of gas ,savings from various 
conservation programs ~~d measures ("Concurrent Brief of the Cali
fornia Energy COtl.'nission", May 30, 1978, Table 2). Natural gas 
savings included in the ERCDC base case 'demand reflect those from 
state ma."'ldated standards, a."'ld water heater and sWilMling pool retro
fits. Savings from other programs and measures, including solar 
savings, are not reflected in the ERCDC's base de~"'ld case. 

~he tabulation below summarizes the gas savings estimated by 
the starf and ERCDC to be achievable by 1990. 
Residential Starr ERCDC£/ 

(Million Cub1e Feet per Day) 
State Standards 

ReSidential Bldgs. 
Residential Appliances 

Subtotal 
Starr/Utility Programs 
Ceiling Retrofit 
Wall Retrofit 
Furnace Pilot Turn Ofr & Relight 
Retrofit Water Heating Programs 
Swi~~ng Pool Heating 
~~scellaneous Space Heating Programs 

Subtotal 

118 
-2.Q. 
208 

122 
15 

8, 
30 

105 
~ 
346, 

-* 
~08 

83 
17 

-4 
** 
** 
.2§. 

162 

* Also includes water heater retrofits and swimming pool retrofits 
•• Inclu~ed in state standards 

Table2,"Concurrent Brief of the California Energy C0mm1ss1on"~ 
Y.ay 30, 1978 



• 

A. 57626 et ale ace 

-
SoIa~ Water Heating 
Solar Thermal Applications~/ 

Total Residential 

Non-Residential 

Co~~ereial and 'Industrial Programs 
To~al 

P1 and P2A savings 
1>l - P4 savings 

Solar water and space beating 

45a 

69 

623·. 

l05~/ 
728 

119-161 

689-73'1 

3l16~/ 
1035-1077 
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v. BASE CASE SUPPLY-REQUIP~NT RELATIONSHIPS 
-,a:: .. 

A. Ave~a5e, Cold, and Warm Year Relationships 
.I 

The adopted ~ase case supply and ~ase case requirements fore-
casts are used to develop the supply-requirement relationships in 
Ta~les 5, 6 ~~d 7. The purpose of developing ~ase ease relation
ships is to determine the curtailment that would occur it no sup--
plemental supplies are acquired and, thUS, the quantity of supple
ments needed to avoid the derived curtailment. 

The range of essential data derived from Tables 5, 6, and 7 
are as follows: 
Southern California 

Wa~rn Weather Conditions 
1. P5 is totally curtailed in 1979 and P~ curtailment eegins. 
2. P2B, P3, P4 is totally curtailed by 1984 and transfers 

from PG&:E ~egin. 
3. P2A curtailment ~eg1ns in 1987. 
Cold Weather Conditions 
1. P5 is totally curtailed in 1978 and PlI curtailment begins. 
2. P2B, P3, P~ is totally curtailed by 1981 and transfers 

from PG&E ~eg1n. 
3. P2A curtailment begins in 1986. 

Northern California 
Warm Weather Conditions 
1. P5 is substantially eurta1led 1n 1978. 
2. Transfers to SoCa1 begin in 1984. 
3. P5 is totally curtailed 1n 1986, and PlI curtailment beg1ns. 

4. P2B, P3, P4 is totally curtailed ~y 1987. 
5. P2A curtailment begins 1n 1990. 
Cold Weather Conditions 
1. P5 is substantially curtailed in 1978. 
2. Transfers to SoCal begin 1n 1981. 

P5- is totally curtailed 1n 1982 and P4 curtailment begins. 
P2B, P3, P4 15 totally curtailed 1n 1986. 
P2A curtailment beginS 1n 1987. 

--
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:BASE CAst ST1P?I:! ~ REIAnONSl!IPS 
Cold Weather Year 

- (MMc:td) 

llorth to Sborttall Deliveries 
ReQu1:rements 3ase Cue South- Pl.-PI. to 

Yea:' Pl&.P2t>. p~.3&P4 :rotAl. Suppl1e. 1're.nlJ~er. Rqmts P5 
~Qrtbern California 

1978 1,115 580 1,095 2060 0 0 365 
1979 1,125 599- 1,724 1956 0 0 242 
1980 1,U9 593 l.,712 1876- 0 0 )64 

1961 1,130 593 1,723 1804 (73) 0 8 
1982 1,141 593 1,734 1741 (171) l.64 0 
1983 1,153 593 1,746 1700 

~~~~ 
289 0 

1984 1,172 593 1,765 1663 423 0 
1985 1,l88 593 l,781 1653 (390) 518- 0 

1966 1,204 593 1,797 1453 (249) 593 0 
1987 1,221 593 1,814 1140 0 674 0 
1988 1,239 593 1,832 1125 0 707 0 
:'989 1,254 593 1,&7 1076 0 771 0 

l' 1990 1,279 593 1,872 922 0 950 0 
Soutbern California ... 

1976 1,566 574 2,140 1928 0 2~ 0 
1979 1,574 574 21148 1765 0 383 (\ 

1980 l,58l ~70 2,151 1636 0 515 0 

1981 1,600 570 2,170 1527 13 510 0 
1982 l,619 570 2 .. 189 ].4J.8 171 570 o· 
1983 l,639 570 2,209 1396 243 570 0 
1984 1,658 511 2,229 1337 32l 57l (I 
1985 l,6n 570 2,247 1287 390 570 (\ 

196~ 1,703 570 2,273 1236 249 788- 0 
1967 1,730 569 2,299 ll69 0 1130 c' 
1988. l,756 570 2,326 113l 0 
1989 1,783 509 2,352 1088· 0 1195 Co 

1990 1,&$ 569 2,318 1034 0 
:1264 , c 
l344 c· 

• 1'ranater Z)eceaaary to aatiat:r So,utbem C.l1fcrn1a Pl and P2k 'requ1remen'tll • -Xote: tfbe .tatt 8ll&lydl &a8mDed t.bat P2:B customer. 'Were to be prc:rteeted 
.. -

1m4er the mutnal &lIiatanee prov1111cc.s ot :0 .. 85189. In the- C'-I!"5~r 

~ 
bere1:1 'tbc prov1a1oc.a tar mutual •• ,111t&nee V111 'be mod1%1ed &:ad 
clerU1ed. 
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:sASE CASE SlJPPLY ~UIREMEN'X RtIAnONSEIPS 

- NQrmal Wee.ther Yee.r 
. (w.e:fe) --

North to Shortfa~~ 1>el1ver1e8 
Requirements Base Case South ... pl.-P4 to'.) 

Year Pl&Jl2A P2:B&P3&P4 Total Su~~l1es Transfers Rqarts 1>5 

Northern C&11f~rni~ 

1978 1,P36 580 1,616 2060 c 0 .4U 

1979 1,044 599 1,643 1966 0 0 323 
1980 1,036 593 1,629 1876 0 0 241 

1981 1,045 593 1,638 1804 0 " 166 
1982 1,055 593 1,648 1741 (31) CI 62 

1983 1,064 593 1,657 1700 (99) 56 0 
1984 1,082 593 1,675 1663 (17S) 187 0 

1985 1,096 593 1,689 1653· (242) 278- (') 

1986 1,m 593 1,704 1453 (317) 568 0 

1987 1,l26 593 1,719 ll40 (14) 593 c 

It 
1988 1,142 593 1,735 1125 0 610 ~ 

1989 1,l55 593 1,748 1076 0 672 (') 

1990 l,179 593 1,772 922 0 850, 0 

I 
I Soutbern Cel1r~rn1& 

1978 1,436 574 2,010 1928 C 82 (') 

1979 1,441 574 2,015 1765 0 250 0 

1980 1,445 570 2,Ol5 1636 0 379 0 

1981 1,462 570 2,032 1527 0 505 (') 

1982 l,479 570 2,049 1448 31 570 (') 

1983 1,495 570 2,065 1396' 99 570 (', 

1984 l,512 571 2,083 1337 175 57l ~ 

1985 1,529 570 2,099' 1287 242 570 0 

l.986 1,553 570 2,123 1236- 317 570 0 

1987 1,577 569 2,146 1l.69 14 903: 0 

1988 1,602 570 2,172 ll31 0 1041 0 

1989 1,626 569 2,19> 1088- 0 n07 0 

1990 l.,650 569 2,219 10;)4- 0 u85, 0 

.. 
• ~d'era zaeceaaar,y to aat1d',y Soutbem Cal1tczrn1.a P1 !:ADd P2A requ1rements • 

~ 



.. t,· • ' ....... ,', - •• ' •• IJ', ~.:~.;::.'..:. ~'';' __ ~~~'::::'';': ~::".=,::~::~''''./',:-.-,r. ::" :., .. ~ :';'~ .. .':.'~: ... _." .. '. '~"l,'" 

~IE7 

!ASE CASE ~ ~~ m;xA'!IOJSBlPS 

'Wam 'Weather Year 
(MMc!d) 

-- Wortb t.o Shorttall Del1'Yenea 

.Rec;u1:re~Dts Base Case South ... Pl.P4 to 

Year pgd\ P&P3&? ... fOUl Supplie£ ~n.nd'era Rqmts PS 

Northern Calitornia 

1978 927 580 1,.507 2060 0 0 553 
1979 932 599 1,531 1965 0 0 ~35 

1980 922 593 1,515 1876 0 0 361 

1981 929 593 1,522 1804 0 0 282 
1982 935 593 1,528 1741 0 0 213 
1983 942 593 1,535 1700 0 0 165 
1984 956 593 1,549 1663 ~10) 0 104 
198~ 968 593 1,561 1653 74) 0 18 

1966 981 593 1,574 1453 (l47) 2S8 0 
1987 994 593 1,581 1140 (l46) 593 0 
1988 1,008 593 1,601 1125 (117) 593 0 
1969 1,Ol9 593 1,6l2 1076 (57) 593 0 
1990 1,041 593 1,634 922 0 712 0 

'-
Southern Cal1fornia 

1978 1,291 574 1,865 1928 0 0 63 
1979 1,292 574 1,866 1765 0 101 0 

1980 1,293 570 1,863 1636 0 227 0 

1981 1,307 570 - 1,877 1527 0 350 0 
1982 1,320 570 1,890 1448 0 ~42 0 

1983 1,334 570 1,904 1390 0 508 0 

1984 1,347 571 1,918 1337 10 57l 0 

1985 1,361 570 1,931 1287 74 570 0 

1966 1,383 570 1,953 1236 147 57C\ 0 

1987 1,405 569 1,974 1169 145 659 0 

1988 l,427 570 1,997 1131 117 749 0 

1989 1,449 569 2,01S 1088 57 B73 0 

1990 1,471 509 2,040 1034 0 1006 0 

.. , 

• ~.naren ~eeasar.f to ... t1.~ StNtbe:rn Call!orrda P1 and P2A X'equ1raenta 

. _ .. 
--
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B. I!?act_of Curtailment 
A nuc~~ of parties presented testimony on the environmental 

~~d economic impact or a decline in natural gas supplies. No 
party suggested that residential and comme~cial use must not be 

protected. The disagreement among the parties arose over the 
magnitude of losses (or costs) aSSOCiated with curtailment of 
lower priority customers (P2A(t). P3. and P4). 

The disparity 1n the figures presented is not surprising. 
The evidence presented by GM was based upon the critical gas 
shortages of the past Winter. The staff used the results of a 
survey of P2A(t). P3, and P4 customers of PG&E, SoCal, and SDo&E 
(over 70 percent replied). 

A ~~tness on behalf of OM described the short range effects 
of cur~tai1ment on OM operations resulting from ~~usually severe 
weather-related gas shortages during the winter of 1976-77. In 

the ~~nter of 1976-77. GM faced gas curtailments 10 nine states· 
(Ohio, In~1~a, WisconSin, New York, Georgia, Kansas, New Jersey. 
MarYl~~d, ~~d Alabama). At the peak of the shortage, GM had 
seven pl~~ts co~pletely shut down While 22 others maintained 
lim1ted production schedules. The FEA est1mated e~loyee layoffs 
nationally at close to 2 million 1n 19 states. Layoffs of GM 
e~ployees peaked at about 93,000. ~hrough m14-February 1977, 
GM lost 4 r.dllion man-hours in production of some 150,000 cars 

, a.~d trucks. The OM witness est1mated that the cost to convert 
85 percent or G!'.' s gas reCl,uirements to coa.l-fired steam fa.c1lities, 
exclus1ve of the cost of coal and associated emiss10n-control 
facil1ties, at $ll8 mill1on. The annualized cost spread over 
GM's present P2 consumption 1n California yields a ease energy 
cost of $8.~5 MMBtu, exclusive of the cost of emission-control 
hardware and fuel. 

~be ADA report est1mated the cost of undersupply tor resi-
~ential and small commerc1al customers 1s an excess of $lO/Mct 
base~ on the total cost of alternate fuels (1nclu~1ng eonversion 
cost and possi~le ruel shortages). (EXb.1l:>it C-66. page 2-7.) 
The need to supply gas to such. customers is clear. 

50 
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The statf evaluate~ the effect of a failure to meet P2A. 
P3. an~ p~ ~ustomer requirements (Exhibit C-47). ~he staft report 
was ~ased upon a customer survey covering alternate fuel facili
ties. alternate fuel plans., and associated costs under full P3' 
and Pl.! curtailment. Replies were received from over 10 percent 
of the customer survey. ~be staff alleges a complete curtailment 
or P3 and pl.! customers will result in requirement for new capital 
investment in alternate fuel facilities amounting to almost $213 
m111i0~» tbe direct loss of 91.876 jo~s by affecte~ industries. 
and over $116 million in increased operations an~ maintenance 
costs statewide. 

Three witnesses appeared on the air quality impacts result-
ing from curtailment Of natural gas. A witness on behalf of the 
California Air Resources Board presented Exhi~it C-46. Estimates 
were ~ased upon the full curtailment of P3 through P5 end users. 
resulting 10 the ~urn1nS of distillate and fuel oil. The ARB 
Witness estimated that in the San Francisco Bay Area particulate 
would increase 9 percent and sulfur dioxide would increase 44 
percent t.rom 1916 levels. The South Coast (Los Angeles Area) 
increases from 1916 would be 3 percent and 20 percent for partiCU
late ~~d sulfur dioxide. respectively. Witnesses on bebalr or 
PG&E and SoCal expressed general agreement W1th the ARB judgment. 
Increased emissions 1n the involved air basins will unfavorably 
affect air quality and will delay air pollution abatement programs. 

A consultant appeared as a W1tness on behalf Of SoCal and 
presented an evaluation of the impact of complete curtailment of 
P3 and Pl.! customers in southern California (EXhibit C-50 and C~5l). , 
The Witness. Sherman H. Clark, was a former director or energy 
and resources economics at Stanford Research Institute (SRI). a 
position be ha"- held for most ofM:> 21 years in that 1"irm •. His 
analysis was essentially static. based on present conditions if 
there were complete curtailment or P3 and P4 customers. z'oe 
witness alleged complete curtailment would have adverse economic 
effects on southern Call1"ornia 1n excess or $1 billion a year 
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initially ~ continuing at that level 1n~erinitely. The a~verse 
economic effects exclude~ environmental considerations and the 
los~ of the gas supply available to protect Pl and P2 customers. 
Significant impacts include~ higher fuel costs to the Pl and P2 
customers since fixed cost of gas service would increase by $121 
million a year as a result of the total loss of revenue from P3 
and P4 customers. Based on the r~sults of a survey of P3 and p4 
customers conducte~ by SoCal, the witness estimated a loss of new 
and exp~~ded plants amount1ng to $50 million a year in manuraetur
!ng actiVities and plant closures amounting to an additional $250 
million a year ~ m~~ufactur~g activity. Manufactur1ng employment 
would be arreeted by the loss or 12,000 jobs in industry. In 
.addition to the estimated $300 million loss in manufacturing 
activity, the W1tness estimated that such manufacturing is a basic 
economic activity, and there woul~ be a multiplier effect on the 
goods and services directly required by such manufaeturer, with 
an additional reduction 1n economic aetiV1ty of $900 million 
annually. 

1. North-South Sharing 
By Decision No. 85189. we ordered PG&E and SoCal to enter into an 

agreement to Drotect Pl and P2 reQuirements. Our orign1al OIl in case 
No. 10342 directed SoCal and PG&E to file preliminary estimates 
or facilities necessary to develop the capability of diverting 
gas to the SoCal system from the PG&E system at specific volumes. 
(Case No. 10342 dated June 1, 1911, Ordering Paragraph Z, page 
~.) The ability of PG&E to transfer gas to the SoCal system is 
limited. In order to accomplish the transfers required by the 
~ase case, additional facilities would have to be constructed. 
The staff reviewed the utility data and reported on the modifi
cation or transmission raci1ities (EXh1~it 0-41, Chapter III). 

The staff report states that existing 1nterties, with minor 
modi!1cat1ons, have a transfer capacity of 280 MMc!4. By 
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upgra~ing these interties at a cost of approximately $5 m111ion~ 
a total ~~ertie capacity of 560 MMcf~ can be ~eveloped. The 
latter figure is the voltlme of gas that could be transfe,rred from 
PG&E to So Cal on a given day~ proVided that PG&E has gas to deliver 
at the 1ntertie pOints and proVided that PG&E has that volume of 
gas surplus to its own b1gh-pr1or1ty re~u1rements on that, day 
(EXhibit C-~7) page III-l). 

The gas that could be transferred directly to SoCal from 
PG&E is that received from El Paso. All other gas~ except minimal 
local pro~uction) is delivered to PG&E in northern California. 
The dual transmission pipelines which run from the California
Arizona border near Needles ~~ a westerly direction to near 
Bakersfield and in a northwesterly direction to the San Francisco 
Bay are designed to ca:ry El Paso gas to PG&E only one way. ~he 

lines are tapered and have a MAOP (MaXimum Allowable Operating 
Pressure) at the northern end considerably lower than in the 
southern portion. The lines could not be reversed without sub
stantial reinforcement except to carry small amounts (Exhibit C-~7~ 
page III-2). 

PG&E's southern service area is presently supplied almost 
entirely by the El Paso gas. Should El Paso supplies be cut off 
and transferred to SoCal) there are no existing facilities to 
send gas from northern California to PG&:E's southern area customers. 
In addition to the eost of $5 m1ll1on to 1ncrease total 1ntert1e 
capacity) a new pipeline WQul~ be reqUired under average tem~erature 
conditions 1n 1983 to protect SoCal's Pl and P2 customers. ~h1s 

new pipeline would be used in the a.bsence of supplemental gas',' 

supplies being available to SoCal 1n the est1mated t1me frame 
en~ would have the capacity to carry PG&E gas from northern California 
to SoCal. The estimated cost for such a pipeline in 1977 dollars 
is $60.5 ~llion plus $11.8 million in compressor cost. ~hese are 
order or ~gnitude costs and not the result of ~eta1le~ eng1neer-

, ' :1ng study. 
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lhe s~aff est1mate is that if there ,are no supplemental gas 
supplies available to southern California, such a pipeline would 
'be nee~ed under cold year conditions in 1982 to protect Pl and 
F2 requirements in southern California. Un~er the assumption of 
no new supplemental supplies, starting in 1985, PG&E's contracts 
for C~~a~1an gas would 'begin running out. PG&E would need all 
of its availa'ole supplies for its own Pl and P2 customers. 
Under these "worst" case assumptions, the pipeline would have a 
useful life of approximately three years. 

Ass~~ng supplemental supplies come on stream in 1982 or . 
1983, a new pipeline might never 'be used. Supplemental gas sup-
plies from Mexico, Algeria II, PacAlaska, or Pac Indonesia would 
tie ~~to the existing El Paso system or PG&E's southern system 
and would foreclose the need for a north-south pipeline. The 
Canadian "bu'o'ble gas" would be delivered to the SoCal ~ystem. 

The record indicates that the 1ntertie system should be 
upgraded as soon as poss1'ole. A new pipeline should not be con
structed unless 1t 15 required to protect Pl and P2A customers. 
However, should a pipeline ult1mately 'be required, any delay 1n 

construction could result 1n P1 and P2A curtailments. Processing 
of an application is time consuming. lherefore, in order that 
the prelim1nary work associated with constructing a pipeline 
will 'be completed in a timely manner, we Will or~er PG&E and PLS 
t~ tile a jo1nt application for a certificate or pu'blic conven
ienee and necessity tor a north-south pipeline. 
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VI. POTENTIAL SUPPLEMENTAL GAS SUPPLIES 
A. Introd~tion 

The ~~ties in this proceeding identified a number of supply 
supplements which have the potential to reverse the continuing 
decline in gas available from traditional sources. The potential 
supplements include synthetic natural gas (SNG)~ ~ase load 
supplemental supply ~rojects presently awaiting approval by 
regulatory ~odies~ and short-term purchases of gas which may~ 
from time to t1me, be surplus to the needs or others. The ERCDC 
also identified Elk Hills Naval Petroleum Reserve~ and the over
production or northern California "dry" gas as supplements. 
B. SynthetiC Natural Gas 

Dr. D. B. Peterson, a witness on ~ehalf or the ERCDC~ ~resented 
evidence on the availability of SNG from coal, a potential supple
ment to California'S natural gas supplies to 1990. Dr. Peterson's 
evidence established that there are a number of significant 
advantages from production of SNG from coal (Exhi~it C-16~ pages 
12-14). However, when estimating the availability of SNG r~om coal 
in the future, we must recognize the absence of large-scale plants 
capable of converting coal to SNG and the present teChnical and 
financial problems facing such projects. 

Dr. Peterson concluded that no SNG fro~ c~al is likely to be 
available to California until after 1985. H~ further pOinted out 
that it is possible no SNG from coal will ~e availa~le to the 
state ~y 1990, with the possibility that 80-120 MMcf~ would ~e 
available by 1990 (Exhi~it C-16~ ~age 12). These est1mates were 
apparently based upon the potential 'production from either El'~aso 
Natural Gas Company's proposed ~lant at Burnham~ New Mexico. or 
completion of the WESCO project of ptC and the Texas Eastern 
Transmission Corporation. Both projects have been shelved. Both -plants originally had an antiei~ated capacity of 250 MMcfd. Without: 
a ~ederal loan guaranty program~ it appears that these pr~grams 'It."1ll 
not be carried forward. Moreover~ it ~s DOt clear what size plants 
will qualify as demonstration plants for federal loan guarantees ' . 
(Exhi~it C-16~ page 8). Dr. Peterson advised us that present second 
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generation gasifiers have not resulted !n a significant technological 
breaktbrough. In b1s judgment, a tb!.rd generat:1on technology may 

be appropriate. This technology would now be in a very early pilot 
stage. We-~an only hope that SNG proponents obtain the necessary 
support to:continue efforts 1n the important area or coal ga$1!ication. 
We cannot at this time assume that significant quantities of SNG 
rrom coal will be available to the state or Calirorn1a in the rore-
east perio~ • 

. '!'he staff evaluated the availability of SNG from petroleum 
fee~stocks and the use or LPG/air mixtures as a substitute for 
natural gas (Exhibit C-10~ pages 27-37). The starf concluded that 
FEA (now DOE) policy indicates that SNG should only be considered 
as a short-term solution 1n the absence of other supply, including 
LNG. Supplemental supplies of SNG from petroleum feedstocks or 
LPG/air mixtures require federal approval. Such approval woul4 be 
based upon a need for short-term supplies to P3 and above, primarily 
during winter periods. It does not appear that these potential 
supplies should reasonably be included 1n an analysis of base load 
supplies (Exhibit C-10~ page 33, page 37). 
C. Base Load Supplmental Supply 'Pro,l'ects 

Base load supplemental supply projects include Canadian ~Ubble 
gas W (gas su.~lus to the needs of Canada)~ Mexican gas available 
from the Reforma area o! southeastern Mexico, El Paso Algeria II-LNG, 
Indonesian-LNG, South Alaska LNG, and Alaskan North Slope gas 
(Prudhoe Bay). Potential gas supplies from these sources are 
~iscussed in detail ~elow. 

1. Canadian "Bubble Gas w 

~he staff's ~tial report on the Canadian supplies reviewed 
a Canadian National Energy Board (NEB) decision issued on July ~, 
1977. At that t1me~ the NEB conclude~ that supply defiCiencies could 
occur by 1983 it export permits were continued at authorized levels. 
~he NEB noted that deliverabi11ty could be increased from the Alberta . . 
reserves by 400 Bcf 1n 1977 and a s1m11ar amount 1n 1978 altho~gh 
the excess capacity would disappear by 1985. The NEB at that .. tme 
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concluded that such deliveries or the "l:>ubble gas" would requ1re 
a guaranty that the gas would be replaced at a later date by 
Alaskan ga$',:{North Slope) dropped ott in Canada. or by curta111Dg 
export commitments in later ye~rs. PG&E's present gas supply trom 
Canadian sources is dependent upon export permits which commence 
expiring Octol:>er 31, 1985. The basic,gas supply estimates tor PG&E 
incorporate the expiration ot these Canadian permits. 

,Later developments estab11shed that gas exploration and 
development in Alberta, Canada had subst~~tial1y 1mproved the 
potential for short-term gas exports. A gas sales contract dated 
March 9, 1978 (C-Item F) and a gas purchase agreement dated March 9, 
1978 (C-Item E) provides tor the sale or 240,000 Mcr per day ot 
natural gas trom All:>erta, Canada, tor delivery to the SoCal system. 
In addition, it appears that the parties to the gas sales contract 
(see C-Item F) have also provided tor an additional 800,,000 Mcr 
per day to be resold to U.S. purchasers .1n tbe eastern United States. 
The terms of t~e contract prOVide for a six full-year term, with a 
right to renew by the buyer tor an additional six-year term. Xohe 
total quantity or export gas appears. to~ be slightly below 400 Be!' 
per year. 

In order to deliver the gas under the contracts, it W111 be 
necessary to prebui1d a portion or tbe Western Leg or the transporta
tion sys t,em referred to as the Alaska Highway Pipeline Proj ect 
(the transportation system necessary to deliver Datural gas from the 
Alaskan North Slope). ~he Western Leg or the Alaska Highway Pipel~e 
Project ~ould l:>e prebuilt to Stanrield~ Oregon. At that po~t, the 
gas would be received by the Northwest Pipeline system and ult~tely 
delivered to SoCal via the El Paso system. ~e cost or prebuild1ng 
the Western Leg is est~ted at $110 million and the modification 
required tor the Northwest Pipel~e system to accommodate the,gas 
to El Paso is estimated at $130 million (Exhibit C-68" :page 12). 

The gas sales contract is subject to ~ecessary governmental 
approval .. both in Canada and the United States. The Canadian 

,government still may impose a pay-back condition tor the delivery 
or ftbubble gasft to the United States. Since the contract average, 
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daily quantity of 240~OOO Mcf'~er day wo~d ~e del1vered near 
K1ngsgate~ British Col~ia~ the net quantity (arter fuel use) 
was est1matea at approximately 215 MMc~ when delivered to SoCal. 

The co~tracts call for a delivery date upon or as soon as 
possible after September l~ 1979~ Experience,ind1cates that 
regulatory and construction delays may push the start1%lg date to 

1980 at the earliest • 
..... ___ •..• fl.·. 

f.~ •• 

2. Imports from Mexico 
The s~arf report dated December l5~ 1977 on potential gas 

imports from Mexico (Exhibit C-10~ p~ges 9-13) presented a strong 
poss1~111ty of increasing volumes of natural gas from MeXico 1n 

the early 1980's. Mexico had new discoveries of oil and gas in 

the Reforma (Ta~asco-Ch1apas area) oil fields and in the o~fshore 
Gulf of Campeche leading to an accelerated progr~ of oil and 
natural gas production over the next six years by Petroleos 
Mexicanos (Pemex), Mexico's government-controlled petroleum 
1ndustry. Proved and probable gas reserves were estimated to be 9.1 
TCF, with potent1a.l reserves of an additional 20.6 Tcf in reservoirs 
1n the discovery area. During 1976 Mexican natural gas ~roduct1on 
reached 2.2 Bcfd and was projected to dou~le by 1982 under a s1x
year production program. 

On April 3, 1971, a group of six United States natural, gas 
transmission companies signe~ a Menorandum ~f Intent10ns w1th Pemex 
to purchase surplus natural gas from Mexico. Pemex planned construc
tion of an 8S0-mile, 48-1nch diameter natural gas ~1peline trom 
the Reforma area to the international boundary at the ~exas-Mex1can 
~order at Reynosa~ Mexico. Construet1on ot the pipeline was expected 
to take approx1mately two years at a cost or $l.2 billion. Init1al 
rate of delivery of the pipeline was est1mated at 1 Bcrd with 'volumes 
to increase to a maximum or Z Bcfd. The 1n1tial contract provided 
tor a six-year term plus an additional siX years. The entitlements 
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or two of the six American firms (Texas Eastern and El Paso) would 
be delivered to El Paso and Transwestern ~terstate pipelines and 
the natural:-gas available for delivery to California was estimated 
at appro~tely l8 percent of the gas available before co~pressor 
£uel and line losses. 

In late 1977~ it appeared that the major problem would be to " 
secure financing. Because or Mexico's high foreign debt~ the 
International Monetary Fund (IMP) had COmmitted the Mexican govern
ment to limit deficit spending and to limit net borrow~ngs. In 
an ef£ort to secure the funds needed to commence construction or 
pipeline~ the U.S. Export-Import Bank tentat1vely"approved $590 
million in loans to Pemex~ including $250 million tor the purchase 
ot equipment in the Un1ted States and $340 ~111on tor pipeline 
construction. Additional transmission lines would be necessary 
in the United States in order to handle anticipated greater volumes 
and in order to connect El Paso and Transwestern Pipeline Company 
(a subsid1ary or Texas Eastern) to the international boundary 
delivery point. Based on the available 1n£ormat1on ~ la~e 1977~ 
the starr estimated increa.sing volumes of deliveries rrom,th1s 
supplemental supply. 

By March 15~ 1978~ the situation regarding the importation o~ 
natural gas from Mex1co had deteriorated. The statr reported 
(Exhibit c-68~·· page 14) that the Memorandum or Intentions between 
the United States interstate pipelines and Pemex had been. term1na.ted 
due to the disagreement ot Mexican and U.S. authorities on price 
provisions. The orig1nal agreement had prov1ded that the gas at 
the Texas border would be priced at the equivalent beat~ng. value 
price or No. 2 ruel oil 1n New York Har~or. This price in DeC:ember 
of 1977 was estimated at $2.6l/MMbtu and under the federally pro-. 
posed crude oil equalization tax~ could escalate to $3~tu~ 
equivalent to $3.15 Mcf at 1,,050 Btu/sct. (Exh1b1t 0-10;9 page 13). 

Arter submission or Case No. l0342~ the Mexican,government 
announced its present intention not to export natural,gas to the 
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.Unitet! Sta~_es at th1s t1me. Instea~, Mexico cla1llls that it intends 
to use the.~tural gas for domestic purposes to replace current 
imports of'-11qu1f1ed petrole'1.lm g~s and to substitute it for oil. 

At the present time it is difficult to esttmate if, ant! 
when, Mexican gas will be available to California. 

3. Als~r1a II-LNG 
The El Paso Company plans to import additional LNG :from Algeria 

through the Algeria II Project. Under an agreement with Sonatrach 
(Algeria), a:ffiliates or El Paso would import approximately one 
billion cubic feet per day for a period of 20 years. Gas would be 
delivered from a terminal near Port O'Connor on the Texas gulf coast. 
Sixty-five percent o:f the gas (at 1~148 Btu/set) would be sold to 
El Paso. Based on allowances :for system losses and estimated federal 
allocations~ the Commission sta:fr report dated December 15. 1977 
estimated deliveries commencing in 1983~ with full deliveries in 
1984, at approximatelY 485 MMcfd. (Exhibit 0-10, page 85.) 

~he contract proVis10ns provide f'or escalation of' the priee 
paid to Sonatrach by adjustment for the prices paid for No. 2 fuel 
011 and No. 6 residual fuel oil in New York Haroor. The ERA refused 
to approve the price of Pemex gas when the agreement t~ed the price 
of the gas to the price of No. 2 fuel oil 1n New York Harbor. The 
best estimate or the stafr was that Algeria II gas 'WoulC1 be available. 
if at all, 1n 1984. 

An initial deCision by an FPC Administrative Law Ju~ge in late 
1977 approved the Algeria II project. Under existing fed~al 
leg1s1ation~ the matter is now before the ERA or the Department 
of Energy for final approval. The ERA has not issued a decision. 
The contract provides that all necessary government authorizations 
must be received by April 30~ 1977, or either party ~y terminate, 
the contract. A second termination date is Dece~er 31. 1977~ by .. 
whieh t~ all necessary financial arrangements must be made. These: 
deadl1nes have not been met~ and the ERA still has not taken any 
action With respect to the approval of tbe Algeria II contract. 

At the present time it is extremely doubtful that California 
will receive natural gas from Algeria by 1984. 
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~. Alaskan North Slope-Prudhoe Bay 
The start's 1n1tial report on the Alaskan North Slope gas --was issued ~ecember 15J1 1977 (EXhibit C-10Jl pages 3-6). On . . . 

September EO Jl 1917J1 Canada and the United States signed an 
Agreement on Principles Applicable to a Northern Natural Gas 
Pipeline (A~eement» and. on September 22J1 1917 the President 
submitted his Decision and Report to Congress on the Alaskan 
Natural Gas Transportation System (Decision arld Report). On 
Nove~er 2J1 1917J1 both Houses or Congress approved President 
Carter's decision. The A$reement contemplates that the pipel1ne 
capacity would be 2.~ Bctd tor Alaskan gas and 1.2 Bctd tor 
northern Canada gas. The north err. Canada gas refers to Mackenzie 
Delta gas whiCh is to ~e delivered by a pipeline spur (Dempster 
Line) connecting Mackenzie Delta gas tields in the Northwest 
~erritory to the Alean pipeline at or near Whitehorse. Yukon. 
The total pipel1ne length or the project (excluding the Dempster 
Line) is 4J1787 m1les. A Western Leg or the pipel1ne would include 
looping or PGT's and PG&E's existing systems. 

The gas pipeline system is required to recover the gas 
reserves in the Pru~oe Bay tield.. est1mated. as having proved 
salable gas reserves or 20.6 to 22.8 trillion cUbic teet (Tcf) 1n 
the main pool. The three largest t1eld operators est1mate that 
the total salable gas reserves are between 25 and 26 Ter. The 
President's DeCision and Repo~t est1mates the gas supply ~om the 
project to be 2.0 Betd by 1985 and 2.4 Befd ~y 1990. 

On ~~eh 15» 1978J1 the staff reported that contracts for 
Prudhoe Bay gas had not been negotiated ane the t~ng or the eon
struet10n or a Prudhoe Bay delivery system is unknown. ~he 1n1t1al 
report or the COmmission star~ noted that it was 1mposs1ble to 
determine exact quantities or North Slope gas to be delivered by 

the Western L~g. ~he Decision and Report assumed 30 percent of 
the Alaskan gas would be delivered to the Western Leg. ~e staff 
initial report made nominal est1mates tor North Slope gas del1veries 
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~o Cal1rorn1a totaling 600 MMcfd ror 1984 through 1990. The 
C0mm1SS1o~:sta:t subsequently reported that a 1984 commencement 
date under-present circumstances did not appear reasonab1e~ and 
the earliest date that North Slope Alaskan gas might be received 
would be 1985 or 1986. 

~or uncertainties are involved in the Alaskan natural gas 
transportation system project. There is no established wellhead 
price tor the gas on the North Slope. Financing arrangements must 
be made tor the Alaska highway pipeline. Project construction costs 
set forth 'in the' 'De-c1.;Z·1·0·n- 'a'rid- ~e'p'¢rt appear to be -approximately 
$10.3 billion (based on 1977 dollars). 

5. Indonesian LNG 
The supplemental gas supply available trom Indones1a is a 

portion of the LNG supply involved in Application No. 51626 in 

these consolidated proceedings. Western Terminal is the applicant 
for a pe~t pursuant to the Liquefied Natural Gas Terminal Act of 
1977. As stated above~ PG&E and SoCal have established PacIndonesia~ 
which has authorization from DOE/ERA tor importation into the United 
States by Paclndonesia of LNG trom Indonesia over a 20-year period. 
The eVidence is that Pertam1na~ the national oil and gas· company 
or Indones1a~ has suffiCient reserves to supply the contract quantity 
or 500 MMctd ror the 20-year ter.m or the contract. DOE/ERA Opinion 
No. 1 dated December 30~ 1977 authorized importation or the gas 
pursuant to the agreement between Pac Indonesia and Pertam1na 
(Exhibit A-20). 

DOE/ERA Opinion No. 1 c11d not ~ however ~ approve the price 
escalation proVisions ot the contract. At this t1me~ Pacln~ones1a 
has been conducting meetings With Pertamina in an etrort to arrive 
at price provisions tor the LNG contract wh1ch woul~ be acceptable 
to Pertamina and to the ERA. T.he contract has a provision which 

-allows ror either party to terminate it certain conditions have -
not ~een met ~y speciried dates. The cut-ort date tor authorizations 
from United States'authorities was passe~ on October 6~ 1977 after 
three separate extensions. 
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The original contracts ~or the PacIndonesia gas were entere~ 
~to on September 6~ 1973. The co~tracts were subsequently amended 
on January~~ 1975 to proV1de a pricing formula acceptable to the 
IndoneSian:Government and further amended on October 28~ 1975 to 
provide a min1mum pricing provision to insure the recove~J by 
Pertamina of certain costs during the tinancing period. Both 
amendments received approval or the Indonesian Government. 

,Japanese purchasers have entered into an agreement to pur
chase Indonesian LNG. Japan ~egan receiving Indonesian LNG in 

August 1977. The Japanese will purchase over 1 Bcfd at full 
volumes. 

~ The facilities at Arun~ Indonesia~ Will deliver LNG necessary 

~ c:. 

tor the Japanese and PacIndonesia projects. The SoCal witness 
responsible tor the Pac Indonesia gas supply contracts testified 
that construction or tacil1ties at Arun are running ~~ead ot 
schedule. Moreover~ the construction includes more LNG storage 
tanks than are needed ror the Japanese project. 

The SoCal witness testified that the representatives. of 
Pertam1na indicated very strongly in the past that they desire to .. 
complete the project W1th the Un1ted States. However~ in view or 
the delays in securing necessary approvals tor terminal siting~ 
as well as the outstanding problem or the price escalator 10 the 
contract~ applicant's witness indicated that failure or this Com
mission to reach a decision on terminal siting by July 31~ 1978 
would~ in his judgment~ result 10 cancellation or the contract. 
Pertam1na is anticipating a profit from the contract to begin some
ti.me .1.." the first halt or 1982 and has those revenues planned. 

The starr report lodicates the construction ot facilities in 
, . 

Indonesia tor the PacIndones1a Project Will not commence until 
after U.S. Government approvals are obtained and requisite financing 
is, secured. Construction will t8.ke 34 months to start up with an 
additional 18 months before all facilities will be completed. 
Paclndonesia has entered into contracts tor cyrogen1c tankers to 
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"transport the LNG. ~hree are already constructed and construction 
of the oth~S Will begin follow1ng Paclndonesia's o~ta1n1ng all 
governmental approvals or financing arrangements. 

The 1n1tial starr report (EXhibit C-10~ page 65) estimated 
~n1t1al volumes 1n 1984build1ng up to rull volumes by 1984. ~e 

starr witness' testiried that a. delay or one or two years would 
mean that the proposed Indonesia LNG would no longer be a viable 
project. 

The eVidence supports the conelus~on that the representatives 
or Pertam1na and the Indonesian Government have negotiated in good 
raith with representatives or PacIndonesia (and its predecessors) 
over an extended period of time. The condition requiring Pertamina 
to obtain all approvals of the IndoneSian Government by September 6~ 
1975 was satisfied by Pertamina. ~he condition requiring authoriza
tions from authorities 1n the United States has not been satisfied 
and has been extended on three separate occaSions. The last ex
tension expired. October 5. 1977. ~he last extension by Pertamina 
specirically provided that "because of the 1ncreased concern or 
Pertam1na and the Government of Indonesia about the delays 1n 

obtaining the required authorizations from the appropriate authori
ties 1n the United States, it is understood that any rurther exten
sions or the date beyond October 6~ 1977~ would acquire approval by 
governmental authorities or the Republic or Indonesia." 

Since October 0, 1977, Pertwm1na has had ~he option or 
terminating the exist!ng contract. There has been no rurther 
extension or ter.m1nat1on or the contract. 

6. South Alaska-LNG 
The South AlaSka-LNG Project involves gathering natural gas 

in the Cook Inlet area or South Alaska .. and transporting it by a 
cryogenic ship to a regasirication terminal in California. ~he 

applicant seeks authorization tor a single terminal to regasi~ 
both Indonesian LNG and PacAlaska LNG. The Commission starf 
reports that 1n or~er to support gas volumes or 200 MMcrd 
Phase I or the p~oject~ would require approximately ~.6 Zct 
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in reserves. Full volumes under Phase II or the pro~ect are to be 
400 MMcrd and. would requ1re total re~erve= or approX1mately 3 ~cr. 
In :1ts 1m. t'1aJ. report dated December l5~ 1977 ~ the starr stated 
that ~omm1tment or proQuct10n !rom additional reserves, (other than 
those available) were necessary in order to support the Phase I 
volumes at 200 MMcrd. (Exhibit C-10. page 44). 

It is qUite clear from the record that the starr posit10n :1s 
correct. and that the delivery or Pac Alaska gas may well be delayed 
because of the problem of acqUiring the necessary gas reserves. 
~he starr estimate 1s that Phase I volumes or PacAlaska gas may 
commence :1n 1984 with potential delivery of full volumes (Phase II) 
following in 1985. 

~he eVidence supports the conclusion that there are unCOmmitted 
proven reserves in the Cook Inlet area to support both Phase I and 
Phase II ot the PacAlaska Project. ~here is no assurance when 
sufficient reserves might be cOmmitted and When a necessary FERC 
deciSion on the PacAlaska project might be issued. Applicants are 
presently before the FERC request:1ng authorization tor the project 
under Section 7 or the Natural Gas Act. 
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D. Short-term Supplemental Supplies 
1. Introduction 
Volume:l of the staff report (EXhibit C-1) 1~entif1es gas ~up

plies available from Northwest Pipeline Corporation (Northwest), 
an interstate pipeline company, as a short-term supplement presently 
available to .·SoCal. Arter the completion of hea.rings 1n this pro
ceeding, Pacific Interstate Transmission Comp~~y (Pac Interstate) 
an attiliate ot SoCal contracte~ tor short-term supplements from 
Miehigan Consolidated Gas Company (Consolidate~). 

The ERCDC identifies supplies it expects to be surplus to the 
intrastate Texas market as a supplement available to California 
under short-term eontracts. The ERCDC also provided estimates or 
the amount of gas that might be available from Elk Hills Naval 
Petroleum Reserve on an emergency basis, and from northern Californ1a 
dry gas production by over-producing the gas purchase contracts. 
A ~iseussion or the various sourees of short-term supplements 
follows: 

2. Interstate Surplus 
The agreement With Northwest provides tor ~eliveries of up to 

200 MMcfd, by ~isplacement, to SoCal through October 31, 1978. 
There is no obligation on the part of Northwest to ~eliver specific 
volumes. Daily deliveries can be from zero to 200 MMefd depending 
on Northwest's system requirements on a given day. The cost of 
the gas at the California bor~er is $2.35 per million Btu or 
approximately $2.46 per Mcf. 

An application for certification of an agreement With Michigan 
Consolidated Gas company (Consolidate~) has been riled With FERC 
in Pacific Interstate Transmission Company, Docket No. CP78-398 
et ale The agreement is an exchange agreement and prov14es for 
firm deliveries to the SoCal system at the California border 
averaging 106 MMcfd during the period November, 1978 through 
Marcb~ 1979. The agreement further provides for deliveries, on 
a "~est efforts" ~asis~ averaging 33 MMcfd ~ur1ng the per104 
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-November" .~78 through March" 1979 and 110 MMefd for the period. 
April. 197~ through March, 1981. The SoCal system is obligated 
to take 50 percent of the "best effort" offerings. The average 
cost of the gas at the California border is apprOXimately $3.00 
per Mer. The subsequent return of gas would be at the option of 
Consolidated, and conditioned on the availability of LNG to the 
SoCal system at the Western LNG terminal. If no LNG is available, 
there is no payback. 

3. Intrastate Surplus 
The ERCDC presented a number of witnesses and exhibits leading 

to a projection of the amount of gas expected to be surplus to the 
Texas intrastate market and the portion of such surplus gas that 
could be made availa~le to California. 

Consultant Report - Append1x G (Exh1bit C-84) was provided by 
the ERCDC on March 15, 1978. EXhibit C-84 includes material pre
pared by a Texas energy consultant and an evaluation of the energy 
consultant's material prepared by an employee or A. D. Little" a 
consulting firm. The material, prepared by the Texas energy con
sultant, consists primarily of a number of illustration's d.epicting 
Texas natural gas supply-demand relationships through the period 
ending 1985 plus a brief text. The amount or gas prOjected to be 

surplus to the Texas intrastate market by the ERODC consultant 
ranges rro~ approximately 610 MMcfd 1n 1978 to approximately 3000 
MMc!d by 1985. Using this total surplus" the ERCDe witness 
responsi~le tor certain material 1n the ERCDe summary report 
derived the portion of Texas intrastate surplus available to 
southern California as 61 MMcrd in 1978 increasing to 300 MMc',t"d 
by 1985 in the low case.and 170 MMc,t"d in 1978 increasing to 835 
MMe!d by 1985 in the high case (Exh1bit 0-75" page 110)_ 

The consultant retained by the EReDC to evaluate the projec
tions of Texas intrastate surplus gas testified that) "Given the 
short time available to us we were unable to make a thorough 
analysis of the subject." (Sherrr) 'l'r. p • .l;732".) 
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The d~elopment of specific volumes or gas available to .. 
California-from supplies surplus to the needs of the Texas intra-
state market over the period ending'1990 would require extremely 
detailed studies of future supply and demand within Texas. Such 
studies are not present in the record of this proceeding. However~ 
sufficient evid.ence was presented to support an assumption that 
significant volumes mig."'lt be availaole~ from time to t1me~ Over 
the short-term. Moreover, the terms and conditions under which 
~uch gas could be obtained is a more important consideration, 
at this pOint, than specific volumes. 

• 
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The metho4 5uggested by the ERCDC tor obta1n1ng surplus 1ntra
.state gas is included in provisions or the Natural Gas Act (NGA). 
Section 7C-c7 or the Act provides tor emergency sales of gas for 
periods of:up to 60 days for which issuance of a certificate under 
PERC regulations is not required. Section 2.68(a) further, extends 
the exemption to include sales of intrastate gas to the interstate 
market unde~ certain conditions without subjecting the sale to 
federal regulation. The purpose of Section 2.68 is t~ proV1de aid 
to distribution and pipeline companies in need or temporary emergency 
supplies by making exempt intrastate gas available tor short-term 
sales for periods of up to 60 days. The intent of tbe NGA regarding 
emergeney sales is clearly not to circumvent the established procedures -
for the sale of gas to the interstate market. As pOinted out in the 
CPUC staff brief, the intent has been clearly defined in the courts: 

"What we can say, and do say, is that the legislative his
tory makes plain that it was never contemplated that the 
modest emergeney proviso in Section 7 tor orders W1thout 
hearings would be employed to excise large-vol~e, long 
duration, ~~despread deliVeries of gas" Consumer Federation 
of America v. F.P.C., 515 F.2d 347, 355. 
The FERC is currently reevaluating its policy and procedures 

(PERC Docket No. 78-7) on emergency purchases. However the reevalua
tion would become moot it provisions containe4 in the proposed 
National Energy Act are enacte~. On J~~e 13, 1978 the House and 
Senate Conferees completed their de11~erations on issue~ not resolve~ 
by the comprOmise that was approved on May 2~. The document issued on 
June 13 included the provisions on emergency sales which were adopted: 
(Copies were sent to all parties in Case No. 10342 by the CPUC statt 
co~~sel on July 20, 1978.) Under the compromise provisions sales 
would be limited to two years with possible extenSions ot not, more 
than two years per extension. Tbe compromise further proV1de's that 
4el1veries would ~e subject to i~terruption to the extent that the 
seller required the gas tor his own customers. 

~he availability of short-term supplies ~hat may> from t1me to: 
t1me, be surplus to the intrastate market or interstate pipelines 
serving other areas. cannot be considered in the same context as base 
load supplements. It is precisely because or the failure. to date, to 
obtain base load supplements. that a reliance must now be placed on 
short-term deliveries where the quantity made available is lert.eaCh 
4ay, to the discretion or the seller. 
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~. Elk Hills Naval Petroleum Reserve -su~st~ial quantities or natural gas exist in the Naval 
Petroleum Reserve No. 1 (NPR-l) at Elk Hills. These reserves are 
entirely under federal control. Elk Hills production is authorized 
for s1X years ending in 1982, but three year extensions are per
m1ssa~le at the PreSident's re~uest~ subjeet to Congressional 
approval. Despite the urgings or California utilities and regulatory 
bodies to make the gas available for sale~ present plans call for 
reinjecting all of the gas in order to maintain pressure tor 
max1mum oil production (EXhibit C-ll and C-22). These plans are 
consistent with the Congressional mandate to max1m1ze production 
based upon sound engineering judgment. 

In their 1977 Biennial Report~ the ERCDC reported that~ 
"~he quantity or gas potentially available from NPR-l~ is, at 
400-600 MMcfd, very sign1fieient." However~ in it' showing in 
this proeeeding" ERCDC estimated that 100 MMcfd would be available to 
Cal1forn1a u..'"lder Short-term emergency conditions (Exhi~it C-25). 
This assumption is based upon speculation as to future federal 
policy. Even as a potential emergency supply" the record indicates 
that no determination has been made as to the terms under which 
any gas may be made available to anyone. 

5. Over Production of California Gas 
D1tferences arise between Commission starf est~ates and 

other parties from the assumed levels or production of northern 
California gas. At the present t1me PG&E contracts tor Cal1tornia
produced gas at a relatively low-loa~ ractor. PG&Ets contracts 
may obligate PG&E to take gas at an'annual ave~age-loa~ ractor or 
one-third. PG&E then takes such gas at high load factors ~ur~ 
seasonal winter peak-~emand perio~ an~ shuts the gas wells down 
during the summer. 

The Commission start does not recommend increased production. -.. .. 
ERCDC argues that tuture supply/deman~ conditions are likely to 
require significant transfers or gas from northern to southern 
Cal1fornia and the cost or increased production or California gas . 
should be compared with the marg1nal cost of supplemental gas supplies. 

70 



~. g. 

• .. __ t _ ••••• ,~. 

A. 51626 et ale AMP. 

As we~n~erstand PG&E's gas purchase policy California gas 
is taken up to contract o~ligation, and a~ove contract obligation, 
to the extent practicable, if Pl and P2A customers would otherwise 
go unserve~. Since we expect the same policy to· be followed in 
protecting Pl and P2A service statewi~e, the need for a regulatory 
mechanism does not exist. 
E. Cost of Sup~lemental Supplies 

The starr report dated March 15, 1918 set forth estimates of 
the cost of gas from tra~itional source:; an~ from base load 
supplemental supply projects. The stafr material is reproduced 
as tables 8 and 9 herein. 

The est1mates are based on the best information 2vailable to 
the starr concerning natural gas pricing proV1sions conta1ne~ in 
the proposed National Ener~ Act and costs or supplemental sup
plies contained in filings presently before regulatory bodies. 
Theest1mated cost of gas from Prudhoe Bay 1s from federal sources 
and includes no allowances for cost overruns. -

All costs are in 1917 ~ollars an~ are increased only to 
reflect escalations that are expecte~ to occur over and above tbe 
inflation rate. 

11 



, . . 
I.,' 

~ 

'.. f ; I.. I .. • ••• , ••• ....... ~, 

TA:sLE .8. 

--.. COST OF GAS FROM TRADITIONAL SOURCES 
(1971 Dollars) 

Southern California Gas Company 
$7Mc? 

Source 1911 1980 

El Paso 
Old Gas $0.80 $0.84 
New Gas - i:s,' Weighted Average ~ 
Other Gas Supply Expenses .15 .15, 
Transmission .17 r.ij California Border Price $!:j2 $ • 

Transwestern 
Old. Gas $0.63 $0.6'9 
New Gas - i:ij, Weighted Average -:b3. 
'l'ransmission .01 .82 
California Border Price $I':2lr $I':S'> 

Weighted Border Price $1 .. 15 $1 .. 54 
Distribution .61 .78: - -Unit Cost or Service $1.15 $2'.32', 
(Average System Rate) 

Pacific Gas and Electric Gas Com~anz 
$71'1c1' 

E1 Paso 
See Above $1.12 $1.1.15 

Canadian Source $2.44 $2.84 
Ca11rornia Source 

Old Gas $1.12 $1.12 
New Gas - f'·13 Weighted Average $I:n' $ .30 

Weighted Price to PG&E System $l.73 $2.06, 
Distribution .47 -=.i2 -Unit Cost or Service $2.20 $2~61 
(Average System Rate) 

-Exhibit C-68. page 21 
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1986 122£ 

$0.93 $1.01 
2.47 2.86 
I':5E' r.n 

.15, .15 

~ $. ' t.1t $ • 

$0.75 $0.76, 
2.47 2.86· 
!':"'70 2.r§ 
1.10 §.§~ $2.S0 $ • 

$2.19 $2.82 
1.00 1.24 - -

$3.19 $4.06 

$2.03 $2.65 
$2.8~ ',,$2.84, 

$1.12 $1.12 
2.41 2.86 

$I:"8'4 $2.49 . 
~ 

$2.36, $2'.36, -
.64, 1.16 - -$3.00 $3.5~ 
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, . TABLE 9: 

COST OF GAS FROM SUPPLEMENTAL SOURCES 
$7Mct at 1050 BtU/set 

. (1977 Dollars) 
Source 

Indonesia • --
Purcha~d LNG 
'I'ranspcrtation 
Terminal11ng ~~~ Vaporization 
Total Cost Out o~ Plant 
Transportation to Existing System 
Unaccounted tor~ Franch. & Uncoll., 3% Unit Cost to Customer 

PaeAlaska 
Purchased Gas (Incl. 10% Tax) 
Liquefaction 
Transportation 
Terminalling and Vaporizat~on 
Total Cost Out of Plant 
Transportation to Existing System 
Unaccounted tor, Franeh. & Uncoll., 3% 
Unit Cost to Customer 

Al.s~r1a 
Purchased LNG 
Transportation 
'I'erminalling and Vaporization 
Shrinkage and Boi1or! 
Total Cost Out of Plant 
Transportation to Waha 
Additional Mainline Compression, El Paso 
Unaceounted for, Franch. & Uneol1.~ 3% 
Unit Cost to Customer 

Mexieo 
Purchased Gas 
Transportation to Permian Basin 
Additional Mainline Compression, El Paso 
Unaeeounted tor, Franch. & Uncoll .. ~ 3% 
Unit Cost to Customer 

Prudhoe Bay 
Wellhead Price 
Transportation to Canadian Border 
Processing 
Transp. from Cana~ian Border to Antioch 
Total 
Unaccounted ror~ Franeh. & Uneoll., 
Un1t Cost to Customer 

3% 

Canadian "Bubble" 
Boraer'Pr1ce 
Transportation 
Total 
Unaecounted -ror, Francb. & Uncoll., 3% 
Unit Cost to Customer 

*Exh1b1t C-58, page 28 
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$1.57 $1.57 
1.11 .90 

$rlt $~ 
.. 08 .06 
.10 
~ $3.19 $ • 

$1.88' $1.88 
1.26 .88 

.55 .52 

.. 10 .05 
$3.8"§ $3":1A 

.12- .10 
$4.OI $3:n" 

$1.50 $1.50 
1.12 .92 

.37 .28 

.. 12 .12 
$3.1l $~' 

.. 25 .2~ 

.. 10 .09 . 

.10 
~ $'3'37 $ .. 

$2.75 $2.15 
.15 .15 
.08 .08 

r.§t $. r.§t $ • 

$1.52 $l.52 " 
1.51 1.06, .. 

.32 .32 

.28' .28 
$3.7J $r.rg: 

.11 .. 10 • 
$~ $3:]0 --
$2.74 
].~§ $ • 

-tff $ .. 

. 
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F. Contingency Plans on' InterruP'ti'on or LNG -Both ~Cal and PG&E presented contingency plans in the event 
or both short- and long-term interru~tions or LNG gas su~ply 
(Section S60l(h». The gas supply contingency plan is to ensure 
continued gas supply to Pl and P2A customers during a short-term 
LNG service interruption even if it were to occur on an a~normal 
peak day - a day equivalent to the system's coldest day of record. 
~he utilities also plan to ensure supply continuity to Pl and P2 
customers" and to P3 customers on a ~est efforts baSis during a 
long-term LNG service interruption, even if it should occur during 
the winter months. 

~he primary emergency measures" in order of 1mplementation" 
are: (1) emergency conservation measures; (2) curtailment or 
interruptible customers; and (3) withdrawal from under ground 
storage facilities. PG&E has scheduled separate LNG peak shaving 
:raci1ities to protect Pl and F2A customer demand. PG&E and SoCal 
have an agreement which provides tor mutual assistance to the extent 
pOSSible to protect their Pl and P2 customers in the event of an 
emergency. (Exhibits 0.53, C-13.) 

As the utilities stated, addition of new gas supplies ~ the 
future would ameliorate the efrect o:r an outage or interruption or 
LNG service. PG&E and SoCal plan to maintain pr~ gas supply 
to support and retain 1nterrupti~le lower priority customers. The 
extent to wh1ch they succeed in retaining P3 and P4 customers will 
determ1ne the margin of protection aVailable to Pl and P2 ,customers 
from interrupti~le gas customers. 

, . 
G. Base' Load Supply-Regu'1rement' 'Re'la't1'onzl'l1ps , 

The base ease supply a~d base case re~~rements forecasts are 
comb1ne~ with forecasts or base loa~ supplemental supplies to, 
develop the supply-requirements relationships in tables 10, 11 an~ 
12. Tbese Tables are developed to demonstrate t~es?pp1Y .~eve1s 
that would occur ir long-term deliveries rrom Pru~oe Bay, M~~co~ 
Algeria, Indonesia; South Alaska and the Canadian ftbubb~~ft.were 
obtaine~ in the Q.~anti ties and a t ~be ~1mes shown in Appe.tidix B. 

--
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Wbether any or all or these suppl~mental ~upply projects 
eventually reach rruition is uncertain. As pointed out by the starr. -=. , 
"Calirorn1~'s ac~u1sition or any ~upplemental gas supplie$ rema1~~ .. 
conti~ent upon a n~er or future events each Without guarantee o~ 
occurrence." (Exhibit C-68) 

While not eliminating them rrom consideration. recent ~eve1op
ments eoncern1~g the Mexican and Algerian proj ects. as reported. 
in ya:-ious press reJ.:e:a.:s~~ and; :mail::c1 .. ".to. "all, p~ti/es in th1~ pro
ceec11ng by' CPUC ,ztarr counsel 'on JUly' 20 ~ J:978 • .deepens the 
uneertainty. 

The ra~ge or essential ~ata derived rrom Tables lO~ II and 12 
are as rollows: 

Southern California 

Warm We'athet" 'Conc1'1t'i'o'ns 

1. P5 is totally curtailed in 1979 anc1 1982 and 
substantially curtailed in the other years 
thro'!lgh 1983. 

2. Large quantities or gas become available to P5 
b~S1nn~ in 1984. ' 

3. No signiricant curtailment o~ P4 and above 
occurs. 

'Col.d We'ather' 'Co'nd'1t'io'ns' 

1. P5 is totally c\tr'tailec1 .in 1978 and P3) P4 curtailments 
begin. 

2. P3-. P4 curtailments are elem1nated in 1984 and 
large quantities or gas become available to P5. 

Northern Ca11rornia 

Warm Weather 'Con~'1t'fons 

1. Gas j,s available to P5 in all years. 

Col~· Weather' 'Cond'1t'1ons 

1. Gas is available to P5 in all years. 
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. BASE I.O\J) S'OPPLY-REQ~ REIA~Oss:a:tt'S 

(Base caR Suppl1ea plus ~otal:Base I,oed Supp~nt.) ... 

.-
Year ." 

1978 
1979 

.1980 

1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1918 
1919 
1980 

1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 

1,115 
l.,125 
1,1l9 

1,130 
1,141 
1,153 
1,172 
1,188 

1,204 
1,221 
1,239 
1,254 
1,279 

1,566 
1,574 
1,5S1 

'1,600 
1,619 
1,639 
1,658 
1,671 

1,703 
1,730 
1,756 
1,783 
1,809 

Cold Weather Year 
(MMct4) 

Requirements .. kae Cue 
~otal Plus SUW. 

N'onhem California 

580 
599 
593 

593 
593 
593-
593 
593 

593-
593 
593 
593 
593 

1,695 
1,724 
1,712 

1,723 
1,i34 
1,746 
1,765 
1,781 

1,797 
1,814 
)',832 
1,847 
l,~ 

2,060 
1,967 
1,887 

1,863 
1,816 
2,036. 
2,~81 
2,571 

2,399' 
2,128· 
2,105 
2,062 
1,936 

SoutheX7l Ca Ufo:nia 

574 
574 
570 

570 
570 
570 
571 
570 

570 
509 
570 
S69 
569 

2140 
2"148· , 
2,151 

2,170 
2,l89 
2,209 
2,229 
2,247 

2,273 
2,299 
2,326 
2,352 
2',378 

1,928 
1,772 
1,893 

1,902-
1,853 
2",082 
2,837 
2,9C2 

2,855 
2,780 
2,752 
2:,703 
2,630 

Sborttall Del1verles 
pl-P4 to 
Rqmta P5 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

212 
",376 
'258 

268 
336 
127 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
'0 

365 
243 
175 

140 
82 

290 
716 
796 
602· 
314 
213 
215· 
64 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

60S 
655 

582' 
481 
426· 
351 
252 

... Base case sttpp,l1es plus aupplles trom base loa4 supplemental 
supply proJects aa shown 1n A~nd1x :8. 
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.. .. • l3A.SE :ooAJ) STJPPLY-REQ~ P.EIATIONSHIPS .. 
(Bue Case SupplJ.e~ 'plua !ota1:Base Load SUWleroents) . ..... '. . 

liormal Weather Year 
(MMc:t4) 

Requirements Base Case" 
Shortfall Del1ver1es -- Pl-P4 to 

Year. - 1'l&.P2A P2B&P3&P4. Total Plus Supp. Rqmt:a P5 . 
Nortbern Cal1!o:rn1a 

1978 1,036 580 1,616 2,060 0 W. 
1979 1,044 599 1,043 1,967 0 324 
l$8O 1,036 593 1,629 1,887 0 258 

1981 1,045 593 1,63S 1,~ 0 225 
1982 l,055 593 1,648 1,8 0 lOS 
1983 1,064 593 1,651 2,036 0 379 
1984 1,082 593 1,615 2,481 0 806, 
198.5 1,096 593 1,689 2,571 0 888 

1986 t'~ 593 1,704 2,399 0 695 
1987 , 593 1,719 2,128- 0 409 
1985 1,l42 593 1,735 2,105 0 r~ 1989 1,155 593 1,748 2,062' 0 
1990 1,179 593 l,m 1,936- 0' 'l6J,. 

Soutbern Cal1fornia , 1978 1,436 574 2,010 1,928 82 0 
1979 1,441 574 2,015 1,772 243 0 
1980 1,44,5 570 2,01,5 1,893 ]22' 0 

1981 1462 570 2,032 1,9'2' 130 0 , 
19e2 1,479' 570 2,049 1,853 196 0 
1983 1,495 510 2,065 2,082 0 17 
1984 1,.5l2 571 2,,083 2,,837 0 754 
198,5 1,529 ,570 2,,099' 2,902 0 803 

1986 1,,553 570 ~m 2,,855 0 732 
1987 1,577 569 2'14 2,,780 0 634 " 1988 1,,602- 570 2,,172 2,752 0 580' 
1989 1,626 569 2,,]95 2,703 0 50S 
1980 1,,650 569 2,219 2,630 0 l,.ll 

• :Base case suppl1es plus supplies frem bee 1oe.d s'C'PPlemental 
supplY pr ojects aa .hown 1n Append1x :s. 

--
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r - :BASE toAD st1'PPU -l!EQ'OIP.EMEN'l'S REIA~ONS.HlPS 
(Base Case Suppl1e. plus ~otal :SUe Load Supplements) 

'. " ... , .. ... . ' . ,.~ ... " : .. 
I~,~ - .' • 

. , 
I • I' ... 

Warm Weather Tear 
(MMc:r.o) 

- • Shortfall Del1vene. . R~u1rements :Sase Case Pl-P4 to Year' - P lv P'2B&.P3&?4 Total Plua S~. Rqmta PS 
Northern California 

1978 927 580 1,501 2,060 0 553 1919 932 599' 1,531 1,901 0 436 .l98O 922 593 1,5lS 1,881 0 372 
1981 929 593 1,522' 1,863 0 341 1982 935 593 1,528- 1,815 0 288-1983 942 593 1,535 2,036 0 501 1984- 950 593 1,549' 2,~1 0 932 l$85 968 593 1,561 2,511 0 1,016 

1985 981 593 1,51~ 2,399' 0 ~5 1987 994 593 1,587 2128 0 541 , 
1988 1,008 593 1,601 2,105' 0 504 1969 1,Ol9 593 1,612 2,062 0 450 1990 1,041 593 1,6321- 1,936 0 302' 

Southern Cal1torn1a 

'- 1978 1,291 574 1,865 1,928 0 63 1979 1,292" 574 1,866 1,772 94 0 1980 1,293 570 1,863 1,893 0 30 
1981 1,307 570 1,877 1,9(:2: 0 25 1982 1,320 570 1,890 1,853 37 0 
1983 1,334 570 1,904 2,082' 0 178 
1934 1,347 571 1,918 2,837 0 919 1985 1,361 570 1,931 2,902' 0 971 
1986 1,383 570 1,953 2,855 0 9C2 1981 1,405 569 1,974 2,780 0 806, 
1988 1,427 570 1,991 '2752 0 755 . , 
1988' 1,449 569, 2,0J.8 2,703 0 685 1990 1,471 509 2,040 2,630 0 5~ 

* :Base case Guppl1e. plu. suppl1es Zrom base load 'UPPlemental 
.upp~ pro-1ecta a. .hown 1n Append1x :8. 
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VII. POTENTIAL FOR LOSING TRADITIONAL SUPPLIES 
IF SUPPLEMENTAL S'O'PPLIES ARE ACQUIRED 

Both the Act and our Order Institut1ng Investigation in Case 
No. l0342 :equired a legal analysis or the potential for California 
losing gas: supplies from traditional sources ir supplemental supplies 
in excess or h1gh priority needs are ac~uired. Western ~erm1nal and 
the starr subm1tted their legal opinions on the question. The bulk 
of eXisting gas supply (excluding California intrastate gas produc
tion) is subject to federal jurisdiction. The Natural Gas Act,gives 
the PERC authority to allocate gas transported by natural gas com
panies between customers on their individual systems. Under existing 
~ederal law~ there are no rights which California has or can assert 
which Will assure 1) the allocation or adequate supplies of natural 
gas to consumers in this state !rom sources other than the applied 
tor LNG terminal~ or 2) that consumers in th1s state will receive 
full compensation tor any losses of supplies of natural gas costing 
less than gas converted from LNG that may result :rom federal 
allocation policies. 

Both Western Terminal and the sta!! agree, however, that current 
federal policy encourages the acquisition or supplemental gas sup
plies. We are aware o! no state which has ever had its allocation 
of supplies from traditional sources reduced due to the acquisition 
of gas from supplemental sources. On the contrary, we believe that 
current federal policy as stated in PPC and PERC Opinions and Or~er3 
makes it clear that California's share ot available supplies woul~ 
not be reduced because of the acquisition of LNG. 

The PERC exercises its authority over allocations through the' 
administration of curtailment plans tor the interstate pipeline 
companies. or the three interstate pipeline companies that serve 
Californ1a~ only El Paso's curtailment plan raises any possibil1ty 
or California losing tra41 t10nal source gas c1ue to ac'qu1ring supple
mental supplies. In its 1974 Opinion No. 697-A which approved that 
curtailment plan the FPC specifically stated: 

"In ot:r view ~ this curtailment plan will not act as a 
~eterrent to the development of any new storage or peak
shav1ng nor to the acquisition of natural gas supplies 

19 
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from other $ource~. Furthermore _ customers who plan to 
develop such additional supplies will neither be 
penalized nor preferentially treated as a result of tbe 
opera~ons or this curtailment plan ••• therefore the 
extent of a customer's seasonal entitlements from 
El Paso is not link~d to nor dependent upon any increase 
or decrease in the eustomer's alternate gas supply 
sourees, his storage. or his peakshav1ng eapability." 
El Paso Natural Gas Co., 52 FPC 188S. 
A recent FERC ruling supports our belie:!" tha.t Calirorn1a. nll 

not be in jeopardy or losing traditional supplies upon receipt or 
LNG. In Pacific Interstate Transmission Companz, Docket No. CP77-38 
et a1., the PERC approved Pacirie Interstate's acquisition or a 
short-term supplementary supply or gas from Northwest Pipeline 
Corporation. In doing $0 the PERC exempted this gas supply from 
the operation or the curtailment proVisions or El Paso's gas tariff 
and noted that this exemption was consistent with the FPC's expres
sion in Opinion No. 697-A or the desirability or encouraging 
E1 Paso's customers to develop new gas supplies. 

Although now expired~ the Emergency Natural Gas Act or 1977 
(ENGA) gave the President authority, among other things, to allocate 
gas between interstate pipeline companies. The provisions W1th 
respect to eompensation to the companies supplying gas are as follows: 

"The party making emergency deliveries ••• (A) indicates 
a preference ror compensation in kind~ the President 
shall direct that compensation in kind be proVided by 
August 1, 1977, to the maximum extent practicable, .oo. 

(B) indicates a preference tor compensation, or the 
PreSident deter.m1nes ••• that any portion thereof cannot 
practicably be compensated in kind, the President sball 
calculate the amount or eompensation •••• based upon the 
amount require~ to make the interstate pipeline deliver
ing such natural gas and its local distribution companies 
whole :!"or loss or sales resulting therefrom; including . 
the actual amount paid ••• for the volumes of natural 
gas or higher eost gas which were needed to replace 
natural gas delivered •• OO and for transportation~ storage~' 
and. other expenses .. oo •• " (E,mergency Natural Gas Act or 
1977. Section 4 (f) (2).) 

During the er:!"ective period of.ENGA~ California utilities were able -
to provide gas to other pipeline eompanies and subsequently received 
replaeement in kind (Exh1b1 t 0-1. page 24) W1 thout suftenng 
economic loss. 
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VIII. SUMY~ AND CONCLUSIONS ON GAS SUPPLY AND REQUIREMENTS. -A. Summa~ and Conclusions ." 
The gae supply presently avai1a~le to respondent gas d1s-

tr1~ut1on utilities is at a level too low to meet high pr~or1ty 
requirements in the state of Ca11fornia. The level or service to 
P5 since 1972 appears in the tabulation below. 

NATURAL GAS SERVICE TO P5 (1972-1977) 

Northern California 
eMMcrd.) 

Level or 
Year Requirements Deliveries Curtailments or Service 

1972 769 723 46 9.4% 
1973 799' 100 99 88% 
1974 556 364 192- 65% 
1975- 687 460 227 67% 
1976 1034 565 469 55% 
1977 1245 643' 602 52% 

Southern California 

1972 1416 856 560 60% 
1973 1597 488 1109 31% 
1974 1229 378 851 31% 
1975 1295 251 1044 ' 19% 
1976 1325 215 1110 16% 
1977 1793 306 1487 l7% 
The estimated base case supply levels include estfmated suppl1es 

available from traditional sources and relatively assured supplements 
from the Rocky Mountains> Californ1a orrshore> and utility sponsored 
exploration and development projects. The estimated levels or 
deliveries from such sources throu~ 1990 are set forth in Appen~1X B. 

Base case requirement estima.tes are the requirements or ': 
Priority 1 thrOUgh Priority 4. ~he estimated range of such reqUire
ments through 1990 15 set ;forth in Appendix C. 

The level or supply estimates and tbe range or Pl through P4 .. 
requirements set forth 1n Appendices B an~ C for.m a reasonable base -
upon which to consider the need :ror ~el1veries !rom supplemental . 
supply projects. 

• 
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• Base case supply-requirement relationships indicate that. 
if no suppTemental supplies are acquired. curtailment of natural - -
gas service would occur as follows: 

Southern California 
Warm Weather Conditions 

1. PSis totally curtailed in 1979 and P4 curtailment begins. 

2. P2B~ P3 and P~ are. as a total» over 50% curtaile~ by 
'1981 and totally curtailed by 1984. 

3. ~ransfers from PG&E to protect Pl and P2A service begin 
in 1984. . 

4. P2A curtailment ~eg1ns in 1987. 

Cold Weather Conditions 

1. p4 curtailment begins in 1978. 

2. PZS. P3 and P4 are totally curtailed by 1981. 

3. Transfers from PG&E to protect Pl and P2A service begin 10 
1981. 

4. P2A curtailment begins in 1986. 

Northern California 
Warm Weather Conditions 

1. P5 is substantially curtailed by 1980 and totally cur
tailed by 1986. 

2. P2B. P3 and p4 curtailments begin in 1986 and tota.l 
curtailments result 10 1987. 

3. P2A curtailment begins 10 1990. 

Cold Weather Conditions 

1. P5 is totally curtailed by 1982. 

2. P4 curtailment begins in 1982 and P2B. P3 and P4 are 
totally curta1le~ by 1986. , 

3. P2A curtailment begins in 1987. 

82 



.-

A. 57626 et ale .PJIIl> 

SiX long-term ~ase load supplemental supply projects are 
presently being considered to alleviate the unaccepta~le 4ecl1ne 
in natural·:sas service itemized above. The:;e ba.se load supply 
projects are: 

l. Canadian "Bubble Gas" 
2. Mexieo 
3. Indonesia LNG 
4. S. Alaska LNG 
5. Algeria II 
6. North Slope-Prudhoe Bay 

The potential quantities and t~1ng associated with the six 
projects are set forth in Appendix B. Quantities and t1m1ng are 
uncertain. No contracts' exist tor North Slope or Mexican gas 
and the reserves under contract tor the S. Alaska project are~ as yet~ 
insufficient to support the scheduled volumes. None or the projects 
has tinal regulatory approval. 

In addition to the long-term base load projects discussed a~ove~ 
short-term supplements.may be avai1able~ from t1me to t1me in un
predicta~le amounts 7 !rom supplies under contract and temporarily 
surplus to the needs or others. An affiliate of SoCal has entered 
into separate agreements providing short-term deliveries rrom sup
lies temporarily surplus to the needs of two interstate pipelloe 
comp~~es. Additiona.l short-term supplements may be available tram 
the intrastate market. particularly if th~ present provisions or 
the proposed National Energy Act are enacted. Short-term supplements 
cannot be 'considered 1n the same context as long-term base load 
supplements but~ instead. provide a backup supply until long-term 
supplements come "on streamn • or a "last resortn it needed lO,ng
term supplements tail to materialize. 

Supply-requirement relationships based on the assumption that 
,~ long-term base lQad supplemental supply projects come on stream~ 
at the t~es and 1n the quantities listed 10 Appendix B. indicate 
that curtailment or natural gas service would occur as follows: 
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-
Southern California 

Warm Weather Conditions 

1. I~signiricant quantities of gas are available tor P5 
until 1984. 

2. No significant curta1lment or P4 throughout the !ore
cast period. 

3. Large quantities'of P5 gas available beginning 1984-
approx1mately 64% of average 1972-77 requirements
and declin1ng to approximately 41% or such require
ments by 1990. 

Cold Weather Conditions 

1. PS is totally curtailed through 1983. 

2. P3 and P4 extensively curtailed through 1983, and 
no curtailment thereafter through 1990. 

3. Large quantities of P5 gas available beginning in 1984-
42% of average 1972-77 requirements-and decl1ning to 
approximately 17% of sucb requirements by 1990. 

Northern California 
Warm Weather Conditions 

1. P5 gas available in all years through 1990. 

Cold Weather Conditions 

1. P5 gas available 1n all years through 1990. 

Even under the unrealistiC assumption that all base load 
supply projects come on stream) the SoCal P3 and P4 customers still 
race tbe possibility of extensive curtailment during the period 
end1ng 1983. Delays in the Mexican land Canadian "bubble" projects 
would potentially extend curtailment to the P2A category. Short
term supplements may be available in sufficient quantities to till 
the supply "gap". However) the assurance of relatively continuous 
Berv1ce to Pl throUgh P4 customers requires that modifications be 
made to the PG&E-PLS 1ntertie system and the mutual aSSistance 
agreement or~ered by D. 85189. 
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B. Co~~ion policy on Long-term Natural Gas Service , 
The par~ies in Case No. 10342 have provided the CommiSSion with 

forecasts or the natural gas availa~le to Californ1a thrOUgh the 
period ending 1990. Although the ~orecasts d1ffer in ~etai1~ all 
agree in a run~amental area: The natural gas ava1lable to the state 
from tra~1t1onal ~omest1c sources has ~een 4eclining since 1972 and 
will cont1nue to decline. 

The result, t~ date~ of the decline in available natural gas 
has been the utilization of fuel oil to sat1sty a large portion of 
the state's enormous fossil fuel requirements tor electric genera
tion - a portion once satisfied by natural gas. Absent supplemental 
gas supplies, the continued decline in natural gas !rom tra~itional 
sources WOUld, in the short-term, force tuel dependent industrial 
facilities in California to coal or oil, and, in the long-term, 
torce small commercial concerns and residences to petroleum products 
or electri~ity. 

As a matter or policy the Commission concludes that an economy 
which depends largely on solar and other clean, renewable energy 

. sources is in California's best long-term interest and should be our 
ultimate goal. Because or the importance or this long-term energy 
goal as a basis for our 4ecision on the issues in this investigation, 
we have not been deterred from referring to it here by the lack of 
adequate evidence in this record as to the prospects tor future use 
of such energy fOrms-!! 

Our commitment to a position favoring long-term dependence on 
solar an~ other clean, renewable energy sources is aSSOCiated With . 
a corollary decision as to this state's choice of a primary source 
of energy in the interim. We believe that California can best reach 
its long-term energy goal by making direct use or natural gas~ 



..... ,.~~ •• ~ ••• __ tIII~ ",'.'~_'I'" \ ........ ' • 
•••. . ..... ~ . .,. ... ,~.-_ ... _, _.~ .. ,...~_ .... ...... .. ,'" I.. . . .: ~-J .:-_ ........ .:. ~_ •• ~~, .. _ .~'., ,. .: ,. . 

A. 51626 et al. IM 

--
1nclu~1ng ·LNG an~ SNG rather than by turning to oil an~ coal. To 
this en~. we are pursuing a policy of furthering acquisition of 
maximuc available quantities of gas~ to re~uee to the lowest 
possible level the nee~ ~or California to convert from ~1rect use 
of gas to either ~irect or in~irect (for electric generation) use 
of coal an~ oil. 

We have chosen natural gas use as the interim perio~ primary 
energy source for this state principally because of the adverse 
effects of most alternative fuels on our environment. in particular 
on California's air quality. However. we have also been impressed 
by the weight of other evidence. which in our View overwhelm1ngly 
supports the gas use option as the one which 13 in the best 1nterests 
or both the consumer and the economy. When gas use is compared 
with use of the available alternate energy sources for the interim 
per1o~. the unacceptab1lity or the alternatives becomes immediately 
apparent: 
~ - Substituting increased use or oil for gas in Cal1forn1a 

would adversely affect air qua11ty~ require development of improved 
distribution systems and worsen the U.S. balance or payments and 
national security problems by increasing our dependence on oil imports. 

Coal - Turn1ng to coal in place of gas. While it would use -
abundant American coal resources~ would also. like oil use. result 
in added pollution - both by dispersion as dust while being trans
porte~ and as particulate matter resulting from burning as fuel for 
electric generation. Movement of coal from distant locations to 
California would also put a strain on the national rail syste~. an~ 
deface some areas within California with unsightly coal stockpiles. 
Furthermore. coal use would require the construction of costly 
facilities to re~uce polluting emiSSions and dust dispersion. -... 

The use of natural gas as the interim ruel. on tbe otber hand~ -
offers significant advantages. Por example~ in Cal1forn1a gas e comes w1 th an :1n-place ~ efficient gas transmission. distribution 

~ and storage system. Th1s system serves us well. Moreover. even 
tbo~~~ LNG must be imported it has a less adverse impact on balance 
of tra~e than tbe importation ot oil. 

~e economics an~ logistics or LNG also make it superior to 
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oil in terms or security ~actors. LNG requires massive capital 
investments on the part 'or tbe pro~uc1ngnat1on. In a~~1t10n. the 
design of ~queract10n an~ terminal ~ac111ties an~ tankers are 
closely in~grated for any given project. to min1mize costs. so 
that diversion of LNG sh1pments is more difricult than ~1version of 
crude oil an~ related products. The fact that the cost or proV1~1ng 
for extended storage of LNG is prohibitive. when taken with the other 
factors mentioned. makes interruption in LNG supply unl1kely. in 
contrast to chances or interruption of oil deliveries !rom OPEC 
countries. 

'l'he Commission's selection of gas as a primary ruel '£or Cal1-
rorn1a. to the extent POSSible. until renewable energy sources can 
come into play. meets the specific needs of this state. ~s ehoice 

, , 

diverges !rom the monolith1c approach to energy use whicb has until 
recently characterized federal energy policy. We are hopeful that 
recent federal in1tiat1ves (as in the ~1rst or rive sections or the 
National Energy Act relating to coal conversion). 1n~icate a realiza
t10n on the part of federal energy policy-makers that various regions 
of the United States can solve the energy problems relate~ to their 
areas only when they are able to use different energy mixes. Though 
we acknowledge that some areas can rea~1ly an~ economically rely on 
coal or oil rather than gas. we are conv1nced~ as we have indicated 
above. that other areas. such as California. are better served by 
continue~ ~1rect use of gas to the fullest extent possible. 

We regret that our evaluation of the gas supply optiOns open 
to this state has been impeded by failure or the Department of 
E."lergy (DOE) an~ the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 
to deCide many or the important issues relating to gas supplies 
!rom sources other than Indonesia and South Ala.ska. includ1ng: . 
Algeria and Mexico. We had hoped that many or tbese applications 
still pen~1ng before the DOE and PERC would have been deeided by 

the t1me the investigation 1n Case No. 10342 concluded. Failure or the 
. tedeiiigovefnment. to act. e~ec1i :;~~usly :~n tb~se 1mpo~ant' ~~.s~F¥!'=~ 
made 'our-decision on Western Terminal's'applieation much more dirficUlt. . . . ,. .. . •.• _w, ". 

The 'need ror a coherent DOE LNG policy ~s pOinted out in the "recent--. . . ~.. .. .. ...., ..... _-411>_ ..... 
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'C'. S. Comptroller General's Rep~~ to ~onE,es·s.;J Arter an e~;~~;~e 
1nvest1gat;:Lon" 'the report recommen~ed to the '0' .S. Congress 'that it 
should wr~ire the Secretary of Energy to report within a given 
time period the role 1iquerie~ natural gas should play in satis
tying U.S. energy needs. This should ~e supported ~y a systemat~e 
analysis or the various alternative energy S01ll"ces or natural gas 
su~stitutes." 

The Comptroller General's report notes that 1n the absence of 
a federal policy "California" for example" recently implemented a 
comprehensive review process tor deciding on a proposal to import 
LNG and legislatively established Siting criteria for this LNG 
receiVing terminal." It pOints out that "lack of established Federal 
criteria and gu1~ance tor proposals to import LNG and to construct 
receiving terminals has caused concern at the State and local levels 
and contributed to the time-consuming pr?Cess1ng or LNG import 
proposals." The report comments that other countries which it 
examined in its U:G reView "seem to be moving more quickly" than 
the United States to import LNG. 

Although we are disappointed in regulatory delays at the federal 
level" we share With federal regulatory agencies the pro~lems result
ing from the delay of the U.S. Congress in passing national energy. 
legislation. 

~e Commission believes tbat the natur~l gas poliCY expressed 
herein is not only rational" but achievable. For example l ;if' 

California acquires all of the long-term supplemental supplies 
identified in Case No. 10342" by 1985-86 natural gas service to 
Californ1a consumers could return to 1912 levels. Tben» additional 
LNG from Australia and Ch1le or other areas in the Pacific basin» 
and SNG from coal" could proVide the time necessary to convert to 
renewable sources» such as Bolar. 

-
!! United States General Accounting Orfice" Report to the CongresS; 

by the Comptroller of the United States» Need to Improve 
Regulatory Review Process for Liquefied Natural Gas Imports. 
ID 78-17 1 July 141 19781 p. 29. 
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IX. PROPOSED POINT CONCEPlION PROJECT 
A. Site ~scription 

The P~1nt Conception area is a promontory where the California 
coastline, which generally runs north-south" turns eastward forming 
the Santa Barbara Char.nel between the ma1nlan~ and a chain of 
islands approximately 20 miles offshore. Point Conception and the 
offshore islands offer the site some protection from the open waters 
of the Pacific Ocean. The water offshore is deep and naVigable 
with a 50-foot mean lower low water (MLLW) depth at apprOXimately 
4,600 feet from land. An eXisting buoy mooring system is located a 
short distance west of the property for loading crude oil from a 
small storage facility west of Little COjo. 

The terrain in the ViCinity ascends from a rocky beach to 
the foothills or the Santa Ynez Mo~~tains apprOXimately three miles 
to the north. This range runs generally in an east-west direction 
and has a maximum elevation in this viCinity of 1,,600 feet. Tbe 
S~~ta Ynez Mountains rise steeply from the coastal terrace and 
generally restrict man's use of the land to a narrow strip between 
the ocean" the first foothills of the Santa Ynez range" and a 
portion of the 1nla..~d Jalama Valley. Much of this land is usec1 for 
pasture and cultivation. On some of the higher portions of the 
coastal terrace, and against the foothills, citrus crops are grown. 
There are a few scattered farmsteads. 

For the most part, the soils of the area are relatively recent 
depoSits derived from the underlying bedrock through the normal 
process or weathering and mass wasting. Because of their co~ara
tively recent origin and mode or accumulation, the surficial . , 

deposits tend to be loose, porous, unconsolidated, or poorly : 
consolidated. The soil or topsoil consists chiefly or clayey and 
sandy loams, ranging in thickness from less than one foot to greater 
than ~1ve feet~ Terrace c1eposits form a thin mantle, generally le~~ : 
than 60 feet in thickness on the wave-cut erosional sur race or the 
underlying Sisquoc shale bedrock. A linear c1epression which tran-e sects the site has recently been 1c1ent1f1ed as· a poss1b,le fault. " 

(: 
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An elevated wave-cut ~ench, ranging from 0 to 50 feet a~ove sea 
level~ 1s ~osed in the sea cliffs. Wave action continues to 
erode the ~ea cliffs. 

~e proposed site is in a coastal drainage region that extends 
from the crest or the Santa Ynez Mountains to the Santa Bar~ara 
Channel coastline. The major ~rainages for the site are Canada del 
Cojo on the west and Barranca Honda on the east. Water ~eneath the 
land surfa.ce collects in large underground 'basins. It can }:)e 
assumed that the water ta}:)le Will }:)e near the surface during parts 
of the year. 

The Wildlife resources of the site itself are not considered 
expecially significant; however~ }:)ecause the area is remote and 
relatively undeveloped~ it 1s in general, an important Wil~lire 
ba~1tat. Terrace vegetation at the site is presently disturbed by 
cattle grazing. The riparian woodland in Canada del COjo is an 
1mportant reSional reso~rce and~ in add1tion l proVides habitat for 
~u1e deer, coyotes l raptors~ an~ other large ar~als. 

The Point Conception area is conSidered a sacred place to 
local Chumash Indians~ as well as other Native American groups. 
Religious ,eeremon1es continue to }:)e conducted on~ or near I the 
proposed site. A n~er or archaeological sites have }:)een identif1ed 
in the area of the site~ including the historic Village or Shisho1op. 
These sites are important because they are relatively ~~d1sturbed 
and some are thought to contain cemeteries. 

The proposed LNG term1nal site is Situated approximately 3.5· 
~les east of Point Conception on the coastal terrace between two 
canyons~ Canada del Cojo to the 'west and Barranca Honda to the east. 
The ship }:)erthing tac111ty~ together with the seawater ~ntake:8.nd 
discharge p1pelines l will occupy approximately 30 acres ot leased 
offshore sub-tidal lan~s. Most of the land with1n a five-mile 
radius or the site is open and undeveloped. The storage and' vapor1- ~ .. 
zation plant will be located on a 209-acre parcel. ApprOximately 
120 acres or this parcel w11l be developed. The site terra1n slopes 

.... to tbe north with a 15 percent gradient after abruptly rising to 
(~ the 4e-toot level r.t-om tbe rocky beacb. A mUnl1ne or the Soutbern 
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Pacific Railroa~ crosses the property. running along the coastline 
just north of the sea clifr. The plant will be constructe~ .north 
or the rai~oad track. The roa~way and pipe rack to co~~ect the 
dock and t~~stle with the onshore facilities will cross under the 
track. 

The site is part or a 975-acre ~arcel of un~eveloped property 
o~~ed by Southern California Edison Company (Edison). This property 
and most or the nearby area are now being use~ for cattle grazing. 
Edison estimates that a maximum of 200 head or cattle may use its 
property. 

Situate~ Within the local area are oil storage facilities 
near Government Point and a Coast Guard Reservation at Point 
Conception. The Coast Gua~~ racility. locate~ approximately 3.1 
miles from the site, is rully automated, with no permanent 
personnel. A small, unpaved, private airstrip marked unsafe is 
located approximately halt a mile east or the site. 

Little residential development eXists in the local area. 
~ The nearest residence to the proposed plant site is located 
~ approXimately ~,000 teet to the east. This appears to be a small 

summer cottage or "second" home, situated between the railroad 
right-of-way and the coastal blurfs. Other structures near the site 
include: (1) a small beach cabana just to the west or the mouth or 
Canada del Cojo an~ 500 feet south or the Site wh1ch 1$ occupie4 
intermittently during warm months; (2) oil storage tanks. equipment 
sheds~ and a caretaker's shack clustered on the coast 2,000 feet 
west or the site; and (3) res1dences 7 barns, and sheds at the COjo 
RanCh approximately 9,000 teet northwest or the site. Most or the 
eXisting resieences are located on the Hollister RanCh, north~d 
east of the site. The Hollister Ranch Corporation controls the 
largest or the tew large land holdings in the area. 

Public access to the Hollister Ranch is rigidly controlled, 
an~ recreational use or the beaches is denied to the public by the 
property o';.7lers whO hold title to the land to the mean high tide 
J.1ne. 
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Sc~a diving is popular ~~ the Point Conception area because 
o~ the concentrated a~alone, spiny lo~ster, and fish populations. 
Access tor~iv1ng is ~y small ~oat from launching facilities at 
Gaviota Beach State Park situated approximately 11 miles east or 
the proposed site. . . 

The offshore area immediately adjoining the proposed LNG 
site, COJo Reef, has been ranked by the Western Surfing Association 
as "fair". Cojo Point, west or the site, is considered "classic". 
Lefts and Rights, east of Barranca Honda and Gato" is rated "good". 
These areas are used by surfers, despite the vehicle access restric
tions across the Hollister Ranch, which makes it necess~ tor 
surfers to boat to local beaches. 

The main portion of the proposed LNG plant Site has been zoned 
by the County as 100-AL-O, a Limited Agricultural District. Per
mitted uses include normal agricultural and farming operations (but 
with special lim1tations upon certain animal raising activities) and 
single-family residences. ~he minimum lot size is 100 acres> and 
the height l~~ or structures is 35 teet. The portion or the site 
lying be~ween the mean high tide line, and the base of the blurfs 
overlooking the ocean is zoned BD (Beach Development). The ED 
district is hiShly restrictive in the uses permitted and according 
to Ordinance 661 (Santa Barbara County), as amended July 16 .. 1973 .. 
is "designed and intended to preserve and protect a 11m1ted natural., 
resource, ocear. ~eaches, which are an important resource in the 
economy or the County for the benefit of the general public, and of 
beach and bluff property owners •••• " 

The 1966 General Plan ~or Santa Barbara County enVisages the 
continuation of the existing open space and graz1r.g uses thro,,:ghout 
the local area. The plan does allow ror oi1-relate~ actiV1t1es in 
the local area subject to con~itional use permits an~ review by tbe 
County. However .. this ~oes not constitute automat~c approval tor 
all Oil-related development. 

Section 5582 of the Act establishes the criteria to be applied 
for determ1ning "remoteness" from human population. ~e recent 
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population survey made by Western Term1nal~ detailed in Exh1bit 
A-8 SUbm1t~d pursuant to Subsection 550l(a)~ shows that the 
Point COnC~?tion site meets these criteria. According to Western 
Ter.c1nal's survey there are an estimated seven people, or tour 
persons per square mile, liV1ng w1 thin one mile of the terminal 
site. An estimated 8~ people~ or 3.3 persons per square mile 
l1ve within tour miles. No eVidence to the contrary was presented 
by any party. 

The terminal site is also remote in terms ot transient 
populations. There are no public roaes nearby and rail passenger 
operations include only two trains daily. 

No current etforts are being made by local~ state~ or 
federal agencies to acqUire nearby lands for public recreational 
purposes. The Open Spa(~e and the Recreation Elements ot the Santa 
Barbara County Comprehensive Plan (published in November 1974 and 
December 197~, resrect1vely) both recommend continued low-1ntensity 
use and continued public aecess restrictions for the Po1nt Conception 
area. 
B. Description of the Proposed Facilities 

1. DeSign of the Terminal 
The proposed terminal is designed to receive LNG transported 

by ship; to unloaa and transfer the LNG into insulated storage 
tanks; and to withdraw, vaporize~ odorize~ and deliver the regasi
tied L~G into a gas transmission pipel1ne. In addition to its 
ultimate average daily input capacity or 1.3 billion eubie teet 
per day (Bctd) ot natural gas~ the plant W1ll have a vaporization 
peaking capacity of an adGitional 300 MMctd. This base loa~ 
capacity will require three 550~OOo-barrel storage t~~ ~orthe ., 

LNG. The capacity or the plant~ as set forth in the design and 
the requested perm1t~ complies w1~h the capac1ty limitatiOns set 
forth 10 the Aet. 

As proposed in Application No. 57626~ the project would ~e 
built to an initial (and final) average input capacity or 1.3 
Bcrd. As developed on the record herein~ however, Western 
Term1nal 1n raet~ intends to bUild the project up, to that capacity 
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in several construction stages, each or which wou14 be related ~n 
magn1tu~e an~ timing to the development of additional increments of 
gas supply~n Indonesia an~ Alaska. As now envisioned, Western 
Ter.m1nal will first construct a terminal complex with an average 
input capaCity or 500 MMcfa, the volume expecte~ to be received at 
the outset from Indonesia un~er a 20-year contract. In the expecta
tion that it will be able to contract for sufficient reserves in 
south Alaska, as well as to obta1n increased deli"leries from 
IndoneSia, Western Terminal has applied to this Commission for a 

permit for a faCility with expansion capability up to the full 1.3 
Bcfd average input capacity. , 

As aesigned, the project facilities consist or the follow1ng 
elements: (1) marine faCilities, (2) LNG transfer raci1ities, 
(3) LNG storage tanks, (4) LNG regasir1cation system, (5) onsite 
ter.c1nal support systems, (6) orfsite terminal support facilities, 
and (7) gas tranSmission pipeline system. Summa...ry descriptions of 
these facilities are set forth below. 

~ (1) Marine Facilities 
o. The marine facilities will consist of one ship berth located 

about 4,600 feet orfshore at the seaward en4 of a concrete trestle 
supporting a roadway, utili ties, and piping. The ship berth Will 

be proVided with a loading platform equipped with articulated 
arms, a serVice platform with a crane to load stores aboard Ship, 
a control tower, gangways, berthing ~olph1ns, walkway bridges, and 
mooring dolphins. Deck elevation will be 40 feet above MLLW. 

Alongside the trestle a small boat dock will be Situated 
~or use ~y service craft. It will be equippe~ with boat darts to 
secure the l1ne-handling ~oats when they are not in use. Buoys . 
will be plaee~ shoreward on the LNG berth, east or the trestle, to 
moor three tug~oats~ one work boat, and for small cratt seeld.ng a 
harbor or retuge. 

The marine facilities are 11m1ted by the n~er of ships that : 
can be oftloaded. An estimated berth occupancy ot40 percent or 
berthing capacity is requ1reCt to handle ships carrying an LNG input 

~ averaging 1.3 Bctd. 
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(2) LNG Transfer Facilities 
The ship berth will have rive articulated unloading arms. 

FoU!" or the=-a.rms will be !'or unloaC!1ng LNG from the sh1p. They 
are to connect to a 32-inch insulated cryogenic line to carry the 
LNG along the trestle to the onshore storage tar..ks. The LNG 

unloading line~ when not in use~ is kept cold by recirculating LNG 
from the storage tanks. The fifth arm is to be connected to a 
10-inch vapor retu.~ line. A vapor compression system is designed 
to handle the LNG vapors produced by displacement, heat leak~ and pump 
energy. During ship unloading some of the vapor will be returned to 
the dock for use as makeup gas tor the ship's cargo. t~.s and the 
remainder ~~ll be handled by absorption into the sendout LNG. 
(3) LNG Storage Tanks 

The LNG will be stored onshore at minus 260 degrees Fahrenheit 
(OF) at slightly above atmospheric pressure in 550~OOO-barrel 
cryogeniC tanks~ each of which will be constructed within an earthen 
basin that Will serve as secondary containment. Each tank will be 
protected !rom frost heaVing by an electrically heated base. The 
tanks will be dOUble-walled steel With insulation in the annular 
space between walls. Two tanks will be required in1t1ally~ and a 
third tank will be reqUired for the full 1.3· Bctd sen~out. As 

originally proposed~ the three tar~ were to have been in a qua~a
ture conf1guration. Western ~erm1nal has reV1s~d the ~esign of the 
plant so that they will be in an east-west linear arrangement. 
Each tank will be approximately 240 teet in diameter and 145 feet 
high. 
(4) LNG Regasificat10n System 

Regasificat10n will be accomplished by seawater-heate~ 
vaporizers supported by gas-tired vaporizers. ~ansformat1on.'of 

the LNG into gas will be accomplished by beat exc~~~ge With sea
water for base loa~ volumes an~ by gas tiring tor load leveling 
up to 300 MMcfd. Nine seawater vaporizers and three gas-tired
vaporizers will be ~rov1ded for operation at the 900 MMctd level. 
Four additional seawater vaporizers will be added later to increase 
the capacity or the regasit1cat1on system to the ult1mate base load 
ot 1.3· Bctd. Xhe total fuel gas usage or the terminal will be 
approX1mately 2 MMcrd, based on an average daily input or 1.3 Bcrd. 

S4 
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~he LNG Will be in1tially pumpe4 out or the storage tanks by 
means of submerged primary LNG pumps which will zupply secondary 
LNG pumps ~~ated outside the tanks. The secondary pumps will 
raise the LNG pressure sufficiently to achieve the require~ sen~out 
pressure wh1le also providing for the internal pressure drop within 
the resasitication system. 

The system ~ll require the interm1ttent operation of a 
gas-tired trim heater to ensure that the gas temperature is no 
lower than SOop upon delivery to the gas transmission system. ~he 

gas will also be odorizea and metered prior to sendout. 
Seawater Will be pumped to the LNG vaporizers through a 

9-toot diameter concrete pipeline extending seawar4 2 .. 500 feet 
from the onshore pump to an intake at an ocean depth or 30 teet 
below MLLW. ~he seawater return line will be an a-toot diameter 
concrete pipeline extending 4 .. 600 teet trom shore to a depth of 
50 feet below MLLW. ~he lines will be buried through the surf zones 
to po1nts otfshore where littoral sand drift is not arfected. 

After heating and vaporizing the LNG .. the seawater effluent 
W1ll be returned to the ocean in a once-through mode approximately 
l2°P lower 1n teQperature as a result or being Circulated through 
the LNG regas1ficat1on system. A hypochlorite compound Will be 
used to prevent fouling or the regasification system. ~he volume 
of water required to vaporize the ultimate base-load capacity of 1.3 
Bcr~ Will be on the o~~er or 160 .. 000 gallons per minute (gpm). 
(5) Onsite ~er.m1nal Support Systems 

The onsite ter.m1nal facilities will be groupe~ Within a 
l2o-acre portion of the 209-acre property. ~e onshore elements 
Will be enclose~ by a security fence. Access will be controlled. 
Paving Will be l1m1ted to internal roads and aceessways tor equip
ment. A system or open ~itches with some underground pip1ng and 

culverts Will collect and discharge rainfall. Areas where hydro
carbon spills may occur Will be grade4 for draj.nage to a containment . .. 
area. 

T.be terminal will be mOnitored by a continuously operating 
control system with an automatic shutdown capabil1ty. Emergency 
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shutdown stations will be locate~ throughout the terminal at 
strategic operating pOints. Critical valves Will be designed to 

{ sh~t down ~ a sare position in the event or railures. Detectors '. to identify unusual conditions will be installed throughout the 
term.1nal. 

An earthen wall containment basin will be constructed aro~~d 
each LNG storage tank to contine any spill. Each basin will have 
a conta1nment capacity in excess or the storage volume or the 
related tank. E~uipment ~~ll be designed and pos1~ioned to isolate 
outbreaks or tire and fire-resistive coating will be used on critical 
equipment. Foam and chem1cal tire extinguish1ng systems which can 
be activated manually or automatically Will be pOSitioned at critical 
locations. A conventional seawater tire protection system will pro
vide protection throughout the terminal. This system will also arford 
tire protection to the LNG tankers While moored at the terminal. Two 
tire trucks will be p~ov1ded~ one with water and toam capabi1~ty~ and 
the other with dry chemical capability. 

A night illumination system will serve the berth~ trestle an~ 
,,:ork areas or the term1nal. 

A liqui~ nitrogen system will ~e ~rovided tor terminal use~ 
supply to the LNG tankers~ and purging and 1nert1ng the LNG unloading 
facilities. The l1qUid n1trogen will be produced onsite by an air 
separat10n ~~t and de11ve~ed by truck to a storage tank on the 
trestle. 

Pl~~t and instrument air will be suppl1ed by three air com
pressors. ~o will nor.mally be operating an~ one will be on standby. 
A..."'rY two or the machines will be capable of sat1sfy1ng all of the a.1r 
nee~s or the ent1re term1nal~ exclu~1ng the marine facilit1es '~Ch 
will use nitrogen as deser1~ed above. The n!trogen system Will be 
tie~ ~ with the ~strucent air system to serve as an addit10nal 
backup. An a1r drier capable ot drying twice the volume of the 
instrument air requirement will be provided. It will be regenerated ~ 
by electric heating elements. 

Diesel fuel for the tugs and other service crart~ emergency 
equipment~ and certain uses on the LNG tankers will be delivered to 
the site via railroad tank car or coastal tanker. The diesel fuel 
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will ~e store~ onshore 1n a 5,OOO-~arrel tank, which will be 
connected to the ship berth and small-craft service dock by a 
diesel fuel l1ne. , 

Bunker-C fUel oil for the LNG ships will be delivered to 
'. the site by railroad or coastal tanker. The Bunker C fUel will 

be stored onshore in a lOO,OOO-barrel tank, which will be con
nected to the LNG tanker berth by pipeline. 

Natural gas will be, used for the gas-fired vaporizers, the 
trim heater, and for the Bunker C fUel storage tank. The natural 
gas ~~ll be taken from the terminal product stream with a ~ackup 
source from the odor1zed stream. 

The water supply system for general terminal purposes will 
be served from onsite wells. Water storage will be provided by a 
5,OOO-barrel tank. Potable water requirements for the' terminal and 
LNG ships will be met by treating the well water and storing it in 
a 20,000-gallon onshore t~~. 

Raw sewage from the terminal and LNG ships will be collected 
and treated in a waste treatment system. The treated effluent will 
be discharged 1nto the seawater return system. 

A helicopter pad will be constructed at a point near the edge 
or the site. 
(6) O!!site Terminal Support Facilities 

The offs1te support facilities consist or the access road, 
railroad spur and rail service, and an electriC power transmission 
line. 

As finally proposed by Western Terminal, the access road route 
follows the existing Hollister Ranch Roa~ and is located near the 
coastline in the Point Con~eption area. It extends approx1mately 
11.3 miles in a generally east-west direction !rom Gav10ta Beach 
State Park to the proposed LNG site. A staging area adjacent 'to, 
an eXisting commercial development along Highway 101 and about one 
mile east or Gaviota Pass will be'4evelope~ for the LNG facilities' 
construetion work torce to park its vehicles; workers will be bused ~ 

from this area to the LNG Site along the access road. The purpose 
of the road is to provide nee~ed access for construction and opera
tion of the LNG facilities. The staging area will be reqU1red onl~ 
during the period that the latter facilities are being constructed. 
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The proposed access road involves upgrading the eXisting Hollister 
Ranch Road to accommodate an average speed ot 25 mph. The road will 
be a two-lane black top ~~d will be upgraded to accommodate the 
volumes ~~d vehicle weights ot traffic required tor project con
struct10nw Western ~erm1nal proposes to cont1nue the 1~ite4-aeeess 
character of the road by restricting traffic to the Hollister Ranch 
and the LNG project vehicles. 

The single rail 11ne track which serves as Southern Pacific 
Ra1lroad's main coastal corridor between northern and'50u~hern 
California passes adjacent to the proposed Site. Temporary spurs 
~~ll be constructed for ra1l delivery of construction materials 
~d equipment. A permanent spur will be built to serve the term1nal 
upon completion of construction actiV1ties. 

An electriC transmission line to the Point Conception site 
~s proposed as a necessary anCillary part ot the LNG project to 
provide up to 50 megawatts (mw) of power for operation of the 
terminal facilities at the ultimate delivery volume of 1.3 Bctd 
~~th 3000 MMctd or load leveling. Gas turbine generators will be 
installed onsite to provide electriC power to meet the tul~ load 
or the terminal in the event or interruption or service over the 
transmiSSion line. In the event or total power ra11ure~ a battery 
powered system will instantly provide power to all instrumentation~ 
control~ and emergency lighting. 

Edison will construet~ own, and operate the power line as 
part or its electriC utility system. The line will operate at 66 
kilovolts (kv) and will extend approx1mately 35 miles from Edison's 
existing Goleta substation to the terminal. The general route 
Edison favors is in the vicinity or the coastline 1n the area !rom 
Goleta~ west or Point Conception. The route proceeds 1n an e~t
west direction trom north ot Glen Annie Reservoir to about Canada 
del Cementeri0, turns south to approximately Vista del Mar SChool~ 

heads west to Gaviota Pass, turns north and parallels Highway 101 
to its 1ntersection with Highway l~ and then crosses Highway 101 
and cont1nues :1n an east-west and rinally north-south direction to 
the LNG Site. 
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As conceived by Edison~ tbe power line Will be supported on 
ISteel tower structures that may vary in height trom 80 to l20 
:t"eet. The'i:11stance between structures is expected to range from 
100 to ~~sao teet~ depending on specific topographic characteristics 
along the route. Edison states the proposed power l1ne will neces
sitate modifications to the exist1ng Goleta electrical sUbstation 
an~ the construction of a new substation near the Point Conception 
site. Edison has a 66-kv steel-tower structure right-of-way 
(50-foot width) between Goleta an~ Gaviota~ with the exception of 
a.gap of about two miles. Ir Edison's concept is fo1lowed~ a right
or-way will have to be obtained rrom Gaviota to the intersection 
or Highways 101 and 1. A 500-kv steel tower struct'Ure 1"1ght-of
way (SaO-toot width) exists from Highway 101 to the LNG Site. 
(7) Gas ~ransmiss1on Pipeline System 

PG&E and PLS propose to construct~ own~ and operate a buried 
34-inch natural gas transmission pipeline that will l"eceive tbe 
regas1tied LNG !rom the metering station at the outlet of the 
LNG ter.m1nal. The proposed pipeline will transport the odorized 
natural gas to connections first With an eXisting SoCal p1pel1ne 
at Buellton~ then with an ex1st1ng PLS 34-inch transmission line 
at Coles Levee through the plar~ed Ten Section gas storage rield~ 
and tinally with an eXisting PG&E twin 3~-inch pipeline near 
Gosford. ~e line will be designed to operate at allowable pres
ISure of 1~440 pounds per square inch gauge (psig). No compressor 
stations are proposed. 

Only one 34-1nch line Will be reqUired tor the t1rst phase 
ot the project. When the LNG project is brought up to its ultimate 
planned level or 1.3 Bcfd (plus 300 MMcrd load-leveling capac1ty), 
a second 34-inch pipel1ne will be required beg1nn1ng at a poirit 61 
miles 1'r'om the LNG terminal and continuing tor the balance of the 
2l2-mile route to its termination at Gosrord~ 1.5 miles southwest 
of the city l1m1ts or Bakersfield. 

lU.ght-o!-way will be acquired as an ea.sement. Por the :t'1rst 
phase ot the p1pel1ne~ a lOO-toot r~ght-ot-way will be required 

~ tor construction and a so-root right-ot-way will be mainta1ned as . 
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a permanent right-of-way. When the second 34-1nch parallel pipe
line is constructed~ a right-of-way 100 teet wide will again be 
requ1red~ s;t this can be expected to extend the orig1nal eon-.. 
struction r1ght-of-way by only 25 reet~ the normal spacing between 
the two lines. The permanent right-of-way maintained ror the 
double pipeline Will thus be approx~ately 15 teet. 

2. Construction Schedule 
Western Terminal states that the actual onsite construction 

or the p:oject Will begin at Point Conception on March l~ 1919 
with installation or support facilities. In August 1919 excavation 
will be undertaken to prepare the site for the LNG tank ro~~dations. 
This step will include all necessary surveying of the site tor 
construction. In November 1979 pouring or tbe £oundations tor tbe 
LNG tanks will begin. 

According to Western Terminal's schedule the next step Will 
commence in January 1980 with the construction of the marine 
facil1ties and the seawater system. The marine facilities will 
be com~leted by August 1981 and the seawater system Will be com
pleted by January 1982. The LNG tanks will be indiVidually erected 
beSinr~ng in February 1980. The completion or the last of the 
three tanks will be complete~ by July l~ 1982~ rollowing project 
startup. One month after the start of construction of the first 
LNG tank~ ~nstallation or the vaporization system. as· well as 
construction of the utilities and orfs1tes~ will begin. 

It Western ~erm1nal is able to achieve this construction 
sche~ule~ startup of the ter.minal will occur on~ or about 
June l~ 1982~ and the plant will ~ecome operational November 1. 1982. 

3. Servioe Lire of the Terminal 
The physical service life ot the terminal is est1mated to 

be not less than 25 years. IndiVidual components or the terminal 
facility may not have a 25-year lire~ but their periodic replace
ment Will be a l'art of the normal maintenance or the term1nal. 

4. Gas Supply for the Terminal 
The LNG which will be received at the propose~ LNG terminal 

will orig1nate trom natur;a.l gas 11quefie~ in Indonesia and natural 
gas liquefied in south Alaska. 
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Pacln~onesia has entere~ into a 20-year contract ~th 
Pertam1na~or the purchase or an average of 620 billion Btu or 
LNG per d?-y in Indonesia. PaeIndonesia will receive the LNG at . 
shipside 1n Arun, Indonesia. The LNG will be transported to 
Western Terminal's facilities 1n southern California by LNG vessels 
chartered by PacIndonesia. ~s will result 1n the delivery or the 
equivalent of approximately 500 MMefd of gas at POint Conception. 

Construction of the liquefaction facilities in Indonesia will 
not commence until the necessary federal approval~ are obta1ne~ 
by Western ~erm1nal, and the required financing is secured by 
Pertamina. It is reasonable to conclude that a delay in securing 
a permit trom this Commission to construct a receiving terminal 
would correspondingly delay start of construction of the liquefac
tion facilities in Indonesia. 

The condition of the Pertam1na contract requiring all neces
sary Un1te~ States permits and authorizations to be obtained before 
the project may proceed has been exte~ded on three separateoc
casions. The last extension expired October 6~ 1917. ~hus~ 

Perta.m1na now bas the right to cancel the contract at MY time ~ 
but has not yet done so. The SoCal vice president responsible tor the 
gas supply contract between Paclndonesia and Pertamina~ addressed 
this matter as follOWS in his testimony :1.n Case No. l03-42: 

. 
"Based on discussions that we have had with them 
(Pertamina)~ not only within the last two weeks, but 
with1n the past year ••• l think that would cause them 
to cancel the contract because they know that there 
would be further delays there~ and they're anticipating 
a project that begins sometime in the first half or 
1982. They have those revenues planned. . 

" 

"An~ they recognize that if the California site at Point' 
Conception is not chosen in that time rrame~ it's un
realistic to expect those revenues to begin. 

"So. ~om the state standpo1nt that's the cr1t:1.cal 
tlnng With them." 
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Pacific Alaska LNG Associates (Pacific Alaska)!! has entered 
into contracts with several natural gas producers 1n the Cook 
Inlet are~r Alaska. The gas will be delivere~ to PacifiC Alaska 
at a central point in the various pro~uc1ng fields. It Will then 
be transported via pipeline to Pacific Alaska's proposed liquefac
tion facilities at N1k1sk1~ Alaska. After liquefaction~ the LNG 
will then be transported 1n LNG ships to Western Terminal's 
facilities by Pacific Marine ASSOCiates!!! 

Pacific Alaska has also entered into separate agreements with 
PG&E and SoCal agreeing to deliver and sell at the tailgate of the 
LNQ receiving terminal to each utility one half of all quantities 
of gas PacifiC Alaska is obligated to take and/or pay for under 
the te~s of its gas purchase agreements less the amount of gas 
consumed 1n transport1ng~ l1quefy1ng~ shipping~ and regasify1ng 
such gas. Through these gas purchase agreements~ the south Alaskan 
gas producers have agreed to sell and deliver to Pacif1.c Alaska 
and it has agreed to take or pay for an average daily quantity of 
gas determined by d1viding the quantity or est1mated proven reserves 
in the field by 7~300 days (20 years). This obligation commenCes 
on the date of the first deliveries~ or June l~. 1981~ Whichever ~s 
earlier. 

Both parties to these contracts have rights to terminate ~ 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) approvals are not 
received by July l~ 1978. ~he buyer has six months after receipt 
of the PERC approval" but not later than January l~ 1979~ to 
rece1ve all state and local approvals or additional rights to 
terminate arise. Thus" the contracts tor South Alaskan gas could 
be lost by ~elay beyond January l~ 1979. 

Pacific Alaska is a partnership consisting of PacAlaska~ a PLS 
affiliate" and Alaskan Californ!a LNG Company~ a PGIE sub- ~ 
sidiary. Pacific Alaska Will own an~ operate a liquefaction 
term1nal 1n Alaska. It will purChase and liquefy south Alaskan 
natural gas and sell the regasU1ed LNG to SoCal and PG&E. 

Paci~1c Mar~ne A330c~atez ~5 a partnersh1p~ the parties to which 
are Pac1fie Gas Marine Campany~ a wholly owne~ subsidiary of 
PG&E and Pacific Lighting ~ine Campa.ny~ a Wholly owned 
subsidiary of PLS. 
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It is Western Ter.c1nal's posit1on that 1£ POint Conception 
is not approved as the s1te for the LNG rece1ving ter.m1nal~ the 
existing g~supply contracts Will ~e lost. Western Terminal's 
pres14ent ""test1fied: 

"If we 4on't get Po1nt Concept1on 1n th1S per
mitting process~ it the CPUC recommends another 
s1te~ we have lost the gas su~p11es that cause 
our urgency in gOing forward." 

c. Construction Costs 
1. Phased Construction Contemplated 
As developed on the record~ the Phase I or terminal construc

t10n w1ll proVide for 1mportat1on an4 regas1f1cat1on or an average 
daily volume or 500 MMcrd gaseous equ1valent or IndoneS1an LNG. 
Weste~n Terminal's exhibits show that th1S phase or construct1on 
will be completed by April 1982. Phase II will accommodate the 
Pac Alaska LNG ~roject. The first increment or the PacAlas~~ 
project will require rac111t1es to process an addit10nal 200 MMcrd 
and 1s scheduled ror completion 1n Nove~er 1982 •. However~ as 
stated'a'bove~ it does not appear l1kely that Pac Alaska will secure 
sufficient gas supp11es tor Phase I or its project unt11 at least 
1984. The second increment or the PacAle.ska project will require 
te~al capac1ty for another 200 MMcfd. Western Terminal's' 
showing ind1cates complet1on of Phase II in Nove~er 1983. Com
plet10n or Phase III~ the final stage or construct1on, 1ncreas1ng 
terminal capacity of 1.3 Bctd~ however~ will occur only after 
Western Terminal is able to secure addit10nal supplies or LNG. 
This final phase will bring the terminal up to its ultimate capacity. 

2. Construct1on Costs or Terminal 
Western Term1nal est1cates terminal construct1on costs to 

process Indones1an LNG (Phase I) will be about $334.8 milli0n'in 
m1~-1977 ~ollars;!I It Will cost an a~d1t1onal $13.1 mil110n to 
increase the term1nal ca.pacity to handle the tirst 200 MMc!d 

~e cost figures 1n this paragraph are ~ase construct1on costs 
wh1ch do not :1D.cluc1e the rollowing: cont1ngenc1es, start-up 
CO$ts~ t1ling tees, in-house costs~ spare parts~ r1nanc1ng 
rees, working cap! tal~ and allowance tor funds used dur1ng 
construct1on. 
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, 
~crement of the PacAlaska ·LNG project. Handling the second 1ncre-
ment of the PacAlaska project will cost another $4.3 m1llion~ re
sult!.ng in e terminal capacity of 900 MMcfd (Pha.se II) costing an 
estimated t352.2 million. Increasing the terminal to its ultimate 
capacity of 1.3 Bcfd (Phase III) will co:t $39~8 mil11on~ bringing 
the total construction costs to $392.0 million.!! 

Phasing of project construction adds approximately $13.2 
million over what it would cost to construct the ultimate 1.3 Bctd 
terminal in one phase. The cost of phasing of project construction 
bas been included in the above figures since we beiieve this would 
be the ma."'Uler in which construction would actually proceed. (Exhibit 
A29) 

3. Construction Cost of the Pipeline 
In consonance with the phased construction of the ter.minal~ 

PG&E a~d PLS plan to construct in1tially only a single transmission 
pipeline over the 112-mile route from Point Conception to Gosford in 

Kern Co~~ty. The single pipeline Will provide sufficient capacity 
to transport up to 1.2 Bcfd of regasified LNG - 900 MM'cfd base-load 
and 300 MMcfd peaking. Thus> the s1ngle line will allow the two 
utilities to transport to their gas distribution systems the full 
output of the ter.m1nal through the construction of Phase II - 500 
MMcrd trom IndoneSia and 400 MMcfd from south Alaska. When additional 
volumes or gas supply are obtained (Phase III» PG&E and PLS Will 
loop ~5 miles with a second pipeline. The line will then be cap
able ot tr~~sport1ng (without requiring compressors) the ultimate 
output capacity or the ter.m1nal - 1.3 Bcrd base load and 300 MMcfd 
peaking. Western Terminal estimates the construction cost or the 
looped pipeline with three metering stations to be $107.8 million • 

'II -

. 

Western Terminal subsequently submitted EXhibit A-99 which 
provides costs associated with the addition or cert~ en~on
mental impact mitigating measures. The mitigation measures bave~ 
a total estimated cost impact of $4,555~OOO for the l.~ Bcrd 
terminal. This additional cost is associated with those 
measures planned to reduce adverse air quality 1mpaets~ reduce 
access road environmental impact, minimize effects ot the 
seawater system on fish population~ and m1n1m1ze disturbance 
of archaeological deposits. 
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4. Staff Review of Project Costs 
~e Commission statt presented an analysis or the reason

ableness o~ the cost est1mates presented by Western Terminal. 
Stat! mad6-its review by evaluating the high cost components of 
the LNG te~nal. The component costs reviewed by the starr 
included the LNG unloading system" LNG storage" the LNGregasifica
tion system" the seawater system" u,t11ities and offsites>" anI! the 
dock and trestle. 

The Commission starf basically agrees with the cost est1mates 
made by Western Terminal tor the LNG unloading system" ror the 
LNG regas1fication system" and ror the utilities anI! orfsites. 
Statf also believes that the cost est1mates tor the LNG storage 
tanks are reasonable. It noted" however" that these tanks are 
presently designed to a 0.4 gravity (g) seismic criterion. If 
these tanks were designed tor a O.og seismic criterion as recom
mended by starr's environmental consultants" the costs of the tanks 
could increase substantially. Based upon a work paper supplied to 
the stafr by Western Terminal" the costs for three storage tanks 
could 1ncrease as much as $34 million. Ingrounding of the tanks 
would cause the costs to go even higher. 

With respect to the seawater system cost estimate" starf 
round the material cost" $14 million" to be fairly accurate. The 
starr noted" however" that the installation cost or the system" 
est1mated to be $~7 million" could vary considerably. The starr 
pointed out that the installation cost estimate is based upon a 
sandy ocean floor soil condition. The staff concluded that if the 
soils investigation revealed a rocky ocean bottom" or if the loca
tion of the seawater system was moved" substantial cost increases 
could occur. The starf also noted that the fish return system was 
conceptual only" and its costs could be accurately estimated only 
when a final design was made. 

As to the dock and trestle cost est1mates" $78 million" 
the starr be~eves "there exists the potential for a large cost 
overrun". The starf pointed out that the cost est1mate ror this 
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component was made by Fluor Ocean Services located in Houston~ 
~exas. Although requested. the starf did not obtain access to the 
design bas~ used and the work papers developed in sufficient time 

~ 

to prepare its report. ~he staff also noted that the cost est1mate 
shown 1n the application was based on a steel piling supported 
trestle as des1gned,for Oxnard. whereas Western Terminal testified 
that it planned to construct a concrete trestle for Point Conception. 
The statf also noted Western ~erm1nal had~ at that time. only 
recently signed a contract with Raymond Technical to design the 
trestle for Point Conception. but that this desisn has not been 
completed and was not the basis for the cost estimate as it appears 
in the application. Staff requested to review the design developed 
by Raymond ~echn1cal and the resultant cost estimate for the dock 
and trestle. ~his information was provided subsequent to prepara
tion of the statt report on cost analysis. 

In its report staff also pointed out that the exact seawater 
and seismic conditions to be ~sed in the design of the trestle have 
not been established~ nor had the soils report tor the ocean bottom 
been completed. The statf eng1nee~ testified that soil conditions 
will affect the 1nstallation of the piles and their 1ength~ thus 
their costs. Based upon the torego1ng~ he made the reasonable 
conclusion that there was a potential for a large cost overrun o~ 
the dock and trestle. 

The staff believes that Western Terminal's cost estimate 
is adequate for a preliminary estimate. Howe~er. the starf also 
believes a number of contingencies could occur before construction 
or the project is completed which would affect the construction 
costs. Such contingencies include revised seiSmic design cr1ter1a~ 
revised LNG safety requ1rements~ relocation ,or terminal facil1ties. 
and construction problems and delays. T.be starr pOinted out that 
each of these factors presents the potential tor significant cost 
Overrun~ and that only when final 10eat10n~ design er~ter~a~ and 
safety standards have been establ~shed. can reasonably accurate 
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cost estimates be ma~e. Western Terminal seems to agree. One or 
its witnesses testirie~ that appropriate contingency for construc
tion cost QSt1mates could be as high as 15 to 16 percent. 

The &tart takes the position~ however~ that once a tinal 
site has been chosen an~ a final ~esign has been made tor the 
te~inal~ Western Term1nal may be able to construct much or the 
terminal without experiencing subst~~tial cost overruns. This 
conclusion is based on starr's review or the type or contract 
Western Term1nal 1ntends to enter into With its main contractor~ 
Fluor Engineers and Constructors~ and the manner in which Fluor 
Engineers and Constructors intend to carry out the actual con
struction of the ter.m1nal. Start also believes that its role 1n 

monitoring construction costs will also help prevent significant 
cost overruns. The starr points out that the truly relev~~t cost 
test to be utilized in determining whether to issue a permit to 
construct and operate~ is the relative un1t costs or gas from an 
LNG project as compared to other gas supply projects. 

Starr recommends that Western Terminal be required to submit 
updated cost est1mates when authorization is sought by SoCal and 
PG&E to guar~~tee the construction loan of Western Terminal. 

,', 
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,.. D. Cost, Safety and Construction Mon1to~ing Plans 
The Act requires the Commission to "establish a monitoring 

system to ~sure that any terminal authorized • • • is constructed 
and operated in compliance with all applicable regula~ions adopted 
~~d terms and conditions established ••• " (Section 5637) and 
to "monitor costs incurred in the construction • • • of any termi
nal • • • in order to determine if the costs are in the best 
interests or the ratepayers." (Section 5638) 

In response to these provisions, the ztarr introduced the 
following exhibits into eVidence in these proceedings. Exhibit 
A-46, "Report on Cost Monitoring," is a plan which would establish 
a staff cost monitoring team composed of auditors and other profes
sionals assigned to the project on ~~ ongoing basis to assure that 
all costs are prudently incurred in accordance with the plans and 
specifications approved for the project. Exhibit 0-76, "Report on 
the Safety and Construction Monitoring Program of Western LNG Ter-
~nal Associates' Liquefied Natural Gas Facilities at Point Concep
tion," proposes the establishment of a staff monitoring team to 
ensure that the plant is deSigned, constructed, and operated in a 
safe and reliable manner. 

1. Cost Monitoring Plan 
~e staff's cost monitoring plan would establish a cost monitor

ing team composed or auditors and other professionals assigned to· 
the project on an ongoing" basis to assure that all costs are pru
dently incurred in accordance with the plans and specifications 
approved for the project. Under the staff plan, the members or this 
team would need to ~e thoroughly familiar with the scope of the 
project and the project's budget. They would need to be made aware 
of changes in the scope of the project $0 that they could identify 
potential cost overruns, budget changes, or problem areas as they 
arise. The starr states that the ~ntent or ~ts plan ~s to work 

closely with Western ~erm1nal's project management team, conferr1ng ~ 
on any problems as they ar1~e, thus giVing Western Terminal the 
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opportunity to address the problem areas before incurring costs 
which could conceivably be ~isallowed for ratemak1ng purposes. 

Unde~ts plan~ the staff proposes to submit to the the Com
m1ssion ~d other regulatory authorities~ monthly progress reports 
which would state the percentage of project completion~ percentage 
of t:1lne elapsed in the overall $chedule~ smnmary of work accom
plished~ cost overruns or potentials for cost overruns and any other 
facts necessary to determine whether the construction costs ot the 
terminal were prudently expended 10 the ratepayers' interest. 

According to the staff~ Western Terminal has not cons1~ered 
loteraction With the Comm1ssion in the preparation of its manage
ment plan. The staff recommends that~ if Western Te~l is 
granted a permit for construction of the project~ it submit a manage
ment plan to the Commission which would include the folloWing: 

1. Organization charts identifying project 
management stafr~g to the project. 

2. A list of all contractors~ subcontractors~ 
and major equipment suppliers~ acccmpanied 
by performance criteria tor each company. 

3. Western Terminal's latest cost estimates 
1nclu~ing any necessary supporting 
documents. 

4. The latest detailed construction schedules 
including network plans. 

5. Provisions in all specifications for 
prospective bidders that the Co~ssion 
reserves the right to audit their records 
should they be granted a contract to 
perform a portion ot the work or supply 
some of the materials or equipment. 

6. Complete documentation for each change 
reqU1ring a contract change order. 

7. Prov1s1on for weekly meetings between 
Western Terminal and/or its contractors With 
the Commission Cost Mon1toring Team. 
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8. Provisions for ons1te office space for the 
Commission Cost Monitoring Te~. 

While no party presente~ evidence in opposition to the starf's 
cost mon1t~ring plan~ Western Terminal 1n its Inter1m Brier voiced 
excePt10n.~0 the portion or the ztarf monitoring report which 
provides "the CPUC starf should be present at all meetings where 
c~~ges in scope are being proposed". Even though~ on cross-exam
ination, the start granted that its only interest at any such meet
ings would be to observe~ western Terminal takes the position that 
starf's view is entirely unacceptable~ and that such an intrusion 
into the management of the terminal is unwarranted and totally out
side the scope of the monitoring envisioned by Section 5638 of the 
Act. Western Terminal contends that, because it is willing to pro
Vide all the information necessary for the timely and proper func
tioning of the Cost Monitoring Team~ there is no reasonable basis 
for this procedure suggested by the starf. 

Stafr presence at meetings where changes are being propose4' 
is essential to its ability to form a valid judgment as to the 
reasonableness of the action taken and therefore to make appropriate 
recommendations to the Commission With respect to the proper rate
making treatment that should be utilized. We are not indicating 
that staff should be any more than a silent observer at these meet
ings, staff members should not become involved in any way in the 
discussions and resultant action. Providing minutes of these meet
ings to starr is not an adequate alternative to attending the meet
ings. Minutes structured after the fact~ would do nothing more 
than bootstrap the decision reached arter verbal give and take. 

We conclude that the starfts cost monitoring plan is reasonable 
• 

and should ~e adopted. 

2. Safety' and Construction Monitoring Plan, 
During Phase I of OIl-I, Weste~n Te~l was not prepared to 

cross-examine or prepare direct evidence with respect to the starr's 
safety and construction monitoring plan. Based on applicant,' s _ .. 
request~ this matter was deferred to Phase II. 

~e terms and conditions and the environmental mitigation 
measures adopted in this decision require that the 1mpacts or the 
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eonstruction of the term1nal~ access roa4~.gas transmission pipe
l1ne~ and_electric transmission line be monitored 4uring construc
tion so t~t procedures, locations, and/or methods employed can be 
modified to mitigate .these 1mpacts to the extent feasible. Based 
upon the record in this proceed1~g~ it is clear the Commission must 
monitor the eosts, safety, and environmental aspects of the project. 
We are, therefore, ordering that Phase II of OII-l shall consider 
the extent to whicb staff's proposed monitoring program (safety and 
environmental) shall be implemented. 

the record also shows that to obtain the necessary expertise 
for this endeavor, the Commission will have to go outside of its 
own staff occasionally and contract With priv~te consultants, other 
state ~gencies, and appropriate county agencies to assist the Com
mission stafr in rev1ew1~g the plans and specifications and to 
provide other services as required. 

The monitoring programs will help to ensure that the ratepayer 
receives a reliable and safe source of gas at the minimum eost pos
sible. The ratepayers will receive the benefits from any new gas 
supplies received by PG&E an~ SoCal and should, therefore, bear 
the cost of the new supplies, including the eost of establishing 
and implementing the programs. 'l'h.ese monitoring programs are man

dated by the Act and apply only to this specific project and, there-
fore, should be subject to reimbursement by the applicant (Western 
Terminal). 

'l'herefore, Western 'I'erm.1nal nll be required to reimburse the 

Commission for the continued costs or processing these applications 
and investigations, as well as the costs associated With the estab
lishment and implementation or the cost, safety, and environmental 

" monitoring programs ultimately adopted by the CommiSSion. 
E. :F1nal'lcing 

l. Capital Reguirements 
~e instant application addresses only the eonstruct1on or an ~ 

LNG terminal and its associated pipeline 1n Californ1a. Eowever, 
the LNG terminal is merely a part of an overall project to deliver 
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LNG to California from Indonesia and South Alaska. When analyzing 
the financial requirements or the ,terminal project, it is neCe5S8-~ 
to review =the financing req,uirements of the applicant and it's spon-.. - . 
sors PG&E- and FLC tor all aspects ot the PaclnQonesia and Pac-
Alaska LNG projects. 

Western Terminal's Exhibit A-17 shows the total investment for 
Paclndonesia project will be $596 million and 'tor'the first and 
second phase of the PacAlaska project to be $886 million and $386 
~llion, respectively (baSeQ on m1d-1977 dollars). The cost of the 
gas transmission pipeline from the terminal has not been included 
in those investment requirements. 

The following tabulation shows a breakdown or the various 
elements of these two LNG projects: 

Working 
Plant Capital Total 

(Mid-1977 $/Thousands) 
Paclndonesia ProJect 

Pac Indonesia Projec.t . $ $24,000 $ 24,000 
Western Terminal 564,544 7,556 572,100 

$ 56.4,544 $31,556, $ 596,190 

PacAlaska Project 

Phase I 

Pac Alaska LNG Associates 
L1~uefaction Facilities $ 466,255 $29',592 $ 663,500 
AlaSkan Pipeline System 167,653 

1,471 Pacific Marine Associates 195,720 197,191 
Western Terminal 24,250 1,250 25,500 

Total Phase I $ 853:,878 $32',313 $ 886,191 

Phase 2 " 

PacAlaska LNG Associates 
Li~uefaction Facilities $ 140,097 $14,081 $ 186,500 
Alaskan Pipel1ne System 32,322 

1z416 Pacific Marine Associates 1271221 1~2z~~Z 
Total Phase 2 $ 210 1240 $1~h227 $ 2821827 

~ota1 PacAlaska Project $l z224.1 218 $47..1 810 $1..1 2721088: 

~ota1 LNG Projects $1,78,8:,762 $79,426 $1,868"l88 
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~e above tabulation 1n~icates that the total investment 1n 

the PacIn~onesia and. PacAlaska LNG projects will be $1.87 billion. 
Exh1b1t A~ of Western Terminal shows that of the $1.87 b1111on~ 
the amount of $1.65 billion will be cash requirements that must be 
finance~. Also> EXhibit A-18 ind.icates that $1~8 million will be 
the required equity investment of both PG&E and PLC. 

The pipeline facilities for the transmission of the regasif1ed 
natural gas from Point Conception to PG&E's line at Gosford~ Cali
forn1a~ is estimated to cost $117 million. (Ex. A-14~ p. 4) ~s 
pipeline will be jointly owned 50% by PG&E and 50% by PLS·. ~e pipe
line will be financed conventionally with no special.financing ear
marked for the pipeline construction. Rather~ the capital will be 
provided from general corporate financing as part or PG&E's and PLC's 
overall construction programs. 

2. Project Financing Proposed 
Western Terminal proposes to finance the terminal facilities 

... ~~th project financing. In project financing, lenders rely chiefly 
~.~ , on assurances or adequate revenues flowing from the proj ect itself 

through contractual arrangements or tarirrs~ rather than on the' 
direct general credit of the sponsoring companies~ in this case~ 
PG&E and PLC. Although the sponsors' credit is indirectly involved~ 
the chier recourse of the security holders is through operations of 
the project. 

Moreover~ project financing of this LNG terminal Will perm1t 
the project to- be financed while at the same t1me permitting the 
financial integrity or the sponsoring companies to be preserved. 
Project financing is particularly appropriate tor new~ single-pur
pose endeavors such as herein proposed. 

~e record shows that project f1nancL~g is the least costly 
feasible method to finance the ter.m1nal. Both starr an~ Western 
~erm1nal's financing analyses demonstrated that project t1nancing 
res~ts in lower costs to the consumer ~ecause it per.m1ts the use 
or a greater port1on or lower cost de~t in tbe capital structure 
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of the project in comparison to, other conventional types of financing. 
TOe ~roposed capital structure is 25 percent e~uity, to be ~vested 
by PG&E and PLC, and 75 percent 4ebt. Western ~erm1nal has estimated 

~ 

a 10 percent cost of debt for these LNG projects • 
.r 

The record shows, however, that such rinanci~g will be available 
only if the required revenues assurances for lenders are built into 
Western ~er.m1nal's contractual arrangements an~ tariffs. 

Western ~erm1nal's financial Witness testified that to be able 
to project fin~~ce these LNG supply projects, it will be necessary 
for PG&E and SoCal to obtain authorization from this Commission to 
guarantee the Western Terminal construction loan. Commission approval 
will als~ be necessary to allow the sponsoring companies to recoup 
all of their reasonable costs. He stated these assurances must be 
forthCOming before actual financing takes p~ace, and that the lenders 
Will require assurances that the sponsoring companies Will be able to 
meet their equity investment requirements. He said, "The fact of 
equity having to go in concurrently or just ahead of debt is just a 
fact of life • • • your equity is gOing to have to be in there. 1hat 
~s just a basic principle." 

, • _ _ ,... ____ • • • ...-M ~ '11-+ • 'I..... I ... 
Wh1le it is ·not necessary tor us to resolve th1s issue in th1s;

decision inasmuch as PG&E and SoCal will have to file a separate 
application With the Commission to obtain such assurances, we woul~ 
be remiss if we did not clearly point out to all concerned that this 
Commission does not intend to ~eviate from its policy of delineating 
the rights and duties of investor and consumer. 

We have stated in the past that the California consumer will 
not be required to become an involuntary investor, with no control 
over management, in projects that lawfully must be initiated by tbe 
utility owner or debt holder. The project financing that we ~ll 
approve by subsequent deCision, after all other regulatory approvals 
have been obtained, ~ be able to meet the foregoing criteria. 
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3. Review of the Financing Plan 
The staff introduced a number of exhibits on the financial 

... 
aspects or ~he application. It shoul~ first be pointed out that . 
staff's analysis of the financing techniques proposed for the LNG 
projects clearly establishes that project financing is the best metho4 
to utilize. The key economic ind1cators reviewed by the staff in its 
analysis are highest in those tables assuming project financing. 
Also~ staff asserted that PG&E will> even assuming its large capital 
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reQuirements over the next five yearS,'be able'to finance its 
. ~ciu~~Y,._';l?-~~stment·:1~ the· LNG projects. ... . . -- -... 

Staf~s presentation indicated that 1t 1s concerned about the 
ability of PL~ to finance its share of its 1nve~tment in LNG 
projects., Staff raises this issue because applicant has stated 
that before any tinanci~g ot LNG projects takes place, the equity 
investment must be tied down. This concern was based on PLC's 
statement to statr that its investments in gas ~upplY projects will 
be f~~ced with common stock and that in escalated dollars» this 
financial burden over the next five years W1ll be ~708 million. In 
light of this response, it appeared to stafr that When realizing 
PLC presently bas 23 million shares or outstanding stock, FLC ~ght 
experience difficulty in market1ng ~7 million additional shares. 
Stafr.was concerned that if at some point PLC was unable to market 
its stock to raise capital tor its equity investment 1n the projects, 
SoCal would require extraordinary rate relief which would have sig
~f~cant effects on SoCal's ratepayers. 

Based upon rebuttal test1mony of Western Term1nal, it now 
seems that some or starr's concerns are unwarranted. 

Western Terminal's rebuttal shows that PtC has f1nanced approx
imately $75 =1llion already tor proposed, gas supply projects. These 
amounts Will serve to reduce the amount of new equity reQ.uired to 
be issued after eonstruction starts. Moreover, ~t also demonstrates 
that FLC will finance its portion of the required investment 1n tbe 
LNG projects with issues of eommon stock. preferred stock, or con:'" 
vertible debentures. Also, stra~ght debt will likely be used on a 
short or me~1um term basis to le~gthen the period over whicb equity 
funds are to be Obtained. 

This rebuttal also· indicated that 1t 1s unlikely that the 
convergence within the next ~ive years Will occur as stated 1n tbe 
eapita:!. l>u~gets submitted. to the sta.rr. Wes.tern ~erm1nal'8- witness 
indicated that ~ts ~Ubm1ttal to starr represented PLC's,goals and ~ 

did not necessarily reflect ~eal world eonc11t1ons. 
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~ In ~act, Western Terminal's r1nancial witnes~ tezti~ie~ to the 

• 

• 

current status or the variOus gas supply projects of PLC. It ~s not 
necessary~o ~escribe the various stages of the projects i~entified. 
It does appear, based on the test1mony of Western's financial 
witness, that due to delays 'being experienced with other gas supply 
projects, PLC will not require all the financing within the time 
frame shown in the projected capital budgets supplied to the starf. 
The record is not clear when the other gas supply projects or PLC 
~~ll reach the stage of requiring additional financ1ng or the mag
nitude 1ndicated 1n the capital budgets supplied the staff. When 
PG&E and SoCal come before this Commission for authorization to 
guarantee Western Terminal's construction loans, more defin1tive 
facts may be available to indicate the status or all PLC's gas 
supply projects. 

The Pac Indonesia project has been deter.o1ned to be in the public 
interest by the DOE. In Opin1on No. 1 of ERA, an a.ll-events" cost
of-service tariff as requested by applicants was found not to be 1n 

the public interest. This finding and conclusion was in agreement 
with this Commission's continuing position on the subject and as 
reflected in the Commission's briefs in the PacIndonesia ril1ng 
before the appropriate federal regulatory bodies (FPC" ERA~ PERC.). 
The Commission adopts the positions set forth in its briefs before 
the FPC" ERA and PERC in the PacIndones1a proceedings (Dockets 
Nos. 77-00l-LNG; CP7-4-l60, CP74-207. CP7$-83-3.) 

The PacIndonesia project, including the Point Conception termi
nal. appears to be the most viable gas supply project. and the first 
project that will have to be .financed. ~he eVidence is convinCing 
that the proposed terminal can be financed. assuming that market 
conditions are normal" that security arrangements and return .... on 
equity are deemed adequate by the ~vestors" and that regulator.y 
authorities approve the tariffs and other matters essentially as 
proposed. Given the same conditions" the record indicates tha~ tbe_ 
PacAlaska project. which will follow Paclndonesia" can also be 
.financed • 
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In this proceed~g~ .it ~s tbe .contention of Western Terminal 
that costs had been incurred to date for the development of termi
nal sites .~her than Point Conception. There were two sites men-. 
tioned in ·particular ~ Los Angeles Harbor and Oxnard~ that had 'been 
under consideration tor an LNG Terminal in California. The record 
indicates that the costs incurred tor these two poten'cial sites 
1nclude elements of the development of a terminal that would be 
applicable to the Point Conception Site. Since the tiling or this 
application~ expenditures tor other sites have also been incurred 
by Western Terminal. 

It is the intention of this Commission to recognize all pru
dently expended costs for Los Angeles Harbor ~ Ojcnard~ Point Concep.
tion or any other potential sites as part ot any LNG terminal 
project ultimately constructed in California. However~ in connec
tion with the staff's Cost Monitoring Plan~ all costs being incurred 
for the development or an LNG terminal in California are being 
examined. and will continue to be examined to determine their prudency. 
'F • 'Cost of Service 

Western Terminal' 5 Exhibit A-29 presents an estimate ot invest
ment requirements and cost or serv1ee for 500~ 700~ 900~ and 1.300 
MMctd capacity incremental expansions of the LNG terminal faeil1ties 
in m1d-1977 dollars. The total investment requirements for eaeh 
phase of development of the LNG fac11ities is: $572,100,000 for 
500 MMcfd; $591~276,,000 tor 700 MMcfc1; $597:J600,,000 for 900 MMefd; 
and $650,,100.000 for 1,300 MMcfd.. Should the fac111ties be con
ztructed without phasing them, as shown in Exhibit A-14. the total 
:1nvestment requirement is $68l,00.0~000 tor 1~300 MMctd. 

Under the phased approach of Exh1bit A-29. the firth-year 
,I 

unit cost of service of the terminal. not ~nclud1ng the pipeline, 
is 56 cents per million Btu (MMBtu) tor 500 MMcfd; 45 cents per 
MMBtu tor 700 MMctd; 36 eents per MMBtu tor 900 MMctd; and 31 cents 
per MMBtu for 1~300 MMctd. Ass~g no phasing of eonstruct~on. -
the ~1rth-year un1~ eost ot service is 34 eents per thousand c~1c 
:reet (Mcf). 
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Exhibit A-14 shows that the estimated annual cozt of serv1ce 
related to the pipeline is $11,662,000 in the fi~zt year of opera
tion, and $18,561,000 .in the fifth year of operation. According to 

• Exhibit A-14, the unit cost of service for the pipeline 1s $0.02 ' 
per Mel' in the first year, and $0.04 per Hcf in the fifth year. 

Exhibit A-37a illustrates the cost impact on SoCal'z average 
consumer price of gas in mid-1977 dollars. Th1s exhibit demon
strates that in the ant1cipated f1rst calendar year of full op
erations (1984), the cost imp~ct of 450 MMefd~/ upon SoCal's 
average consumer price of ga~ i~ 27 cents per Mef; in the fifth 
year the cost 1mp~ct is 13 cents per Mef. 

Exhibit A-47 illustrates the LNG cost 1mpact on PG&E's aver
age consumer price of gas. In the first calendar year of full op
erations (1984), the cost impact from receiving 450 MMcfd ic 19 
cents per Mer; in the fifth year the cost impact will be 21 CCl'lts 
per Mcf. 

Exhibit A-48 sets forth the cost impact or the Indonesian 
LNG alone on SoCa1's average consumer price of gas in rnid-1977 
dollars. The cost; impact in the firzt year of full operation is 
20 cents per Mcr and in the fifth year the impact 1s 12 cent~ per 
Mct. Exh~b1t A-47 demonztrates the coot impact of the Indonesian 
LNG alone on PC&E's aver~gc consumer price of gas. In the first 
full year of operation~, the average consumer cost impact 1z 
12 cent~ per Mcr and 21 cents per Mct in the fifth year or operations. 

The ev1dence presented by Weotern Terminal shows the LNC 
projects' impact on the rates that the gas d1stribut10n companies 
will charge the natural gas concumers in California. This impact 
depends upon the cost of new gas supply to the distr1bution compan1es 
and upon the then existing quantities and costs of all their other 
supplies of. gas. 

! .. / This represents SoCal'z 50 percent share of the project gas 
supply of 900 MMcfd g~s from the PacAlaska and Pac Indonesia 
projects. 
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~h1s o~~ion presents an opportunity to put Western Terminal 
on notice ~~h respect to an important cost or service element~ 
fe~eral income tax expenses. The cost of service passe~ !rom 
Western Terminal to its public utility affiliates (PG&E and SoCal) 
will receive ~areful scrutiny. Potential for abuse exists wherever 
regulate~ utility monopolies have procurement transactions With 
non-public utility affiliated companies. Accordingly~ when Western 
Terminal co~~ences delivery of gas to PG&E and SoCal we must ~ecide 
if,the price paid by the public utilities to their supplier affiliate 
is a reasonable expense for ratesetting purposes. 

Western Terminal will have the option to account tor accelerated 
depreciation and investment tax credit (ITC) by either flow through 
or normalization. If Western Terminal flows through the tax deferral 
and savings from taking accelerated depreciation and ITC~ it will 
have a reduced revenue requirement and gas users Will have lower 
rates. The normalization route~ if elected~ will mean the effect 
of accelerated depreciation and ITC are largely ignored~ and tbe 
consumer gets the prize or higher gas rates resulting from ficti
tious tax expense being passed his way. We are' certain that the 
public utility partner s in Western ~er.m1nal are aware of our long
standing position on the normalization versus rlow through issue. 

Western Terminal is hereby put on notice that if it elects to 
normalize we will make a ratemaking adjustment to SoCal and PG&E 
expense for Western Terminal gas to reflect the !low through of tax 
sav1ngs. We may not make Western ~erm1nal adopt rlow through and 
we may not direct FG&E and SoCal to'not pay their affiliate a gas 

" 

price that reflects normalization. But we can impute tax savings 
available to Western Terminal an~ pass the benefits on to Cali
fornia's ratepayers in our rate~k1ng process. 
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x. '!'HE ALTERNATE SITES 

A. Camp Pendleton 
1. ~e Description 
Th1s t1te is ranke~ first among four in the final report of 

the CCC. It is on a southwest-facing coastal terrace 1n San Diego 
County With1n the boun~ar1es of the Camp Pen~leton Marine Corps 
base~ about 10 ~11es north of Oceans1~e and five miles south of 
the Edison nuclear power plant at San Onofre. It is bounde~ by 
Highway 5 on the east and Homo Canyon on the north. The site 
itself is barren except for scrub grasses. 

The site encompasses about 100 acres of the coastal terrace 
which has a gentle southwestern slope of less than 5 percent. 
Bluffs having an average height of 90 feet front the beach~ which 
r~~ges in w1dth from 40 to 100 feet. 

The terrace deposits Of Salinas clay loam tend to be loose, 
porous~ ~~consolidated or poorly consolidated, and ~xpansive. They 
average three to five feet 1n depth and are underlain by Monterey 
formation and San Onofre formation bedrock materials. This area 
is prone to soil creep, soil exp~~s1on~ and large landslides. The 
cliffs are actively eroding, largely as a result of landslide 
activity. Landslides ranging from a few feet to 400 feet are not 
unco~on in this region. 

The site is not locatec within any major groundwater baSin. 
Su:-face drainage 1's effected predOminately through sheettlow (ort 
the terrace to the ocean) and through Dead Dog Canyon, the south
west trending barranca that transects the site. This barranca 
has shown an average erosion rate of 15 teet per year. 

No active faults have been identified within the Camp Pendleton 
area. The nearest active fault is the South Coast Offshore Zone 
of Deformation which is six miles west and is ascribed a max1mum 
credible earthquake (MCE) of 7-1/4 magnitude (0.5 to 0.67g). The 
Cristianitos fault lies three miles north or the site. It eXhibits 
no evidence or any fault movement in the past 500.000 years. 
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Winds exceed 25 knots five days a year. Wave heights exeeed 
six feet nine days each year. 

2. Coneeptual Layout of Terminal 
At the request of the staff, Western Terminal produced con

eeptual layouts for a terminal at each of the alternative sites 
r~~ked by the CCC. In each ease the terminal is designed to 
receive, store, regasify, and deliver to a transmission pipeline 
the same ultimate capacity as planned for Point Conception. As 
the basis for developing t~e conceptual layouts, Western Ter.m1~l 
used the eng1neerins design for the proposed Point Conception 
terminal modified to fit the topographical, enVironmental, and 
other peculiarities or each particular site. 

There are certain major modifications in design involved 1n 

mitigating measures desired by local and state authorities at 
each site; therefore, the stafr re~uested Western Terminal to pro
vide design and cost data on these modifications. ~t Camp Pendleton 
these mitigating measures concern: building an undersea tunnel in 
lieu of a trestle between ship berth and onshore facilities, plac
ing the LNG storage tanks below grade, and utilization of nuclear 
power pl~~t cooling water in the vaporization process. 

In the following descriptions of conceptual layout at each of 
the three a~ternate sites only those portions of the terminal whieh 
are significantly different from the basic Point Conception design 
are discussed. 

Marine Facilities 
The ship ~erth at the Camp Pendleton Site woul~ be 8,700 ~eet 

offshore at the seawar~ end or the trestle. ~he cryogenic transfer 
line which carries LNG from unloa~ing arms at the ship berth,to 
the shore facilities would requ1re a pipeline 36 inches in diameter 
because of the longer trestle length. ~he seawater intake line 
would have to extend 3,ZOO feet offshore to reach a water 4epth of 
30 reet. ~he cooled seawater discharge line would extend 8,500 
feet to 'reach a water depth or 50 feet • 
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'Western Terminal's design for an undersea tunnel as an alterna-, 
t1ve to th~trestle at C~p Pendleton calls for a two-chambered 
structure~ One would be used for LNG transrer~ rec1rculat1on~ an4 
vapor-return lines; the other would provide tor maintenance~ com
munications and electric 11nes, service piping~ etc •. A barge dock 
would be added to the berthing facilities for receiving and un10ad-
1ng ship stores and liqUid nitrogen. During construction of the 
tunne1~ a bulkhead and temporary mar1ne trestle would have to be 

bUilt in the surr zone. 
In construct1ng such a tunnel at Camp Pendleton, one million 

cubic yards of sandy soil would have to be dredged and disposed 
or offshore. Also, one-half million cubic yards of backfill ~~d 
25 thous~~d cubic yards or foundation stone would need to be 
barged to the site. The requirement to construct the undersea 
tunnel woulo. adO. 28 months to the construction sche<3.ule for a Camp 
Pendleton terminal, delaying the on-line date from October l~ 1984 

. */ until February 1, 1987. (See Figure 1.,-- intra.) 
Seawater Exchange 
This mitigation measure for Camp Pen<3.1eton would require the 

diversion or 137,000 gpm or heated seawater effluent from the San 
Onofre nuclear generating station. The original proposal tor this 
m1tigation measure envisioned obtaining the heate<3. seawater dis
charge from the power pl~~t, pumping the water 27,000 teet to the 
LNG plant, passing it through the vaporizers, then returning this 
water~ 14°F cooler, to the power plant outfall system for 4iseharge 
to the sea. This proposal was modified by 'Western Te~l to 

.. !.l Figure 1 bas been 4eveloped from the staff Exhibits A-115 and I 

A-120~ as well as related testimony. It assumes that all 
necessary regulatory approvals tor ~~ alternate s1te could 
be obtained in one year from the date or tiling an applica
tion for the alternate site. 
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4It el~nate returning the coole~ seawater to the power plant ~y 
~. utilizing an independent outfall system for ~ischarge ~irectly 

from the ~G plant to the sea. The modified proposal would require 
pumps totaling 15,500 horsepower. 

Construction of a seawater exchange system would not affect 
the overall construction schedule at Camp Pendleton. 

LNG Storage Tanks 
To reduce the hazards of locating the three 550,OOO-barrel 

LNG tanks 1n proxim1ty to the highway and railroad, Western Terminal 
would construct conerete dikes aroun~ each tank. As a mitigating 
alternative, the tanks could be placed so that two-thirds or their 
outer wall height would be ~elow plant grade. Under this arrange
ment, the tanks would be surrounded above plant grade 'by an earthen 
berm "n'1th a top elevation equal to the maximum LNG level. Inground
ing the LNG tanks 1n th1s fashion would add seven months to the 
time required to bring an LNG faeility at Camp Pendleton on-l1ne, 
moving the estimated operational date, as estimated by the staff, 
from Octo'ber 1, 1984 to May 1, 1985. (See Figure 1.) 

ElectriC Service 
Electric service would ~ readily availa'ble from SDG&E. SDG&E 

has an existing 230-kv line running w1th1n 1,500 yards of the pro
posed Camp Pendleton site. 

Access Road 
Highway 5 and 'I'he Atch1son, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway run 

along the coast adjacent to the site and woule be avai1a'ble to 
transport personnel, material, and equipment to the site. Because 
present roadway access to the site is 1nadequate, Western Terminal 
would construct on the beach sil!e of Highway 5 a. new two-mile 
aecess roal! from the Las Pulgas interchange to the site. 

Gas Transm.1ss10n P1pel':1.ne 

'I'h.1s pipeline would l>e eonstruetel! over an 84-m1le route from' 
the metering station a.t the Camp Penl!leton terminal to the existing -PLS tWin 36-inch transmission 11nes at Fontana m San :Bernard1no := 

County, With intermediate connections to existing SoCal 12-1nch 
~ (30 MMc:d) and l6-incb (350 MMc:d) lines serving san D1eg~ County. 
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The new transmission line would consist of one 34-1nch buried 
line~ wh1~rrwould carry the peak output of the terminal without 
requiring compressor stations en route. 

3. Major EnVironmental Concerns 
The Camp Pendleton site has easy access to both an interstate 

freeway ~~d a railroad line. Highway 5 is one of California's 
major highways. Approximately 68,000 cars per day pass directly 
by the site. The LNG facility would l;)e visible from Highway 5. 
Two miles to the northwest of the si~e there 1s a customs-immigration 
check point~ the operation of which causes northbound traffic 
fre~uently to be backed-up along the highway for a considerable 
distance. 

Military operations at Camp Pendleton would interfere with 
the operation or an LNG terminal and vice versa. Camp Pendleton 
is one of two remaining Marine Corps bases in the United States; 
it is the only Site on the west coast that can accommodate train
ing exercises 1n amphibious landings. The Marine Corps is firmly 
opposed to use of the site for an LNG term1nal. The Navy Depart
ment contends that continuation of the present use of the beaches 
near the Site tor combined marine and naval assault training is 
essential to the national defense. 

Marine barracks are located 3.8 miles trom the site. Includ
ing Marine Corps personnel, there are over 6~500 residents within 
four miles of the Site. This density exceeds the population 
criteria of the Act. The recor~ shows that 1t would cost 50 to 
75 million dollars to qua11fy this site by relocating the Marine 
Corps facilities outside the four-mile radius. 

The socio-economic impacts at this Site would probably ~ 
minor. Camp Pendleton 1s within commuting distance of a large 
labor pool so the socio-econom1c impacts produced from in-migrant 
labor populations would be minimal. 

There 1s extensive publiC' recreational use in and around the 
proposed Camp Pendleton Site. San Onofre State Beach~ haVing an 
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annual att;ndance of nearly half a million people, is within one 
mile of the site. Within two miles of the propose~ site is a 
recreational vehicle campground, known as Red Beach, which accom
modates a.pproximately 2,000 recreational vehicles per year. Con
tiguous to ~he proposed site there is a highway turnout and view
pOint. Immediately northwest of the site is a bicycle path, and 
the site itself is w1th1n the one half-mile corridor proposed by 
San Diego County for riding and hiking trails. 

In general, the site does not support significant marine 
resources, although Exhibit 00740 introduced before the CCC by 
the California Department of Fish and Game Report shows that the 
site is more heavily used by sport fishermen than the other sites. 
Also, the site does not support significant land resources and the 
majority of land crossed by the pipeline is disturbed land. More
over, the development of an LNG terminal at Homo, Canyon would have 
~n1mal or no, 1mpacts on archaeological or sacred/religiously 
significant sites. 

It is clear to us that Horno Canyon, as with the other two CCO 
'. recommended Sites, does not meet the sp1rit 1f·the letter or S.B. 1081. 

Section 5552 is crystal clear as to the need for, and reason for, 
requiring a remote site. Section 5582 provides specifically the l~ts 
of acceptable population denSity. If Section 5582 st~~dards cannot be 
met the site is not lawful. Horno Canyon does not qualify because of 
the permanent personnel within the four mile l1mitat1on. Furthermore~ 

we will not ascribe to the legislature the inconsistency Qr mandating 
a remote site ••• "to provide the maximum possible protection to the 
publ1c against the pOSSibility or accident" while expecting the ceo 
and this COmmission to ignore significant transient public exposure 
ra:r beyon~ the 50 person per square mile l1m1t or Sect:1.on 5582 but .F 

Within the tour m11e proscription. No site can be remote that l1es , 
w1tbj.n the tour mile range or heaVily used state parks and an 1nterstate 
highway with the volume or tra~tic set forth in our record. 
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At this time it appea.rs that operation of an LNG facility 
at the si~ would not contribute significantly to the emissions 
1nventory~1n the San Diego air basin. Emissions from sh1p traf
fic would be minimized somewhat since tankers would be berthe~ 
about two miles from shore. 

4. Investment Reou1rea and Cost of Service • 
The stafr's E~~ibit A-120 shows that the investment (in ~d-

1977 dolla.rs) re~uired for a terminal at Camp Pendleton would be 

$1.016 billion. Ingrounding the LNG tanks would re~uire an addi
tional $85 million, the submarine tunnel would require an additional 
$366 million, and the seawater tie-in to the San Onofre nuelear 
generating station would require an additional $29 m1llion. Incor
porating these three mitigating measures into the plant would 
increase the total investment requirement for a term1nal at Camp 
Pendleton to $1.435 billion. ' 

According to Exhibit A-120 the fifth-year eost of service tor 
the terminal at Camp Pendleton would be $0.52/Mcf without the miti
gating measures, $0.55/Mct With ingrounding of the LNG tanks, 
$0.69/Mcr with substitution of a submarine tunnel for the trestle~ 
and $0.53/Mcf with a seawater tie-in to the San Onofre nuclear 
generating station. Incorporating all three mitigating measures 
1nto the pr~ject would increase the firth-year cost or service to 
$0.11/Mcf. 
B. Rattlesnake Canyon 

1. Site De's'c~1p·t·~on' 

Rattlesnake Canyon is ranked seeon~ among the tour sites 
included 1n the final report or the CCC. It is located on a 
southwest-facing eoastline 1n San Luis Obispo County~ two miles 
northwest from Point San Luis and four miles southeast ot PG&E's 
Diablo Canyon nuclear power plant. The site area ·1s a 1-1/4-m1le 
portion of a six-mile streteh of coastal terraee which is currently 

• 
partially used for·the cultivation of snow peas. -

Terrace elevations vary from 50 to 100 teet at the top or 
~ the coastal bluft to 160 feet at the base of the mountains, 1nereas-e .. 
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ing at a gentle slope of 2 percent. The terrace is incised to 
a depth of 30 teet through the center by Pecho Creek. The sea 
clift standi near vertical at the surf line where a wave-cut bench 
in the bed~ock protects the terrace from rapid erosion. 

AlluV1al terrace deposits are underlain by competent sand
stone ~~d claystone. The area north or Pecho Creek is well graded 
~~d soils are granular ~th low compressib1l1ty. South of Pecho 
Creek, deposits from Rattlesnake Creek exhibit landslides and 
slumping. These deposits are compressible. The surface soils 
average three to se'7en feet and are composed of sandy silt with 
a moderate percentage of clay. These soils are unsuitable tor 
foundation materials and would have to be removed. The terrace 
materials would be subject to frost heave if exposed to extreme 
cold from LNG. 

Ground water is probably as deep as the interface between 
the 60- to 70-root terrace deposits and the underlying bedrock. 
However, there is water seepage at the 10-foot level south of 
Pecho Creek, and multiple lenses of water after heavy rains indi
cate a need tor mitigating measures to preclude liquefaction 
problems. 

The Hosgr1 Fault lies five miles orfshore. It is ascribe~ 
an MCE of 7-1/2 magnitude with peak accelerations at the site of 
0.5g to 0.62g. 

Pinnacles abound 1n the offshore area, where the 60-foot 
depth is reached 3,500 feet from shore. Pecho Rock is plainly 
visible as are other rookeries for :sea otters, seals,. and birds. 

Winds excee~ 25 knots ~l days per year. Wave heights are 
in excess of six feet 34 days per year. Swells exceed safe limits 
37 days per year. 

2. conceptual Layout of Terminal 
As at Camp Pendleton, the conceptual layout for Rattlesnake 

Canyon was developed using the proposed Point Conception terminal,. 
modified tor local conditions. As an env1ronmental mitigating 

• 
measure,. the conceptual layout includes the alternative of a seawater 

~ exchange system wi tb PG&E' s Diablo Canyon nuclear generat·1ng station. 
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Rattlesnake Canyon is unique among the four zites 1n that, 
because of its hostile marine env1ronment, it would require con-- . 
struct1o~~or a mass1ve breakwater, a major civil engineering \L~der-
taking, to protect ~erthing t~~kers from the sea. 

M~1ne Fac1lities 
The ship ~erth at Rattlesnake Canyon would be 1,800 feet 

orfshore at the end or a trestle. In Western Terminal's conceptual 
design, the ~reakwater would be L-shaped, With the combined length 
of its two legs totaling 9,300 feet. This ~reakwater would pro
vide a 3,000-foot d1ameter turning basin for LNG tankers, as well 
as a protected area where tug~oats could meet and mane~ver the 
tankers. In order to develop the nearshore tanker berth, a number 
of pinnacles wculd have to be blasted and three reefs would need 
to be removed. k~ est1mated total or 1.6 m1llion cubic yards of 
~~derwater rock would have to be re~oved and barged to a disposal 
site. 

Sea~~ter Exchange 
This mitigation measure for Rattlesnake Canyon would require 

the diversion of 137,000 gpm or heated seawater effluent from the 
Diablo Canyon nuclear generating station. The original proposal 
for this mitigation measure envisioned obta1ning the heated seawater 
discharge !rom the power plant, pumping the water 22,000 teet to 
the LNG plant, passing it through the vaporizers, then returning 
this water, 14°F cooler, to the power plant outfall system for 
discharge to the sea. This proposal was ~odified by Western 
Terminal to el~nate returning the cooled seawater to the power 
plant by utilizing an independent outfall system for discharge 
directly to the sea from the LNG plant. 
require pumps totaling 14,000 horsepower. 

The modified proposal would 
" 

Construction o~ a seawater exchange system would not affect 
the overall construction schedule at Rattlesnake Canyon. 

LNG Storage Tanks 
Western Terminal's conceptual 4esign at Rattlesnake Canyon 

calls for a concrete dike, ratber than an earthen basin around each 
or the 550~000-barrel LNG tanks. 
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Electric Service 
Electric power would be supplied by PG&E Via a l7-m1le long 

115-kV lin~hich would parallel the 500-kv transmission lines from 
the Diablo!Canyon nuclear power plant. Connection to the 500-kV 
transmission lines, which pass within three miles or the LNG Site, 
is precluded by the high cost or a transformer station required to 
step down 500 kv to a lower voltage and by a reduction in relia
bility which would result rrom dependence on those particular lines. 

Access Road 
The PG&E access roa~, which was improved during the construc

tion of the D1a~lo Canyon nuclear generating station~ passes by 
the LNG site. The road should require no improvements other than 
the poss1~le need for construction of a boX culvert at Pecho Creek. 
This access road connects with Highway 1 via Avila Road. 

Gas Transmission Pipeline 
As proposed by Western Term1nal, a transmission pipeline would 

be constructed rrom Rattlesnake C~~yon to the existing PG&E twin 
~ 34-inch transmiSSion lines at Gosford in Kern County, with inter-
C... mediate connections to an existing So Cal l6-inch line serving Santa 

Barbara County and an existing PLS 34-inch line serving the San 
Joaquin Valley. The pipeline would be designed to carry a 1,300 
MMcfd base-load and a 1,600 MMcrd peak load. From the metering 
station at the LNG terminal, 68 miles to the eastern edge or the 
Carrizo Plain, it would consist of one 34-1nch buried line. From 
there, two 34-inch buried lines would traverse the remaining 33.4 
miles to Gosrord. No compressor stations would ~e required 1n the 
opera~1on or this transmission line. 

3. ~~jo~ Environmental Concerns 
San Luis Obispo Bay is two miles east or the Rattlesnake;· 

Canyon Site. This is a popular recreation area which ineludes the 
Port San Luis Harbor District and the town or Avila Beach. The 
latter has a shoreline park used by almost one million Visitors 
per year. The permanent population within a tour-mile radius or 
the site is about 800. The growth of Port San Luis and surrounding 

--
~. areas would be 1mpacted by the population ~ens1ty l~ts or the Act. 
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As with Homo Canyon, the Rattlesnake Canyon site cannot 'be . 
.;::::-

said to me~t the "remoteness" criteria mandated 'by S.B. 1081. Avila 
Beach an~ Port San Luis lie within two miles of the site. Irre
spective or the permanent population within the tour mile exclusion 
area the recognized transient population at any given time 
must exclude Rattlesnake Canyon from qualitying as a remote site. 
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High ~sual impact would result from the placement of an LNG 
terminal at Rattlesnake Canyon. This would be ~t1gated, in part, 
~y the lim1ted access that the public would have to the site an~ 
that it, is hidden 'by the adjacent hills and mountains. The break
water and trestle would be visi~le to the public south of Point 
San Luis. 

Construction activities would 1mpinge heavily on Avila Road 
and Highway 1, which is used by 25,000 cars per day. No railroad 
facilities exist near the site; therefore, all construction equip
ment and materials would need to be transported 'by barge or truck. 
Furthermore, it appears that construction at this site woul~ require 
in-migration of a significant num'ber of construction workers and 
might result in periods of tight transient housing markets in the 
San LUis Obispo County area. 

Archaeological remains or Chumash Indian Villages are located 
on the Site. These remains could not be avoi~ed if a ter.m1nal 
were constructed on this site. Rattlesnake Canyon, moreover, is 
considered sacred by Native Americans (although less significant 
than Point Conception) and is used for such purposes as 'burial o! 
the dead. It, therefore, is clear that the potential cultural 
resources impacts at t~s site should be consi~ered to be ver.y 
significant. 

Severe enVironmental1mpacts at Rattlesnake Canyon would arise 
from the effects of construction of the 'breakwater and trestle on 
the diverse and abundant marine fauna and flora offshore of the 
site. Blast~g of offshore pinnacles would have a significant effect 
on marine biology. Based on the experience at Diablo Canyon nuclear 
plant» harbor seals m1ght not return. The greater tbl"oughput o! 
seawater which would be required at this site, because of lower 

J:' 
ocean temperature~ would result 1n greater fish entrainment. Starf's 
EIR consul tents asserted that marine biology 1mpacts at this site 
would be greater than those at Point Concep~ion. 

Development o! the site and pipeline would alter or destroy 
hundreds or acres of undisturbed land 1nelud1ng riparian ba~itat. 
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Also~ operation of an LNG terminal at Rattlesnake Canyon woul~ 
'contr1~ute pollutants to a large air ~asin with a h1gh inventory 
or existing:em1ssions ~ut ~~th good assim1lative capacity.' 

As stated a~ove, the NRC has advised this Commission that the 
siting of an LNG terminal at Rattlesnake Canyon may preclude the 
operation of a nuclear facility at D1a~10 Canyon ~ecause of the 
potential hazard to the nuclear facility from LNG vessel traffiC. 

4. Investment Reouired and Cost of Service 
« 

The staff's Exhibit A-120 shows that the investment require
ment 1n m1d-1977 dollars for siting an LNG terminal at Rattlesnake 
Canyon would ~e $1.564 ~illion without, and $1.578 ~illion with" 
the mitigation measure of a seawater exchange system with PG&E's 
Diablo Canyon nuclear power plant. The fifth-year costs of service 
1ncurred by these investments would be $O.76/Mcf and $O.77/Mcf" 

respectively. 
c. Deer Canyon 

1. Site Ranking 
The Deer Canyon Site is ranked fourth in the final report of 

the CCC" if several mitigation measures are adopted at Point 
Conception. If these measures are not adopted the Deer Canyon 
site is ranked third. ~is is speeified on page 27 or the CCC 
final report dated May 27" 1978 (Appendix D to the Decision): 

nWith conditions 23 through 28 whieh prohi~1t 
a seawater 1ntake system and electric transmission 
lines at the Site" require partial ingrounding of 
storage tanks, and provide ror pu~lie aeeess to 
the area, the overall adverse ~pacts or a terminal 
at this site would be moderately more severe than 
at the higher ranked Rattlesnake Canyon Site, but 
slightly less severe than the lower ranked Deer 
Canyon s1te. If the PUC does not impose the 
specific conditions recommended for a terminal 
at Little Cojo" Little Cojo woul~ be ranked rourth, 
with moderately more adverse impacts on Coastal 
Aet objectives than Deer Canyon" wh1ch woul~ then 
be ranked third.n 

As 41scussed 1n Section XIV of th1s decision" the PUC is 
not adopting fttbe specific conditiOns recommended for a term1naJ 
at (Pt. Conception).n ~ererore, the Deer Canyon site should 
be considered to be ranked third. 
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2. Site Description 
Deer C~yon is located on the Ventura County coast, 12 miles 

from Oxnar~and two miles from the Los Angeles Co~~ty line. It 
is ~.5 miles east of Point Mugu, between POint Mugu State Park 
~~d Leo Carrillo State Beach. The site is 1n a narrow, steep-sided 
canyon with complex and varied geology that is moderately suscep
tible to landslides. ~he canyon extends two miles inland from the 
coastl1ne 1n a roughly north-south direction. It has a relatively 
wide bottom at its mouth for about 1,000 feet inland. There are 
many tributary canyons with slopes which rise steeply, as much as 
500 feet. Ridges in the surrounding area reach heights of 1,500 

feet. 
Access to the site is Via Deer Creek Road and Highway ~, 

which passes through the s1te near the shoreline. The site is 
privately owned and is not now developed or used •. 

~he principal onshore geological formation is the Topanga 
formation wh1eh eonsists of moderately landslide-prone sandstones 
and conglomerates. It is loeally intruded by igneous rocks. The 
soils range from a classification or highly erodible at the mouth 
of the canyon to very highly erodible further inland. A broad 
east-west trend1ng, faulted ant1cl1ne underlies the Santa Monica 
Mountains 1n the vicin1ty of the site. 

No significant groundwater is present although minor amounts 
of perched groundwater appear after heavy ra1ns. 

Deer Canyon is on the upthrown block of the Malibu Coazt 
Fault which passes one mile offshore and may dip beneath the area. 
The ep1center of the Po1nt Mugu earthquake of 1973 was approx~tely 
two miles west of the site. ~he MOE tor the Malibu Coast Fault . 
~s 6-3/4. An unnamed offshore fault. With an MOE ot tive, l1es 

four ~es trom the site. 
~ 60-toot water ~epth is reached one-half mile ottshore. 

Rocks and some pinnaeles are expose~ to the southeast. There are 

scattere~ kelp beds. 
Winds excee~ 25 knots six days a year, while wave heights :1n 

excess of six teet occur 11 days ~ year. 
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3. Conceptual Layout or Terminal . 
~he ~-re11ef terrain of the site requires a more complex. 

design than is nee~e~ for the flat coastal terrace sites. At Deer 
Canyon~ extensive gra~ing woul~ be required to develop a flat pad 
of 100 acres~ or several pads totaling that area. ~he ~istr1but1on 

or sedimentary and igneous rocks at Deer Canyon may complicate 
grading and may require ~evelopment of borrow areas of unknown 
distances from the pad. 

Western Terminal's concept would create over 22 million cubic 
yards of excess cut material because massive excavation would be 

required to develop terminal facilities to an elevation of 200 
feet. The problems associated with disposal of excess cut mater1al 
could be significantly reduced by a design layout that would pu~ 
the LNG storage tanks at a higher elevation; however, this would 
require additional booster pump capacity. 

Marine Faeilities 
The sh1p berth at Deer Canyon would lie 4,300-reet offshore 

at the end or a connect1ng trestle. It would carry a 32-1nch eryo
genie pipeline whieh would transfer the LNG to terminal faeilities 
ashore. The Western Term1nal concept would have the trestle and 
pipeline cross Highway 1 overhead. An alternative would 'be to 
have the LNG l1nes pass under the highway. 

Seawater Syst'em 
Western Terminal proposes a different seawater intake system 

than it proposes for the other sites. A caisson-type seawater 
1ntake structure would be construeted 2,000 feet offshore 'in about 
30 feet of water. The screening and pUlllping equipment would 'be 

" 
located 1n this structure. From this intake~ seawater woul~ be 

r1ltered an~ pumped to onshore vaporizers. Arter passing through 
the vaporizers, the coole~ effluent seawater would be diseharged 
through a 4,OOO-foot outflow ~~ne ~to a 50-foot water ~epth. 

LNG Storage Facilities 
Under the Western Terminal concept, concrete dikes would be 

construeted around each or the 550,OOO-barrel tanks to m1nim1ze the 
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amount of blasting and excavat:l.ng reCl~red. An alternative would 
be to erea~ a higher level area for the tanks With rill material~ 
thereby eliminating the need for the excavation and the construc
tion or eonc~ete dikes. 

Electric SerVice 
A 66-kvelectric tranSmission l1ne~ 14.5 miles long~ would 

be constructed between Edison's Ormond Beach generating station 
a.~d Deer Canyon. The propose~ route goes 1nland~ rather than 
following, the coast. Only 1.5 m1les of the line would follow 
eX1sting rights-of-way. 

Access Road 
Access to the Site would be obtained by the construction or 

a short road to Highway 1. Highway l~ itself~ would be altered 
by the elimination of a southbound passing lane and the construc
tion o~ a l~Ooo-root left-hand turning pocket. Actuated traffic 
Signals would be 1nstalled~ and they would remain 1n operation arter 
completion of construction. No railroad facilities are available 
near the site. 

Gas' 'l'ran'~ali1s's1on Pip'e'1'1ne .. 
Western Terminal proposes a 141.3 ~le pipeline from Deer 

Canyon to Arvin in Kern County. The 'line would be routed over 
the mountainS to an intermediate connection with an existing PLS 
pipeline a! Quigley. From there it would go northward to a ter
mination at PG&E's twin 34-:1nch transmission lines at Arvin. 

1:;. . 1¥!aj o'r Environmenta.l 'Co'n'c'e'rns 
EXh1bit 00481 and other correspondence introduced in the 

cee proceed:l.ngs show that the commander or the Navy's PaCiric" 
Missile Test Center at Point Mugu takes a r~ position that the 
S1t~ o~ an LNG terminal at Deer Canyon would have a severe 
adverse impact on that naval tac1l1tY~ and that it would interfere 
with neet maneuvers. Tlns 81 te ~s prox1mate to large urban popu- -
lations and several state parks. A~tiV1ty involved in developing 
the site would adversely affect nearby recreational areas. 
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The visual impact or an LNG terminal at Deer Canyon would - ' be relative~y low because the terrain would eonceal much or the 
, . 

facility; however, the trestle and berth would be visible from 
Oxnard. A trestle erossing at H1ghway 1 would have a ~sual 
impact near the crossing, but this ~pact would be 1i~ted 1n 

extent by the winding eharacter or the road. Visual 1mpaet would 
also be limited by virtue or the sparse loeal population eons1sting 
or six permanent residents within one mile and 304 within four 
miles of the Site. Perhaps the greatest impact would be upon the 
users of nearby Leo Carrillo State Beach and Point Mugu State 
Park, each or wh1ch attracts over 300,000 visitors annually. The 
California Department or Parks and Recreation has expressed an 
interest 1n ac~uiring the entire eoa~tl1ne between the two state 
parks. 

Once more we are faced. with considering a site which elearl~ falls 
outsid.e the standard' of "one that is remote. Lying between two state 
parks with a combined annual population or over 600,000 people, with1n 
less than one mile or one, and little over two m1les of the other we 
find it inconceivable that anyone could believe we have eomplied 
With the legislative intent if we seriously considered Deer Canyon 
tor an LNG faCility. - "9.':, .. :' : 

The Deer Canyon site is Within commuting 41stance of 
large labor pools an~ construction act~v1ties would not produee 
significant soCio-economic impacts. However, since there is no 
rail service to the Site, Highway 1 wh1ch passes adjacent to the 
site would experience sign1fican~ increases ·in road traffic ~ur1ng 
construction or the LNG terminal.' I 

Development at the site may also haye ~or ~aets. although 
probably less serious than at Point 'Conception and Rattlesnake , 
Can~on on sacred areas. Alteration or 4estruct1on or archaeological 

J , • 

resources at the site could not be avoided dur~g the construction 

of the term1n.al • 

134 



. ~ 

A. 51626 et ale 

... 
Kelp~ commercial ~1sh. an~ other marine resources are spar~e 

near the site. The State Water Resources Control Boar~ has ~esig

nated the waters offshore to the lOO-foot isobath as an Area 'ot 
Special Biological Significance. but ~t has not yet ~etermine~ a 

poliCY tor controlling lowered temperature discharges 10 areas so 
designated. Furthermore. the massive earth movement required tor 
prepar1ng the site woul~ also ~isturb the riparian community 
lining the canyon bottom. 1nclu~1ng'two rare plant speeies and 
local populations or coyote. bobeat. an~ cougar • 
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Air pollution emisSions at Deer Canyon ~ur1ng Santa Ana 

wind conditions could make a sign1ficant contribution to worst--ease smog ~or.cation in the Oxnard plain. Also, since the site 
lies between the Los Angeles and Ventura air basins, potential 
emiSSions from this project would be subject to broader regulatory 

reView .. 
5. Investment Reou1red and Cost of Service .. 
The stafr's EXhibit A-116 shows that the investment require

~ent 1n mid-1977 dollars or an LNG terminal at Deer Canyon, w1~h 
~~he land. facilities of the terminal at the 200-foot level as 
proposed by Western Terminal, would be $1.50 billion. The invest
ment requirement, with the land facilities at the 600-foot level, 
would be $1.15 billion. The fifth-year costs or serVice related 
to the 600-foot level investments, as shown in Exhibit A-120, 
would be $O.58/Mcf. EXhibit A-120 shows that if a submarine 
tunnel were constructed as a mitigation measure in lieu of an 
overwater trestle, the investment requirement for the 600-roo~ 
level would 1ncrease to $1.29 billion, with a fifth-year cost of 
service of $0,. 66/Mcf. 

.' 
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- XI. SITE SELECTION -
A. The Feasibility Test 

1. Sites Considered in Order of CCC Ranking 

This Commission must select the h1ghest ranked site submitted 
~y the CCC - unless it makes a specific finding ~hat "with respect 
to each higher ranked site that it is not feasible to complete con
struction and co~~ence operations of the terminal at such higher 
ranked site in sufficient time to prevent significant curtailment 
of high priority re~uirements for natural gas and that approval.of 
the lower ranked site Will significantly reduce such curtailment." 

Further~ .the Commission is precluded trom issuing a permit tor 
construction or operation of a terminal at any site unless it finds 
that to do so is "conSistent with public health. satety and welfare." 

2. Factors to be Considered 

Contrary to the position taken by Hollister Ranch Owners 
Association (Hollister) that the only factor the Commission can 
consider is project t1m1ng and not such other factors as the rela~1ve 
costs of alternate sites~ the Act requires the Commission to conSider 
other factors. Section 5559 defines "feasible" as mean1ng "capable 
of being accomplished in a successful manner wi thin a reas,onable 
period of t1me~ taking into account: (a) econom1c~ env1ronmental~ 
social~ technolog1cal~ sarety~ and reliability factors~ (0) gas 
supply contracts~ (c) gas supply and de~~d forecasts~ (d) federal 
regulatory requirements~ and (e) alternative sources of nat~al 
gas." (Emphasis added.) 
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Accordttngly, we will make our selection by examining the sites 
in the order of CCC rank1ng a.~d by taking into account those factors, 
among the ones designated, wh1c~ are pertinent to each site in 
determ1n1ng its feasibility as the location for an LNG terminal. 

3. General Timing Consideration 

In undertaking the site selection proeess, we are mindful of 
the general consideration that, as discussed above, a substantial 
amount of time would be required for preparing new or amended 
applications and obtaining regulatory approvals, particularly federal 
approvals for a site other than Point Coneept1on. T.be resulting 
delay would Signifieantly increase: (1) the potentiality of losing 
the LNG supply contracts, particularly the Pertam1na contract; 
(2) the required investment in the project through escalation and 
increased allowanee for funds used during construction (AFUDC); and 
(3.) the likelihood of curtailment of hish priority requirements tor 
natural gas .. 

The pr1neipal item in the record relating to project t1m1ng 
is the staff's "Alternate Siting Report", Exhib1t,A-115.!! Chapter 
III of this report develops estimated time SChedules tor bringing 
an LNG terminal on-line at each of the tour cec ranked sites. ~ese 

time schedules are based upon a critical analysis by the staff or 
detailed estimates or project scheduling for design eng1neer1ng and 

!/ During the hearings, on May 3, 1918, the presiding ALJ denied 
a motion by Fred H .. Bixby Ranch Company (Bixby) to strike 
Chapters II and III of this .report on the grounds that they 
conSist of hearsay and conjecture. In its June 9, 1918 riling 
'Wi th the Comm1ssion commenting on the final cec report, BiXby -
renewed this motion to strike. Bixby has turn1shed nothing in 
the interim to support a reversal of the earlier ru~ng. ~e 
motion is again denied • 
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construction requirements for a 1.3 Bcfd base-load LNG term1nal at 
each alternate site. The detailed estimates were made at the 
staff's re~est by Western ~erm1nal's engineering contractor and 
were based:upon preliminary planning and conceptual plant layouts 
tor each of the alternative terminal locations. The report qualifies 
the estimated time sChedules. for the alternate sites as being "based 
upon extremely tight engineering and construction schedules and with 
the assumption of an exceptionally optimistic regulatory approval 
process." 

Were we to select an alternate site in this decision, 
Western Terminal, if it so chose, would have to prepare and 
tile an amended application, and this Commission would be 
required to schedule and hold further hearings. Although prepar
ation time would be reduced somewhat because part of the environ
mental work on alternate sites has been done, the reports are 
incomplete and fragmentary, and extensive furt~er environmental 
impact studies would be required. Wh1le action by this Commission, 
as lead agency, would certainly occur w~thin the one-year period 
required by AB 88~, we cannot agree with Hollister that state 

·approval could be obtained in six months. M1ndful or the need to 
avoid delay resulting in curtailments to high priority users and 
to avoid impairment of contracts for supp11es ot natural gas, this 
Comm1ss1on, however~ would be obligated to expeditiously process 
~~ applicat10n tor an alternate site. Nor can we agree that 

federal approval could be obtained within one year, as est1mated by 
the statf 1n formulat1ng its time ~chedules in Exhibit A-115. We 
are convinced by the reasoned analysis of the federal regulatory 
process put forth by SDG&E~ in 1ts June 9, 1978 filing, that 'a two
to three-year delay for regulatory approvals would be much closer to 
reality than the one year assumed by the staft. SDG&E's review of 
the regulatory approval process that an alternate site would be 

requ1red to undergo shows that the staft was "exceptionally opt1m1s-
t1c" 1n tbis instance. 

While Point Conception has not yet cleared all federal regula
tory bur~es, 1t is at least well down tbe road. Assuming Western 
Term1nal would not, in prudence. begin construction (field move-in) 
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until the n~essary ~ederal approvals are in hand» the two- to 
three-year ~egulatory delay would'make the operational dates at the 
three alternate sites one to two years later than estimated ~y the 
staff. Fortuitously» th1s does not detract from the usefulness of 
the sta~f's timing estimates for purposes of the comparisons we are 
mak1ng here; rather» it may enhance their value because the time 
differences between Point Conception and each of the alternate Sites 
are ~~derstated as developed by the staff. Thus, to the extent that 
the starf errs, it is to the disadvantage or Point Conception in 
relation to the three alternate Sites; Whereas, for comparisons 
among the three alternate Sites, the time differences shown by the 
staff are unaffected, because, to the degree that there is an 
understatement or regulatory lag» the operational date of each is 
thereby displaced by the same amount of time. 
B. Camp Pendleton 

1. Timing 
Figure 1 shows that the earliest date a ~lant could reasonably 

be expected to be in operation at Camp Pendleton is October 1, 1984. 
This would not be soon enough to avoid the curtailment of h1gh
priority gas use accord1ng to the supply and requirement deter.m1na-

. . 
tions made in Case No. 10342. Furthermore» if either of two mitiga-
tion measures (1ngrounding of LNG tanks and substitution of a sub
marine tunnel for an over-water trestle) were reqU1re~the on-line 
date would be delayed for an additional seven to 28 months. 

2. Gas SupE1Y Contracts . 
In addition to resulting in the foreseeable curtailment ~r 

high-priority gas re~u1rements~ the plant availability ~ate ro~ 
Camp Pendleton (with or Without the mitigation measures) is extended 
tar enough into the .fUture as to make probable, as a result of 
Indonesian and Alaskan contract cancellations and expirations ~ the 
loss or the very LNG supplies which a Camp Pendleton terminal would 

, 
be constructed to receive. 
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3. Economic Factors 

For c~parative purposes, most of the cost figures presente~ 
during the hearings in the applications, as well as in this deci
sion, are in mid-1971 dollars. For purposes of the site selection 
we are here engaged in, any constant dollar basis for determining 
capital requirements is inappropriate because the construction . 
schedules of terminals at the alternative sites are nonco1nc1dent· 
with and are extended over greater periods of time than the schedule 
for Point Conception. 

To be realistiC, we must give recognition to the effects of 
inflation on the costs of goods and services during the time of 
project construction. In determining capital requirements for the 
site selection process, we will escalate m1d-1917 ~ollarsby an 
annual figure of 8 percent-!/ to arrive at a more meaningful deter
m1nation of the economic factors involved. When this escalation 
factor is applied, the grand total of capi'cal costs required for 
the Pac Indonesia and PacAlaska LNG projects with a terminal Sited 
at Camp Pendleton is $2.807 billion. The comparable figure for 
Point Conception is $2.171 billion. Thus, Weste~ Term1nal's sponsors 
would have to raise well in excess or one-halr or a billion dollars 
more!!/ in the siting of the terminal at Camp Pendleton. This 
~eater capital requirement results, not just from inflation, but 
from design changes and increased AFUDC requirements arising from 
the delays attendant upon locat1ng the terminal at the alternate site. 

The record in th1s proceeding is not without questions as to 
PLC's financial ability to participate in an LNG project calling 

... / -

We believe 8 percent to be a conservative figure. The eVidence 
in these proceedings indicates that 10 percent per year is 
closer to the level of cost inflation that may reasonably be 
expected in constructing an LNG terminal. 

This capital requirement dirference reflects the starr's 
"exceptionally opt1m1stic regulatory approval process." 
Regulatory approval ~elays beyond one year WOUld, of course~ 
markedly increase th1s difference. 
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tor tbe construction of a term1nal at POint Conception. ~e con
ztruct10n of the term1nal at Camp Pendleton woul~ further complicate 
PLC's abilitY to finance its half or tbe LNG projects ~ecause of 
the greater~capital cost an~ longer lea~ time. 

4. Jur1s~1ct1on 

'Western Terminal asserts that the Un1te~ States government has 
exclusive jurisdiction over the Camp Pen~leton Military Reservation; 
that such jurisdiction was acquired in a series of transactions in 
the 19~O's; and the validity of the federal government's exclusive 
juris~1ction over the realty it hol~s in fee within the ~oundaries 
or the State has been uphel~ in the courts. Western Terminal cites 
Ca.lifornia v. United States, (9th Cir. 1956) 235 F.2d 6~7, 655-656, 
in which the court stated as follows: 

. _ ... - ~ .. -.. --.-.. ~. _ ... -.,_ ............ .,.,. - ".', _._ ."" I, •. 
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"No sovereign rights over this land eXist~d in the United 
States~xcept as provided by the dual system until the 
State gr Calirornia ceded exclusive jurisdiction over the 
tracts or land acquired by condemnation. By federal law. 
thereafter, the United States held paramount and exclusive 
control and jurisdiction over the land and water which at 
any time is upon the land wi thin the lim1 ts or this en
clave. ~e process or the state courts could not run 
therein unless by consent. The executive and administra
tive bodies and regulations have no control therein. 
State law, su~stantive and procedural, had no force over 
persons or objects with1n the boundaries •••• " 

The Secretary or Navy has the authority to lease property within 
the Camp Pendleton Military Reservation, if he considers it advan
tageous to the United States and the terms or such lease will promote 
the national defense or be in the public interest. (10 USC Section 
2667.) However. the Secretary of 'Navy has already indicated 

~ ' .. opl?O~1,:';O~ to :the ~i ting of a ta.c11i ty a.t Homo Canyon, 't:herebY 

making it doubtrul that the necessary approvals would be torth-
tit coming. (CCC'EXhibit 00730, Dept. of Navy Letter.) Ir the Navy 

Department will enter into a lease, an act or Congress would be 

required tor Western Terminal to acquire the right to construct an 
LNG terminal on the marine base. Furthermore, by letter dated 

• 

July 7. 1978, Joseph M. Hendrie. Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission adVised the Comm1ssion that the siting or an LNG term1nal 
at Camp Pendleton (or Rattlesnake Canyon) may preclude the operation 
of existing nuclear facilities at San Onofre (or Diablo Canyon in 
the case or Rattlesnake C~yon) because or the potential hazard to 
nuclear facilities from LNG vessel traffic. A copy or this letter 
was mailed to all parties or record in Applications Nos. 57626. 
57792, Case No. 10342, OIl 1. This letter expands upon pOints" 
raised in previous correspondence between NRC starr and the Coastal 
Commission • 

.. 
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If Edison's experience in siting its nuclear power plant at 
San Onofre provides an example. the delays resulting 1'rom contronta-, 
tion with the Navy and ultimately o~tain1ng Congressional approval 
for acquisition of a part of Camp Pendleton would be or such dura
tion as to pro~ably cause the loss of the gas supply contracts tor 
the terminal. ' 

E~ison made its first contact in May of 1960 with the Marine 
Corps Commandant regar~ing a speeific site on the baze. In Deee~er 
of that year. the Marine Corps suggested that Ed1so~ consider 
another site located elsewhere on the base (San Onofre), although 
the Marines were still opposed to any Site on the base. In December 
of 1962, the Navy Department agreed not to oppose the San Onofre 
site. In May of 1963, after legislation had been introduced in the 

" 
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House 81~~ Senate~ the Navy wrote to the House Armed Services COm
mittee ~tattng that it had no objection to the San Onotre site. 

- . 
Negot1ation~ with the Navy after December of 1962 concerne~ the 
terms of the easement~ but the easement was not finally obta1ned 
u."'lti1 May 1964. 

Western ~erm1nal contends that, since Horno Canyon is w1 thin 

exclusive rederal jurisdiction, the eee exceeded its authority by 
even consi~er1ng it as a possible LNG terminal site; that the CCC 
went beyond the explicit power$ grante~ it by the State of California 
in the California Coastal Act of 1976 and the Act; and that for the 
cec to consider Horno Canyon is not only contrary to Californ1a law, 
but is contrary to federal law since the State is not allowed to 
legislate over federal property. 

~e CCC's authority to rank potential LNG sites is found 10 
Section 5611 of the Act. It is to rank "any onshore sites proposed 
by any person" by applying the poliCies, goals, and objectives in 
Chapter 3 of Division 20 of the Public Resources Code (part or the 
Cal1ro~a Coastal Act or 1976). Sect1cn 30200 of Chapter 3 or the 
Public Resources Code states that the policies must be consistent 
with the goals of Section 30001.5 or tb&t Act. Part (a) or that 
section declares one goal to be to "protect~ maintain~ ••• the 
coastal zone enVironment •••• " "Coastal zone" is defined for pur
poses of this Act as those lands over which the State of Californ1a 
has jurisdiction. Section 30008 of the Public Resources Code 
excludes from the coastal zone "land, the use of which is by law 
subject solely to the discretion of or which is held in trust by 
the federal government, its officers or agents." 

It is legally arguable that (1) the CCC cannot ·re~late lands 
on the coast or California. tbat are w1 thin federal ownership, and 
(2) the CCC bas authority only over coastal properties w1th1n tbe 
jurisdiction or the State or Cal1forn1a and can only consider s1tes ~ 
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over Which the State of California has jurisdiction. Assuming 
a.rguen~o th'i validity of th1s contention. the CCC would have no, 

ow 

authority to nominate and rank any location on the Camp Pendleton 
M1lita.~ Res~rvation as a site tor an LNG terminal. 

This Commission. however, does not wish to engage in a juris
dictional dispute ... "1th another state agency e'sl'ec1allY as it relates 
to that agency's authority vis-a-vis the federal government. ~e 
Commission believes that it is not feasible to complete construc
tion and co~ence operatio~ of an LNG terminal at Camp Pendleton in 
sufficient time to prevent significant curta1lment of b1gh priority 
requirements for natural gas and that selection of Camp Pendleton, 
based on the evidence of record. would not be consistent with the 

public health. safety and welfare. 
Because of all the foregoing and in particular because Homo Canyon 

does not qualify as a remote site pursuant to Section 5582(a) (2) of the . 
Code it must be rejected from further consideration. 

c. Rattlesnake Canyon 

1. Tim1ng 

As Figure 1 shows, May 1, 1985 is the earliest date on which a 
terminal at Rattlesnake Canyon could reasonably be expected to be 1n 

operation. This would not be soon enough to avoid tbe curtailment 
ot high-priority gas use according to the supply and reqUirement 
determinations made in Case No. 10342. 

2. Gas Supply Contracts 

Because of the longer time involved. the potential tor loss 
of the gas contracts through delay is considerably greater for 
Rattlesnake Canyon than 'tor a:ny or the other sites. ~e 11kel1h00(1 
or the Indonesian a:nd Alaskan suppliers etaying with the amended 
project through the period required ~or necessary regulatory approvals 

~ 

would be considerably dimin1shed by the prospect that the earliest 
date the terminal could' receive their gas would be in the year 1985. 
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3. EeonomicFactors 
As we~d1d in the case of Camp Pendleton, we will escalate tbe 

m1d-1977 capital cost figures for a terminal at Rattlesnake Canyon 
by an, annual inflation rate of 8 percent. When this escalation 
factor is applied, the grand" total of capital costs required for the 
Paclndones1a and PacAlaska LNG projects with a terminal s1te~ at 
Rattlesnake Canyon is $3.114 billion. The comparable tigure tor 
Po1nt Conception is $2.171 billion. Thus, Western Terminal's sponsors 
would have to raise in excess of one and one-halt billion dollars 
more if the terminal is Sited at Rattlesnake Canyon. 

All of the a~verse economic aspects that would evolve from the 
location of the terminal at Camp Pendleton, would pertain to 
Rattlesnake Canyon, but to a degree that would be much more severe. 
In any case, it is doubtful if the project could be financed in 
view of the huge capital cost, the large amount of AFUDC resulting 

• !rom the extended lead time, and the higher cost of capital related 
to the increased risk. 

4. Reliability Factors 
In the CCC's t1nal report, there is only indirect reference 

to the sea-state condit~ons at the Rattlesnake Canyon Site. The 
report obliquely mention& that a breakwater would be constructed 
at this site. It should be noted that there is 1nsurf1cient eVidence 
in the record to determine what kind of breakwater is needed to 
make this site reliable. 

In the staff's Exh1'bit A-103, Rattlesnake Canyon's sea-state 
is compared to other 81tes as follows: 

"Tb1s site is located some 45 miles north of Point Con
ception on a portion of the coastline fully exposed to sea 
and swell attack from the west and southwest and, to a 
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lesser extent, from the south and northwest. Waves ar.~ a 
sign1f~ant factor in berth availability during all 
mont~; however, poor ViSibility becomes very important 
in the summer and fall. Its exposed location combined 
W1th conditions or poor visibility make this site a rival 
~th Guadalupe Dunes tor the lowest berth availability 
ranking. Provisions of an efrective breakwater would 
reduce the site's vulnerability to waves. However. the 
poor visibility would still prevent it from approach1ng 
the highest berth availability ranking. ft 

The record in this case supports the conclusion that the W1nd
wave conditions at this Site are relatively severe compared With 
sites just below Po1nt Conception. However. there is no specific 
onsite data for Rattlesnake Canyon in the record as there is for 
Point Conception. Wide-ranging estimates or sea-state conditions 
ror Rattlesnake Canyon have been presented in the record or OIl 1. 
Because no speciric onsite Wind-wave measurements for Rattlesnake 
Canyon eXist, there is no reliable evidence 1ndicating the extent 
to which a breakwater would improve be~h availab1lity. However, 
the record supports the conclusion that the sea-state is more 
severe at Rattlesnake Canyon than Po1nt Conception. It follows then 
that sea-state conditions at Rattlesnake Canyon could make it 
unacceptable both as to safety and reliability. 

In 011 1, the stafr introduced EXhibit 0-91. a report on berth 
availabi11ty and reliability. Tbe study concludes that ft.the 
Rattlesnake Canyon site would not be capable or susta1n1ng an 
average throughput or 1,300 MMctd without a breakwater. ft It implies 
that even With a breakwater, maintenance of long-term throughput 
is uncertain. This conclusion seems reasonable, especially 80. 1n 

• t 

View or the lack or onsi te data for Rattlesnake Canyon. 'I'he ~tarr 
po1nted out that throughput capacity for this site With a breakwater 
could probably be increased to over 1,300 MMctd by an additional 
LNG tanker or a 8econd berth. E1 ther of these would. or course .. 
entail 8ubstantial additional investment. . .. 
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~e CCC report tails to address the presence of reefs, rocks, 
and pinnacle'S, which compound the' shipping problems at Rattlesnake 

~ 

Canyon. ~le many or these hazards would be removed in order to 
clear a path to the berth" the rema1ning reefs" rocks, and pinnaeles 
would still endanger LNG tanker traffie. 

5. Summary 

The Commission Will enter f1ndi~gs that: (1) it is not teasible 
to eomplete eonstruetion and eommenee operations of a terminal at 
Rattlesnake Canyon in suffieient time to prevent significant eurtail
ment or high-priority requirements tor natural gas; and (2) selection 
of Rattlesnake Canyon would not be eonsistent with the public health, 

safety, and welrare; (3) Rattlesnake Canyon cioes ,not meet the er1ter1a~,', 
ot remoteness required by Section 5552 or the code. 

Rattlesnake Canyon is eliminated from further consideration 
herein as a potential LNG site. 
D. . Deer Canyon 

1. T1m1nS 
As Figure 1 shOWS, April 1, 1987 is the expeeted date a terminal 

could begin operations at Deer Canyon. In Exhibit A-115" the starr 
considered the possibility of advancing the operational start-up 
date to May 1" 1985 if the LNG s~orage tanks were loeated at eleva
tion 600 feet rather than elevation 2·00 teet. The ehange in tank 
elevations would achieve a balanee in earthwork eut and fill opera
tions and a savings or 23 ~onths in construction time. Even giving 
consideration to the earlier start-up date of May 1" 1985~ it 
woUld still not be soon enough to avoid the curtailment of high 

priority gas use aceording to the supply and reqUirement determina
tions made in Case No. 10342. 

2. ~s Supply Contraets 
S1m11arly as diseussed tor the Rattlesnake Canyon 5ite~ the 

8election or the Deer Canyon alternative also poses the potential I 

for loss of the gas eontracts through delay because or the longer 
project timing requirements. The pr~bability or Indonesian and 
south Alaskan contract caneellat10ns and exp1rat1ons is cons1derab~e 
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in light o~elay1ng the plant availability ~ate to May 1985~ at 
the ear1ieit. 

3. 'Ec'onomic Fact'o'rs' 
The capital· cost and length or construction time for a plant 

in Deer Canyon at the 600 foot el'evation are greater than at Camp 
Pendleton while less than or equal to, respectively" those for 
Rattlesnake Canyon. It is therefore apparent that the escalated 
total capital costs ror the Paclndonesian and PacAlaska LNG 
projects with a terminal sited at Deer Canyon would fall between 
the escalated values of $2.807 billion ror Camp Pendleton a.n~ the 
$3.714 billion for Rattlesnake Canyon. ~he comp~rab1e figure for 
Point Conception is $2.171 billion. Here again, Western Terminal's 
sponsors would have to raise well in exce'ss or on~-half of a billion 
dollars more to site a term1nal at Deer Canyon •. 

Here too, all or the adverse economic aspects that would result 
from the location of the terminal at Camp Pendleton~ would perta1n 
to Deer Canyon, but to a degree that would be more severe. In any 
ease, it is doubtful if the project could be financed in View of 
the larger capital cost~ the sizable amount of AFtJDC resulting 
from the extended lead t1me ~ and the l:i1gher cost of capital related 
to the increased risk. 

4. Summary 

The Commission will enter findings that: (1) it is not feas1~le 
to complete construction and commence operations of a terminal at 
Deer Canyon in sufficient t~e to prevent significant curtailment 
of high-priority requirements tor natural gas; and (2) 8elec~1on 
or Deer Canyon would not be consistent with the public health,~ 

safety, and welfare;, (3) Deer Canyon does ~ot meet the criteria of 
remote~ess required by Section 5552 of the Code • ., . , . 

Deer Canyon is el1m1nated from turtber consideration herein . 
as a potential LNG site. . 
E. 'Point 'Conception 

In consider1ng need and project t1~g, tbe eVidence demon
~trates that Point Conception is the only reasible Site ~or the 
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commencement of operations in sufficient time to prevent significant 
curtailment of high-priority requirements for natural gas. 

The earliest ~ate tor the start of construction at an1 or the 
alternate sites would be February 1, 1981, compare~ to an estimated 
field move-in date for Point Conception or March 1, 1919. Figure 1 
illustrates that the plant availability for Point Conception is 
November 1, 198~, compared to earliest possible dates of October 1, 
1984 for Camp Pendl~ton and May 1, 1965 for Rattlesnake canyon. 

Evidence was presented in 011 1 which shows that, when evaluating 
the entire LNG transportation system for the proposed project (from 
loading at the liquefaction plants to delivery to the pipeline at 
Point Conception), including particularly W1nd-and-wave conditions, 
a terminal at POint Conception could maintain a long-term average 
throughput in excess of 1,300 MMcrd. The ability or Rattlesnake 
Canyon to sustain such a throughput, even With a breakwater, is . 
uncertain. 

Based on the record as made in Case No. 10342', 011 1, and 
Applications Nos. 51626 and 51192, the Commission must elim1nate 
the higher-ranked sites and grant Western Terminal a conditional 
permit to construct and operate an LNG terminal at Point Conception. 

Readers or this opin1on will notice that we have exhaustively 
explored many problems and complications with respect t~ the Point 
Conception site. This is not because there are fewer problems or 
obstacles at the alternative sites. Rather the fact is simply 
that Point Conception has received the closest scrutiny as a result 
or the application and EIR process. It may not be axiomatic that 
the old grass-always-looks-greener saying applies when deciding on 
siting for an LNG plant, but the tendency surely exists. Our 

deliberations on these proceedings has taught us that. It can be 
said that we know a lot about Point Conception, although more 
investigation and analysis will be requ1red in Phase II or OIl 1. 
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XII. ENVIRONMEN'l'AL IMPACTS AT 
POINT CONCEPTION 

A. The EI~ Froe'ess 
1. BaekSirou'n~ 

The environmental review process for this project b~gan on 
August 3D, 1976, when Western Terminal t1le~ an application tor 
a general plan change with the Santa Barbara County Plann1;lg Co~ 
mission, followed by an application for rezon1~g on October 19~ 
1976. In November 1976, the county as$ume~ the responsibilities 
ot the lead agency tor the purpose or prepari~g an EIR. Approx1mately 
six months later, the county entered into contracts with various 
consultants to gather and analyze the data necessary tor an EIR. 

On September 16, 1977, the Act became effective vesting 
exclusive jurisdiction in this Commission to issue a permit for 
the construction and operation or an LNG terminal and deSignated the 

• Commission as the lead ageney tor purposes or compliance with CEQA. 
On Oetober 14, 1977, Western Terminal tiled its application for a 
permit With the Commission, and on October 19, 1977, the contracts 
between the EIR consultants and Santa Barbara Co'tmty were assigned 
to the Commission as the new lead agency. 

2. Scope of Environmental :Review 
On March 1, 1978, the Commission start issued the DEIR and 

mailed it to various federal, state, and local agencies; ~Ubl1e 
libraries; parties to, and interested parties in, the litigation; 
pub lie interest and enVironmental groups; representatives or the 
press, inelu~~g newspapers, United Press International, and 
AsSOCiated Press; and a number or state and tederal legislators. . , . 

Previously, during the period beginning in Dece:mber, 197r, and 
ending :tIl February .. 1978, the starr had circulated 25 teChnicai 
reports contain1ng information support:tIlg the DElR. The reports 
were distributed to interested federal, state, and local agenc1ea; 
interested part1~s in the litigation; libraries; and p~lie 1nterest~ 
and environmental groups. 
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On April 1, 1978, the starr issue~ an~ circulated two additional 
technical reports (Nos. 23A and 26) eu~plementing the DEIR. Tone - ,". . 
public comm~t period on the DEIR, which was ~o have closed on 
April 15, 1~78" was extended to May 21 ror the receipt or written 
eomments on the supplementary material. Public heari~gs on the DEIR 
an~ technical reports were held during the period March '14 thro~gb 
May 5, 1978 in the Application No. 51625 ~roeeedi~gs and the OIl 1 
proceedings. 

In addition, miscellaneous reports were prepare~ in o~der to 

address the concerns raised duri~g the DEIR comment period. Xonese 
were issued from time to time and included reports on geoseismie 
hazar<!s at La.s Varas a."'ld Rattlesnake Canyon Sites, environmental 
~ata on Deer Canyon and the 1mpacts on OCS development. The Conm1szion 
held environmental hearings ~or public 1nput ~ each county in Wh1eb 
a CeO-ranked site is located. These hear1~ss were held during the 
week of May 8 through 12, 1978 in the c1ties or San Luis Obispo, 
Sa.nta Barbara, Oxnard, and Oceanside. '!he statt 1ncorporated all 
or the written comments on the DEIR, as well as comments received 
during the hearings or May 8 to 12, 1978, into the FEIR. The FElR 
was made available to the Comm1ssion on 3uly 18, 1978-, and was 
formally tiled on July 28, 1978. 

~is decision 1nc1udes~ pursuant to Rule 17.1 or the COmmission's 
Rules or Practice and Procedure, a series or findings based on the . -

FEIR's coverage or (1) the environmental impact or the proposed. 
action, (2) any adverse enV1ronmental efrects which cannot ~e avoided 
it the proposal is implemented, (3) mitigation measures prop~sed to 
mn1m1ze the 1nIpac;t, (4) alternatives to the propose~ action .. (5) the 
relationship ~etween local sbort-term uses or man's enVironment and 
the ~ntenance an~ enhancement or lo~g-t~r.m productiV1ty~, (6) any 
irreversible environmental eha~ges which would be ~volved 1! ~he' , 
proposed action should be imPlemented, (7),growth-induc1~g '1mpact'. 

, ,. ... 
or the action, and (8) plans -ror 1"utu:re development •. 

This decision is to be considered a Statement cr Overriding 
, " 

Consideration as req,,=1red 'by the CaJ.1rornia AdIIl1n1S'trat:1..ve: :Co.de~, . 
~itle 14 .. Division 6, Section 15089 whicli sta.tes':' , 
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"15089. Statement or Overri'd:ing 'Cons'iderations. 

~(a.) 

"(b) 

"(e) 

CEQA requires the decision-maker to balance the 
benefits of a proposed project against its 
unavoidable enVironmental risks in determining 
whether to approve the project. Where agencies 
have taken action resulting in environmental 
damage without explaining the reasons which sup
ported the decision, courts have invalidated the 
action. 

Where the deeision or the publie agency allows the 
occurrence of significant effects identified in 
the final EIR without mitigation, the agency must 
state in writing the reasons to support its action 
based on the final EIR and other information in 
the record. This statement may be necessary if 
the agency also makes a finding under Section 
l5088(b) or (e). 

If an agency makes a statement or overriding 
considerations, the statement should be ineluded 
in the record of the project approval and should 
be mentioned in the Notice of Determination. 

The CommiSSion, as a basis for making any order pursuant to the 
provisions or Section 762 of the Public Utilities Code relat1ng to 
location of structures, is required to give consideration to, and 
include in its order findings upon, the following factors: 

(a) Community values. 
(b) Recreational and park areas. 
(c) Historical and aesthetic values. 
(d) -Influence on enVironment. 
These elements are tested in the FEIR and supporting technical 

reports. Additional testimony and exhibits bearing on these elements 
were introduced during the p~lic hearings aforementioned. 

3. Posi t10ns of Bixby' and Hol11s'ter' on tbe' EIR Pro'cess ,,' 
BiXby asserted that the DEIR !ails to disclose the Commission's 

proposed decision and choice o! priorities and, therefore, does DOt 
reflect the independent evaluation and analysis or the lead ~gency ~ 

as required by CEQA. ~hese contentions are without merit and are 
based on an erroneous interpretation or CEQA and :he CEQA Guide~es. 
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. . 
Tbe :EIR is an 1ntormat1onal document, the' p'Ul"pose or 'Which . . 

is to 1~entiry s1gnificantefrects or a proposed project and indicate 
how tbe si~fica.nt effects can be ~t~gated or avo1ded. (PUbliC 
Resources cOde Sections 2l002, 21002.l(a), 2106.1; 14 Cal. A~. 
Code SectiOns 15·011. 6(a), 15012.) Zllese section~ make it clear 
that the EIR is 1nten~ed to provide to the decision makers and 
general public the necessary enVironmental information on whicb 
the deciSion to approve or deny a project is based. COntrary to 
Bixby's assertions, the EIR is not intended as the vehicle by which 
the lead agency renders its decision and explains the reasons 
underlying such deciSion. 

CEQA Guidelines contemplate the lead ~gencY's.1zsuance or a 
separate decision based on all the eVidence, including the FEIR. 
(l~ Cal. Ad:m1n. Code Sections 15088 and 15089.) For exa:mple, 
Section 15088(b) expressly proVides that if the agency deciSion 
allows the occurrence of substantial adverse environmental con
sequences, a statement .of overridi~g conSiderations must be prepared 
to e%plain the agency's reason to support its action; however, 

. .. 
"(t)h1s statement need not be contained in the EIR." 

Moreover, under the Act, the COmmission cannot issue a decision 
until the CCC's evaluation and ranld.ng or sites has 'been completed 

" . 
and the FEIR is submitted. 1'here is noth1;"ls ~ either CEQA, the 
CEQA Guidelines~ or the Act to B~ggest that the Co~ss1on must dis
close its preferences or value ju~gments before it makes its deCision 

'. ' 

on the application tor a permit ~o construct an LNG ter.m1nal. .. . 
. Bixby appears to contend tbat_ because outside ,consultants have 

prepared portions or the DEIR and technical reports, the DEIR is . . 
somehow defective. First ~ both CEQA a.n~ t~e Act cont.emplatec1· ~be 
employment of outs1c!e experts to aid the lead agency in preparing . ' 

the DEIR. (Section S63S(b).) Second, it should be noted that once 
this COmmission became the lead ~gency for this project ~ursuant to 
the proVisions or the Act. :1ts stafr assumed the function or over- .; 
see1ng all aspects or the preparation or the DEIR, 1nclu~ng 

• It • • 

researc~ing and wr1 t~g certain sect1o~ II reV1ew~g work done by 
consul tants, and coordinating 'work done by both starf members and 

" . . 
consultants. T.n1rc1, .each 'or tbe te~1cal reports has been admitted 
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. . 
into evidence and thereby made a ~ or the reeord in theze pro-.. . 
ceedings. 'I'he authors or these reports ~ Whether outsi4e consultants 
or PUC sta.tE members ~ appeared as "witnesses at public. bear~s ~ 
this matte~ and unc1erwent cross-exa:m1nat1on. ~nally. the entire 
record herein~ includi~g the technical reports. the witnesses' 
testimony ~ and the FEIR~ was 'subm1 tted to the members 'of this 
Co~1ss1on tor their review betore the issuance or t~s deeision. 

BiXby also claims that supplementary technical reports issued 
atter March 1~ 1978 were not made available to the publ1e for tbe 
minimum 45-day comment period reqUired by CEQA. and the CEQA Guide-
lines. Hollister ra1s les a similar point. . 

The supplemental ~ater1al issued after March ~~ 1978 consists 
of Technical Reports NI;)s. 23A and 26. which were mailed to all . " 

interested parties~ including Bixby and Hollister~ on April 1, 1978. 
In the middle of April~ the starf notified' all 1nterested parties 
that the pub lie comment period, whieh closed as to the DEIR on 
April l5~ would be extended tor these reports to and ~eluding May 21, 
1978, more than 45 days atter April l. 

Allor the support1~g technieal reports, 1nelu~~g Nos. 23A 
and 26, were sent to public l1braries tbrougbout the state to ensure . . 
wide public access to these ~ocu:ments. Between April 1 and May 21~ 

1978, the authors or the reports appeared and testified at tbe 
hearings in the above matter and were 8~jeeted to cross-exam'nat1on 
tbereon. 

The Coro:n.iss1on has eOlllPlied with CEQA and the CEQA, GU14elines. 
It l=lrov1ded a minimum or -45 days eaeh ror the pUblic to co:mment .on 
the DEIR an~ on the a~d1tional tec~cal repo~~ ~ss?ed after March 1, 
1918, and it took all reasonable steps to assure Wide pub~1c aecess 
to these doeuments. " 

L~ raising another issue,' Bixby asserts that !e4eral author1t1es . . 
have approved Oxnard as an LNG term1na.l s1 te ~ ~d that "the DEIR' 8 

discussion or project alternatives is ~dequate ror ra1~g.to,~e~ 
into aeeount ~h1s faet and the related issue or possible federal . 
preemption or site cboice. 
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BiXby's characterization or ~ederal "approval" or Oxnard 15 

misleading. = In Opinion Nu:mber One~ DOE/ERA conditionally approved 
Oxnard as a:r LNG term1nal si te ~ provided safety and environmental 
requ1remen~s are met. DOE/ERA expressly qualified its decision~ 
stating "we do not~ however~ conclude that it is necessarily the 
only acceptable site." ~e DOE/ERA concluded that since California 
has a legitimate interest ~ the outcome or the site selection pro
cess and may choose an acceptable or preferable site by ~uly 31~ 1978 
as provided by the Act) the federal government should defer to 
California at least until July 31) 1978. 

The CommiSSion must operate under applicable California law in 

selecting an LNG ter.minal site. It is~ therefore~ bound by the 
population density criteria in the Act. Oxnard does not comply with 
these criteria and~ therefore~ cannot be conSidered under existing 
law. No purpose wo'Uld be served 1n discuss1ng 1n the DEIR the 
possibility that at some future date the federal government will 
impose its prelim1nary preference for Oxnard on Californ1a. The 
DOE/ERA has deferred to California's site selection process and 
is awaiting the Commission's decision based on California law. 

Bixby asserts that the DEIR is prelnature) because the applieant 
allegedly has not yet subm1tted sufficient terminal design 1nrormat~on 
to the Com.1ssion. This assertion is witbout mer! t. BiXby ignores 
the provisions 1n CEQA. and the CEQA. Guidelines that are 1ntendec1 to 

preserve a reasonable degree of flexibility in the EIR process. 
Section 15140(c) of the CEQA Guidelines proVides that the EIR 

"shall 1rlclude summarized technical data) maps~ plot plans .. diagrams .. 
and s1m1lar relevant information sufficient to permit full assess
ment of significant enVironmental ~acts by reViewing agenc1~s and 
mem"oers or the public." Section 1514(g) states: " (d)raftiDg "an 

EIR necessarily ~volves so~ degree or torecast1ng." As a result. 
CEQA contemplates only reasonable speciricity of design information 
and does not require completion of all details on the project design= 
before an EIR can be prepared. 
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Moreover. one or the purposes or the EIR process is to suggest 
changes 1n ~e project (and the 4es1gn) which might reduce adverse 
env1ronm~ntjl effects. "The CEQA reporting. process is not designed 
to rreeze the ultimate proposal ~ the preeise ~old of the in1tial 
project; indeed, new and unforeseen insights may emerge during 
investigation. evoking revision of the original proposal." 
(County or Inyo v. City or Los Angeles, (1977) 71 CA 3<1 185. 199.) 

Flanning a major projeet such as the LNG faeility at issue here 
is necessarily an ongoing proeess which may result in the discovery 
of new information after the draft or even the FEIR has ~een com
pleted. Provisions or CEQA and the CEQA Gui'el1nes clearly allow 
for ch~~ges 1n the projeet. Only in certain lim1ted circumstances. 
however. will such changes require preparation or an additional 
(sUbsequent or supplemental) EIR. (Pu~l1c Resources Code Section 
21166; 14 Cal. Admin. Code Section 15067.' , 

In our opinion, sufficient design int?rmation has ~een supplied 
to permit the EIR to analyze the significant environmental imPacts or 
the project. 
B. 'Sign1f1c'ant' Env1ronme'ntal Impac'ts' a'tid: 'Prop'o's'ed 

F~t1gat1on Measures 
.As a major industrial project. the POint Conception LNG project's 

construction and operation will lea:~ to a broad range of sign1ricant 
environmental impacts. T.Oe most important significant impacts 
identified duri~g the environmental review I>rocess are hi'ghl~ghted 
~elow. Also highlighted below are the IIlost ilIlportant mitigation , , . 

measures that were suggested during the E~R rev~e~"".' 'n'l.e <11scussion 
presented herein relates to· those facts developed dur1~g the EIR 
process. 

Our EIR review process has demonstrated that the environmental 
iItlpacts and technical faetors and their m1t~gat1on me3S'IXl"eS are 
complex. For some issues such as air and water Quality ~ obj,ect1ve 
standards 'exist which 'can be used to assess both 'the project' l:mpacts ...... 

, . -
and tbe effectiveness of various mitigation measure$.' However" 

. .•. t. j • 

witb respec't :to. other :1ssues', ,such 'as ViSU~ or e'Ul tm-al resources 
j,mpacts .. no obj,ect'1ve 'er1ter1.a are .a.va1la~le 'ror' jU~S1;lg the sever!ty, 
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or the impacts or the des1ra~i1ity or a particular mitigation 
measure. In these cases we have ~een requ1re~ to exercise our 
sUbjective ~udgments~ which is made even more ~irficult ~y the 
fact that the proposed mitigation measure can usually lessen~ but 
not elim1nate~ an environmental impact. 

A~~1t1onally~ mitigation measures ident1r1e~ in the Final EIR 
an~ supporting technical reports are summarized and reference~ 1n 
Appen~ix F. This appen~x also notes which measures were accepted 
or rejected and the con~tion under which accepted measures will be 
1mplemente~. Condition No. 33~ which is set forth later in this· 
decision~ reqUires the implementation o~ a variety or lesser mitigation 
measures that are not included in the other conditions. 

1. So11s 1 Geo10gy1 and Se1sm1c'ity 
The Point Conception site will require approximately 1.5 million 

cUbic yards of earth to be moved~ which will change the land forms 
of the marine terrace. ~h1s portion of California is a seismically 
active reg1on~ and resistance to seiSmiC shaking and protection from 
soil liquefaction are major design criteria. Since publication of 
the DEIR~ evi~ence or active fault~g has been d1scovere~ on the 
site. 

The EIR record shows that the geophYsical hazards and 1mpacts 
. . . 

associated with the LNG project can ~e reduced by the proper appli-
cation of soils e~gineeri~g practices~ includ1~g stabilization or 
finished slopes in. gra~ed areas~ proper soil compaction an~ dra~ge 
or su~sur~ace so1ls~ reliance on rock or well-stabilized foundations 
tor !Ilajor structUl"es~ and top soil conservation and replacement. 
Tbe proposed Safety Standards issue~ by the staff~ moreover~ would 
require a somewhat more stringent design than that propose~ bY. 
Western Terminal to mitigate the potential tor geophysical hazards. . .. ~ 

As discussed elsewhere 1n this decision~ how~ver~ further 
seismic investigation is needed to resolve the qu~stion eonce~ 

-the exact risks pre3ente~ by the on-site faulting. We agree with' . . . ~ 

the FEIR conclusion that "if the faults are secondar.y~ the s1temay 
be feasible if major eomponents are relocated to avoid th~s'e features. 
If the seismic risk is ~gher than or~g1nally anticipated~ .an" 
a4~endum to· the FEIR will be prepared." 
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2.. Air Quality 
Thepr5Pose~ LNG project will have a significant adverse a1r 

quality 1m~~ct. ~he principal pollutant sources are the LNG ships9 
burning high-sulfur fuel~ with correspondingly high sulfur dioxide 
emissions~ and the gas turbine power generators with. ll1gh nitrogen 
oXide emissions~ and the onshore vaporization facil1ties. 

Because of the elevate~ terrain around the ter.m1nal site~ the 
effluent plume from the ships or turbines will result in h1gh 

ground-lev,el concentrat10ns during common meteorolog1cal conditions. 
An air quality model or the effluent plumes indicates tbat the 
state one-hour standards for sulfur ~1oxide and n1trogen d1ox1de 
will be violated 69 hours and 77 hours per year respectively in the 
Site vicinity. Project emissions~ then~ would be a sign1ficant 
increment to the region or air basin emiSSions inventory. The LNG 
project as described in the application will emit pollutants at a 
rate which exceeds New Source Regulations of the Santa Barbara 
County Air Pollution Control District and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection ~ency. 

Western Terminal subm1tte~ on Marcb 17. 1978 an application 
to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for New Source Review 
approval of the Point Conception project. In this application" 
Western Terminal bas stated plans to use low-sulfur fuel in the LNG 
ship's boilers and to use offsite electrical power even tor the 
1n1tial phase of project development as measures to m1tigate air 
quality impacts. Terminal operations will. of course~ be reqU1re~ 
to comply with the prOVisions or any permit granted by the EPA. 
The use of offsite power is ~1scusse~ in greater detail under. the .. 
heading ~it1gat1on Measures - ElectriC Transmiss10n LiDe ft

• 

Air quality 1mpacts can be substantially re~uced through the 
a~option or mitigation measures. ~e Commission~ therefore. 
requested the California· Air Resources Boar~ (ARS) to perform a 
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New Source Review ror the proposed project and to recommend miti
gation mea~res needed to bring the projeet 1nto compliance with 
all applicable air quality standards. These recommendations are -ineluded in Response Bll in Volume II or the FEIR. 

'l'he ARB's proposed. m1tigation measur~s are s:1m11ar to tbe ones 
that were developed for the Sohi0 projeet. The proposed measures 
seem to address conditions related to oil transporters and do not 
always seem applicable to LNG vessels. ~e estimated max1mum 
em1ssions~ as shown in Table 4 or Response Bll~ disagree With tbe 
comparable levels shown 1n Table 3.5-4 or the Draft EIR~ once 
Table 3.5-4 has been corrected. to reflect .25% Sulrur fuel tor LNG 
ships instead or the 3% as shown. Moreover~ it is ~ot clear as to 
what~ if any~ trade orrs Will be required. to meet the Air Pollution 
Control District's new source criteria. Therefore~ we are ordering 
further hearings on these recommendations to develop a record Whicb 
will allow us to determine the extent to which these air quality 
mitigation measures should be adopted. 

3. Water 'Qua11tyIMa'r1ne' B'1'o~o5Y 
The Point Conception marine environment is unique beca~e 

colder waters from the north and ~~rmer waters from the soutb meet 
and mix there. This unique enVironment is inhabited by an unusually 
diverse population of fish and ~vertebrate species~ many of which 
are at their range limits or are found only 1n this biological 
transition zone. The waters offshore rrom the Site have been 
identified as being Within the "nodal point" or this transition 
zone. There is some evidence that the Point Conception area is 
also !mportant to migrating gray whales and marine ,birdS. (~CC 

Final Report page 30) The marine env1r?nment near t~e site also 
supports important commercial resources. The proposed marine 
facilities are located 1n commerc1al Kelp Bed 32~ the state's 
l~gest and most productive bed. 
by commercial fishermen. 
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T.hree aspects of the propose~ LNG project will have significant 
impact on ~e marine environment: construction of the trestle and 
submarine s~water lines~ operation of the seawater system for 
vaporizing-the LNG~ and operation of the LNG ships an~ associated 
small cra!t. 

Construction of the trestle an~ seawater lines Will affect 
roughly 30 acres of the rocky reef east of Canada del Coj o. Although 
most or the disturbance is temporary (the construction period is 
about one year)~ it will entail nearly complete destruction of kelp 
and bottom-dwelling marine organisms in the construction zone. 
Blasting, if any~ can be conducted to minimize the potential injury 

to fisb. After eompletion of the trestle and seawater l1nes~ the 
construction zone will be a roek s~strate suitable for recoloniza
tion 'by the same species present today. We expect substantial 
recovery of the kelp and associated marine organis~ within a period . , 

of two to five years after construction. The temporary loss~ 
however. will adversely affect the resource exploitation or Point 
Conception which includes kelp harvesting and sports fishing in the 
area east of COJo Bay. 

The ocean is the principal source of beat for vaporiz1ng the 
base load at the terminal. At full development, the terminal Will 
take 1n 160,000 gallons of seawater per m1nute~ or 230 million 
gallons per day. Altho'!lSh a large volume or seawater, it is roughly 
one-quarter of the intake rate or a typical electrical power 
generating station along tbe south 'coast. 

'l'he seawater intake w1ll entrain rish an~ plankton 1n the intake 
station. Western Te~nal proposes to use a velocity cap~ an 
intake structure which has proved to reduce fish entrainment at . 
Southern California Edison power plants. Nonetheless~ a reasonable 
high estimate of entrainment is ~O,OOO pounds or !1sh per year. 
Western ~erm1nal rurther proposes' to sere en these fish from the 
seawater stream 1n an onshore screenwell and to· pump the fish 
through a discharge pipe. An offshore screenwell~ which separates 
the fish rrom a seawater stream wb11e they are still 1n the oeean~ 
is an alternative. We 'believe that .the offshore sereenwej.l :1s 
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reas1ble an~ has a better ehance of m1n1m1z1ng the impacts on the 
r1sh~ ~~Eer discussion on this issue is presente~ un~er the 
hea~ng "~d;igation Measures - Seawater Vaporization System." 

~ . 
The pl~nkton entra1ne~ will be k1lle~ by'the eo~1nat1on or 

meehanieal injury an<i ehlorinat1on. 'l'he dead plankton discharge 
will have little value to the ocean roo~ chain from wh1eh they were 
taken. Nonetheless~ most plankton have a very high rate of reproduc
tion~ an~ we do not expect any significant impact on the popula
tions. The entra1ne~ plankton will include roughly one-hal! to one 
ton or fish eggs an~ larvae per year. For species which have small 
populations at POint Concept1on~ the egg and larvae mortality could 
a~versely affeet a marginal population. Rare speeies could become 
even rarer. 

~o protect the seawater system trom foul1ng by marine organisms 
such as barnacles and mussels~ Western Terminal proposes to, chlorinate 
the seawater at its intake point. Tone dosage will be roughly 1 to 
l-1I2 parts per million chlor1ne~ produeing a resi~ual chlorine or 
from 0.2 to 0.5 parts per million. This will require roughly one 
and one-halt tons of chlorine per day. Chlorine will ~e generated 
ons1te by electrolysis of a portion of the seawater streams. As 
the chlorine oxidizes o~gan1c materials~ metals~ an~ ammon1a~ most 
of it will convert to chloride ion which is abun~ant in seawater. 
Any residual chlorine will be destroye~ by a~~ition of sulfur 
~iox1de. The water chemistry of seawater chlorination ~s complex~ 
and there is the possibility that continual low levels of toxic 

, substances will be disch~ged. 
T.Oe seawater is eoole~ by passage through the LNG vaporizers. 

The maXimum temperature <1rop :1s l2°F. 'When ~ischa.;"ge4~ tbe eO,14 

jet of seawater rapidly entrains war.mer surroundi~g water~ and the 
plume is warme~. Organis=s which rloat passively 1n the seawater 

, , , 

will be exposed to the cold water plume as tbe water 1:0 ~h1ch they 

noat is entra1ne~. Aver~ge exposure 'time is 30 seconds, and t1PicaJ: 
maximum temperature drop is on the or~er or 4° to 6°F tor the 
majority or the o;rganisms ~rectec1. Since this is a once-thro~ , 
impact. we 40 not expect it to have a significant effect on plankton. 
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Even a temperature drop or l2°P will have l1ttle effect on marine 
organisms f~ short exposures. Ir the cold water plume were directed 
against the;£ea tloor~ the benthic (or bottom dwelling) organisms . 
would have 'a tar greater exposure and could surrer an adverse :1:mpact 
on population structure. The final studies or plume dynamics· will 
be usec1 to rerine the design to m1n1m1ze bottom _act. 

The LNG ships will be rueled at Point Conception. T.Qe heavy 
residual fuel oil (Bunker C) will be delivered in roughly 20 ship 
loads per year to the terminal an~ transferred to each LNG sh1p 
which off-loads. ~he numerous transfers ot fuel may result in 

operational spills. Most of these Will be small~ but there is a 
chance or larger spills. There is already much oil in this portion 
of the Santa Barbara Cha.~el from existing oil and gas development 
as well as from natural seeps. If some oil escapes conta1nment~ 
the principal impact will be on the immediate shoreline or the LNG 
terminal; thus~ this impact would be locally signiticant. Tone 
maximum credible oil spill could affect an area or shoreline between 
Retug10 Beach and POint A;"guello~ but haS an extremely low probability 
or occurrence over the project lite. Other chemicals Which may be 
toXic to marine life will arrive at the LNG site by rail and'are 
not expected to pose a problem. 

~e vessel activity at the marine terminal Will cause injuries 
to k(~lp similar to those at the existing points or small craft 
activity alo~g the Santa Barbara Channel. The deep dratt~ ~ge 
horsepower tanker propeller will disturb sediments alo~g the rocky 
reef ~ seaward of the berth. AlthO'!lgh most of the 1%cpact U away 
from the pr1ne1~al area or the kelp bed, the operation or the 
POint Conception terminal Will cause a cont1nual low-l~vel de~ada
tion ot the kelp al'ld asSOCiated reso~ces •. At pres'ent~ there "is 

no proposal ~or a major exclusio~ zone aroun~ the trestle. To the 
extent that :vessels and divers must avoid the area tor 8~ety 
reasons ~ commerc1al and sports ~1slU~g and co:cmerc1al ~e'lp l:la:rvest. = 
would be adversely arrected. 
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Altho~gh seasonally high concentrations of the en~angered 
California g;r:a;; whales and some migratoryb1r~s occur in the terminal 
vicin1ty. a~th1s time we believe the project shoul~ not have a -major a~verse effect on such species. The entrainment of 40~OOO 
pounds of fish or more per year is potentially mitigable. Western . 
Terminal is considering a fish separation mechanism in the intake sump 
(screenwell).' Coupled with a fish-return 1ine~ thi~ measure may 
reduce fish damage to an undetermined extent. 

As mentione~ above~ an alternative mitigation measure is prov1-
sion of a screen at the water intake at the 30-toot water depth~ 

, 

1/2-mile from shore. In principle) this method woul~ more effectively 
reduce fish damage and appears to be reasible. Chlorination or 
intake seawater to prevent fouling or equipment may result 1n dis
charge 0: low levels of toxic SUbstances. The seawater system 
effluent shoul~be monitore~ and the chlorination program modified~ 
if necessary. Also, a supplemental method of. fouling control should 

~ be used to reduce the reliance on chlorine (see Teehnical Report 25). 
C,,' In addition" an oil spill contingency plan and spill contai:nment 

and cleanup equipment at the site should 'be proVided to· m1n1m1ze 
the impacts of any potential oil spills associated with rueli~ 
the LNG ships. 

-4. Terrestrial Biology 
The LNG project will result 1n activity on land tor term1nal 

construction at the Point Conception site" tor pipeline construc
tion from Point Conception to Gostord 1n the Central Valley~ tor 
road construction trom State Route 1 to the s1te~ and tor power 
line construction from Goleta to the site. Each or these activities 
will entail some degree or disturbance to terrestrial bio1ogy~: 

. • . ' l 

Terminal construction at ~oint Conception will disturb roughly . . ., ~ 

150 acres~ twO-thirds or which 'is,grassland and the remainder, 
scrubland ~th some coastal sage.' Apart from the pipel~e cross-

'. ' ' • t 

ing" ,there is no need to disturb the Cojo ravine.', There :1s 'the 

possibility, that several rare or end~gered species or plants and 
an 1ma.ls are associated With 'the site. Overall" the 'terrestr.1al 

, . 
biology 1mpact ot site construction is small in a regional ~ense~ . .' .. 
since the habita.t arfecte~ is alrea"-Y 4istur1:>ed by gra.z1;lg Wll1ch ' 
is. common 1:0 the vicinity. 

I 
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The pipe11ne stretches ll2 miles .. With a. 100- to 125-toot-w1c!e 
construction right-of-way. The corridor affects an area roughlY 10 
times grea~~ than the terminal construct1on does. ~e pipeline 
is only able to use existing rights-ot-way tor a small portion or 
:1 ts length. Roughly one-third or the pipel1l'le arfects disturl)ed 
agricultural or vacant land. 01' the remainder, only 5 percent is 
wooded, the balance l)eing brushland and grassland. These communi
ties are expected to revegetate the pipeline sear. Woodland Will 
be excluded within 20 feet or the pipe. 

Several rare or endangered species are known to be along the 
pipeline route. These species include the San Joaquin Kit Fox 
and the Blunt-Nosed Leopard Lizard in the Carrizo Plain. A detailed 
survey 01' at least a portion 01' the pipeline route is necessary 
to determine whether the pipeline will impact concentrations of 
these animals. 

Road access to the site crOSSeS numerous raVines. Major con
struction would adversely aftect several riparian zones and patches 
of coastal sage. In a regional sense, road construction has a more 
significant impact on terrestrial ~iology than terminal construction 
does. The damage ~y road construction can be minimized to the 
4egree to which road improvement is minimized or right-ot-way corridors 
are used. 

Construction 01' either a coastal or inland power line on steel 
towers will have a minimal terrestrial biology impact. Some brush 
will be cleared tor road access to the tower sites, but the right
ot-way between towers need not be disturbed. The electrical con
duetors pass high al)ove the more sensitive vegetation along the 
bottoms of the numerous coastal drainages.,. 

These terrestrial biological 1mpacts at the project Site "can be 
mit1gate4 by minimizing 41sturbance~ tor instance> by protecting 
Canada del Cojo from grading and by routing the access road to 

avoid major till in tht~ coastal raVines. The land taken tor the 
proposed site can be compensated tor by using Some ot the adjacent 
pasture land as a la.;-ge butter zone uound the ter.m1nal and allow-
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ing it to revert to a natural vegetation co:z:amunity. The ;pipel1%le 
imPact can ~e mnim1zec1 by caretul survey to avoid rare or en<1a,;lgere<1 
species and-~y a vigorous revegetation effort wherever compatible 
with pipeline maintenance. 

S. NOise 
Both construction an<1 operations will create a new nOise source 

in an otherwise extremely ~u1et rural area. The ~1pe11ne route is 
mostly through unpopulate<1 areas~ and its construction will cause 
noticeable noise for only a few days as the construction crews pass 
near several populated areas. Its operation produces no noise 
impact. ~erm1nal construction Will increase sound levels up to 15 
dec1bels on the A scale (dBA) at 4000 feet· from the center of the site. 

An alternative access road is presently being cons1derea as 
a des1rable mitigation measure. ~is alternative involves use of 
the Hollister Ranch Road, with some improvements to upgrade it to 
a 25-mile-per-hour (mph) speed. It this is done, construction 
workers would have to be bused to the Site, causing additional ~oise 
1~acts during construction. Access road alternatives Via an improved 
Jalama Road or the gas pipeline corridor would have si~lar noise 
impacts during construction. During ter.m1nal operation with power 
generation ~y, gas tur~1nes» sound levels will increase by up to, lO 
dBA at 3000 feet from the center or the site. Tone soun~ levels 
outSide the ter.m1nal dur1~g operation Will be around or below 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) criteria. 

6. Visual 'As'pe'cts 
Tbe 1m:nense bulk or the LNG stor?-se tanks> the' trestle, LNG 

ships~ and miscellaneous structures on the,site will appear in 
sharp visual contrast to the undeveloped sett~g at Point ~onception. ".1 4...· , 
Since the publ1c d.oes not .have easy access to the site,', however. 

, ' 

the ter:m1na.l 1tsel!" will not signiricantly il%lpaet :the' :pUb:lic v!:ew.: 
, . " , . 

Tbe power trans.m1ss1on line, ;it built as a steel 'tower line on the . ~ 

coastal terrace, will res'Ult .in ser'iou~ Visual impacts.' . -
, , 

The terminal struetures can be visually sottened to a l1mited 
degree by camourl~ge pa1nti~g and by proper lan~eap1~z to protect 
the principal scenic vistas o~ Point Conception. Partial ~und-
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1ng or the tanks should also be considered. 'When the power transmis
sion l1ne 1~constructed~ Visual 1IIlpact can be reduced by locating 
the line ou: of view from the coast wherever possible. Also. the 
alternative· of proViding power to the site utilizing eXisting 
wooden pole power lines and 'by unde;-grounc11ng the line through 
Gav10ta State Park appears to 'be an attractive visual mitigation 
measure. 

We are, therefore, requiring Western Terminal to provide the 
Commission with a study to 4etermine the exact extent to Which 
existing wooden poles can be utilized and the extent to which the 
transmission line can 'be unclergroun<1ed. In add! tion, we are asking 
Western Terminal to submit a landscaping plan which would. also 
~tigate visual impacts. 

7. Land Use 
The terminal itself will require slightly over 200 acres and 

right-of-way for the access road may require another 75 acres. 
Construction of the gas transmission pipeline will cause a short 
term impact to over 1000 acres until the right-of-way is revegetated 
with native plant species. The project will introduce a new land 
use to the POint Conception area. This use is co~ati'ble with eon
tinueC!. cattle grazing, the Clominant present use. It is also com
patible with the existing oil tank and oil tanker mooring 'buoy an~ 
the Southern Pacific Ra11roaCl. However, it is less compatible with 
recreation and low-density resid.ential development, which are 
current land. use trenO,s in the area. 'l'he terminal will, of course, 
have a signi,f1cant impact on the open space character or the lanCl. 
There will be no significant cha~ge in surround1~g land use as a 
result or this project. 

" " 
The 'basic conflict in land use ca.nnot 'be changed. However',. 

" . 
any reCluction in cumulat1ve enviro~ntal erfects. including v1sual. 
would m1t~ga.te the impact. , . .. 

It .shollld be noted, however. that the C~ifornia ~g1slature •. .; 
1n enacting SB 1081. determined that the LNG ter.m1nal coul4 be 

• j • I 

located at such a relDOte and un4evel'oped location. since. neces-
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sarily ~ tbere woul~ be little residential or permanent working 
population._ In effect, the Legislature has made the decision that 
siting a t~~m1nal in a relatively undistur~ed location is botb . 
acceptablecmd necessary tor this LNG project. 

S. Soe1o-economies 
The total socio-economics impact ~~~l not be adverse. Project 

construction will require a large n~er ot workers over a period 
of three to six years. Although project construction will lead to 
temporary large employment, there Will be little long-term populat1on 
growth in the area, since the facility operating staff is small. 

The ur~an areas wi thin and aro'Ul'ld Santa Bar~ara County can 

easily supply most of the la~or needed for construct~on if this were 
the only project. However, cumulative construction employment 
requirements of the LNG project, the Vandenberg space shuttle program, 
and Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) development would result in a 
sign1ficant number of temporary in-migrant construction employees. 
The projected vacancies in transient accommodations and permanent 
housing in the area, as reflected in county statistics, appear suf
ficient for the cumulative requirements of the projects as they are 
now scheduled. Adverse j"mpacts could result With certain eo%%lb1xla
tions of project schedules, resulting 1n small reductions ~ tOurists 
accommodated, further tigh ten1:ng of the local hous1ng market, and 
increased use by labor or north county accollmlodations. 

There will be some additional de~ds on pUblic services, ~ut 
these will be more than balanced by the 1ncreased economic bene!it 
from employment and the expanded tax base. Market attractiveness 
or property surround1~g the Site will be reduced~ and residential 
land values may tend to decrease in thi$ locale. 

The project imPact on the socio-economics aspeets. ~t Santa 
Barbara County is small 'and requires little m1tigat1.on. 'Most· . . 
imPortant ~s for the project' constructor ~d local ~ge~ies,~. 
d.iscoura.ge ove:rdevelopment ,of bous1ng or serVices ~n the. community, . .. . 
1D ralse anticipation of long-term growth. . '. 
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9. Ancillary and Induce~ Development 
The 4~elopment or the Po1nt Conception site will not~ in 

all probab;lity~ provide an incentive for 1n~ustry to move into 
such a remote location. Cryo-utilization will~ at most~ provide 
a basis for very limited industrial development. It is Possible, 
however, that onshore support facilities for the development of 
outer contL~ental shelf oil an~ g~s leases could be attracted to 
the area, since it will otter power and pipeline infrastructures. 
These facilities are small compare~ to the proposed LnG project. 

10. Cultural Resources 
Known significant archaeological sites are within the bound

ary or the terminal area, within the pipeline corridor~ and along 
the proposed access road. ~e project as planne~ will result in the 
destruction of many signific~~t cultural resources. 

POint Conception is regarded as a sacred place by some 
American Indians. Indians throughout the West are said to believe 
that Point Conception is the "Western Door" through which souls 
enter and leave this world. The local Chumash Indians consider 
themselves to ~e the keepers of the door~ and they conduct reli-
gious ceremonies in the vicinity. The record does not show that 
the specific site selected for the LNG plant has any particular 
religious significance as opposed to, other areas 1n the vic1nity or 
Point Conception. x.he project willtmpaet the religious values present 
~ the Po1nt Conception area. 

The proposed project's potentially major impacts on archaeo
logical sites at Po1nt Conception and along the p1p~11ne an~ power 
line routes can be reduced substantially by sh1rting the location 
or propose~ project facilities to avoid the ~ignir1cant reso~ces 
sites. ~e access road has less flexibility 1n altering the route 
to avo1~ major archaeologieal sites. In sensitive areas~ road 
improvements m1ght be 11m1tec1 to avoid impacting cultural resources _ 
at tbe cost of increased traffic problems or the need to bus con
&truction workers·~o the site. Mitigation by salvage rather than 
by avoidance ~s a seeond~ but tar less 4es1rable, option. 
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Altbough operation of an LNG terminal at Point Conception 
will not ne~ssarily interfere with religious practices in this 
area~ tbe v~ual an~ acoustical impacts on the sacrednes~ of tbe . 
Point Conception area to Native Americans are impacts ~or wh1ch 

tbere appears to· 'be no remedy. 
11. Energy 
~e project will consume significant quantities or electricity; 

however~ its net energy 1mpact will be a major increase in gas supply 
to California. 

Energy use at the terminal can be reduced slightly by actions 
such as energy recovery in the seawater outfall and use of seawater 
for peakloa~ as well as baseload vaporization of LNG; however~ 
these measures would increase cost and reduce reliability. A major 
energy saving might be realized from cryo-utilization to generate 
power witbout a~d1tional fuel. At present~ the feasibility or this 
process and its 1mpact on reliability remain unproven. Other 
energy-use re~uction alternatives~ such as the use of all gas-
:1re~ vaporizers or ~olar power,w111 be further evaluated 1n the ARB 
h~a:r1ngs to be held at aO later dat'e. 

12. Marine Traffic 
~e Santa Barbara Channel is an active transportation eor.r1~or 

for coastal marit1me trade. The LNG sh1ps and associated supply 
shipping produce only a small increase in existing channel traffic. 
~e LNG ships bound for and departing rrom Point Conception must 
cross the western portion or the Santa Bar~ara Channel vessel 
trafr1c lanes; however~ 8~ulat10n ~r possible vessel encounters 
1ndicates that the impact or LNG ships on existing traffic is . 
negligil:>le. 

As mentioned ship traft1c :1n the Santa Barbara Channel was 
a~ulated to evaluate the potential tor marine aCCidents associated 
With '193 LNG ship deliveries per year. The simulation indicated ~ 

that the chance of an LNG sh1p l:>e1ng 1nvol vel! 1n a:n.y sort or an 
• ° 

accident while approaching the site 18 an event With a recurrence 
interval or more than 10.000 years (less than 10-4 chance or 
accident per trip). Also~ because tbe 40ul:>le bull 4es1gn or the 
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LNG ship makes the ~hips more resistant to ~or accidents &uch as 
~umps and scrapes~ accidents severe enough to cause an LNG spill 
are expect~ to be very rare. Analysis indioated that the prob
ability or;losing the contents or one ship's tank or LNG~ ~ased on 
about 190 shipments per year. is an event with a reourrence interval 
of 12~500 years (approximately 8 x 10-5 per year). 

The low probability of e serious ship casualty~ coupled with 
mitigating measures to further increase vessel safety and the low 
population density in the vicinity of the terminal and the marine 
approaoh lanes~ makes Po1nt Conoeption a suitable site with respect 
to vessel traffiC safety. 

Further reduction in the already low risk of vessel casualties 
might be achieved by further imprOVing communication and navigation 
procedures tor the ship's approach to the Santa Barbara Channel an4 

the LNG berth. Contingency plans for responding to minor incidents 
to prevent their escalation are also likely to further mitigate 
marine traffic risks. 

13. Terminal Reliability 
As stated~ the proposed project is designed to supply·up to 

an annual average volume equivalent to 1.3 BCF/D of LNG to Calirornia 
gas users. The reliability or this supply depends on a number or 
factors: The reliability of the liquefaction plants supplying the 
LNG~ the reliability of the LNG ships with respect to delivery or 
LNG without delays long enough to cause a temporary disruption in 

gas availability to California users or to cause an inabil1ty to 
acoept annual oontract quantities or LNG~ and the reliability or the 
receiving terminal faoilities. 

Historical evidence indicates that liquefaction terminals . 
and Shipping operations can be considered to be essentially 100 
percent reliable. This reliabil1ty~ to some extent~ is due to 
excess capacity typical for liquefaction racil1ties and t~ the 
availability or extra ships if an occasional additional shipment 
is requ1red. 

OccaSional unfavorable combinations of weather conditions 
(w1nd~ waves~ and rog) may prevent the LNG sh1p from docking as 
aoon as it arrives near the terminal. Based on currently available 
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1nrormation the long-term average berth ava11ability!! at Point 
Conception will be in the range of 84 to 93 percent. ~s is more 
than the 83:percent limit estimate~ as the ~1mum level at wh1ch 

,J'., ," 

a. long terIi throughput of 1.3 BCF/D can be ma1ntaine<!. Additional 
data on the sea state at Point Conception are currently be1ng 
recorded to allow future improvement or the berth availability 
analysis. Recent onsite data seem to confirm prel1m1nary conclusions, 
but additional information on southern hemisphere swell Will be 
obtained during the summer of 1918. 

The mechanical reliability of the LNG terminal itself is 
estimated to allow the 1.3 BCF/D capacity to be maintained 99.41 
percent of the time. If the terminal were operated at max1mum 

capacity With allowance for reduced output because of mechanical 
failures, an annual average rate of 1.57 BCFID of LNG send-out 
could be achieved if the LNG supply were ~~estr1cted. ~3 
excess capacity allows some flexibility in catching up after 
periods of reduced output as a result of equipment failures or 
de lays in unloading the LNG from the sh1p. Since Calirornia has 
underground gas storage volume equal to about 5 months' sendout 
from the proposed terminal at 1.3 BCF/D, short interruptions can 
be tolerated as long as an annual rate or 1.3 BCFID can be ~n
ta1ned. 

The cont1nuing high reliability or California's only LNG 

supply depends on ma1ntaining a spare parts inventory or eritieal 
items. In the early phases or the project, the terminal reliability 
is hi~ enough so that the cost or adding further redundant systems 
is not justified in terms of increased reliab1l1ty. However, at 
full capact1y, it may be desirable to consider a~ding another 
peakload vaporizer. The addition of a fourth tank as discussed 1n 

the Draft EIR is no longer considered des1rable~ since existing 
un~erground gas storage capacity 1n California can be used as butter 
storage instead or additional LNG terminal storage. --

"Berth ava1lab11ity" is the term used to describe the percentage 
of the time that an LNG sb.1p can safely dock at the berth and 
1lnload LNG. 
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l~. Terminal Safety 
A rev1~ of the safety of the propose~ terminal facilities 

1n~icate~ t~at it is technologically feasi~le to achieve high . 
levels of safety at the Point Conception site. Seismic design 
requirements for the Point Conception location can ~e met with 
existing technology within reasona~le costs. Although Western 
Terminal's seiSmiC ~esign analysis for major components of the 
terminal is not yet complete~ recommen~ed criteria tor the design 
will ensure construet1on of a terminal that meets satisfactory 
safety an~ reliability standards. The staff has issued propo~ed 
LNG Facility Safety Standards~ which~ if promulgated~ Will assure 
a high level of safety • 

The foregoing statement is based upon our knowledge of the 
seiSm1c state of the site as our eVidentiary reeord exists at this 
moment. The further hearings we will hold on this issue may 
materially change our evaluation of terminal safety and our 

4It ultimate decision • 

. Most aecidents that might occur at the terminal would not 1>e 
serious enough to' 'have potential orfsite safety impaets. Only 
a major failure or one of the LNG storage tanks has the potential 
for creating a serious ofrs1te r1sk~ although more l1m1ted LNG 
releases associated with ship unload1ng line accidents or spills 
in the land storage or vaporization areas might endanger some 
terminal personnel or persons in the vicinity of the mar1ne trestle. 
The analysis of both the probabilities or various accidents at the 
LNG terminal and their potential consequences indicated that the 
probability or an accident involving more than 10 fatalities ,is 

I 

extremely low~ with a recurrence interval in excess or 1 m1ll1on 
years. This low-risk level is due to the combination or inherent 
terminal safety and the low population density near the site. Some 
perspectives on interpret1ng these est1mate~ risk levels are 
p~esented 1n Seetion 5· or the ?EIR. 
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The P~S1b1l1ty of accidents from malicious acts r~g1ng from -van6alism .:to sabotage was also evaluated. Security measures 
• planned by Western Term1nal and divulged to the saf~gua.rds analysis 

team on a restricted basis were judged by the reviewers to be 
adequate after some recommended modifications were adopted. 

Impacts of the LNG project on public safety can be min1mized 
both be reducing the likelihood of LNG spills at the terminal 
through accident prevention and control procedures and by remote 
siting to reduce the number of people potentially exposed to- the 

" 
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consequences of sucb an accident. The Po1nt Conception site location 
1s 1n a rem.£te area ~ and LNG sbips approaching the site also are 
distant fr~ population areas. Tone land-use control provision or the 
LNG Terminal Act will maintain fUture population density at low 
levels 1n the term1nal vicinity. The Commission staff has issued 
propose~ Safety Standar~s for LNG facilities which would ~po$e 
some design requirements on Western Terminal. Indeed, it is all 
important to state that the Point· Conception site is the only one 
before us which poses no problem with the application of the 
"remote" criteria mandated by S.B. 1081. Within the four mile 
perimeter spelled out in Section 5582 there is no doubt that neither 
permanent nor transient population exists to the extent that any 

question or remoteness may be raised. The closest state park capable 
of producing significant tranSient population is some nine miles 
distant while surfers, fishermen and kelp harvesters, do not operate 
in sufricient numbers within the proscribed distances to raise the 
issue. 

I~ a~~1tion. 1n Phase ,II or 01I-l we will consi~er the 
. establishment of a staff Risk Management Group that will have an, 
active and continuing role 1n ensur1ng that the facility safety 
systems are properly deSigned, operated~ and maintained. Under 
start surveillance. Western Terminal's operat1ng proeedure5. 
contingency plans. site security equipment and procedures. operator 
selection and tra1ning procedures, and plans for investigation or 
m1nor accidents and malfunctions will be reviewed to maintain a 

high level of safety at the terminal. The staff has issued a 
Safety and Construction Monitoring Plan which gives further 
details on its proposed risk management program. 
c. Unavoidable Adverse Impaets 

Although many of the significant environmental impacts or the 
proposed project can be successfully mitigated. some residual 
1mpacts are unavoidable. The,:caj or unavoidable ~pa.cts are high

lighted below. 
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1. Topography! Soils, Geology, Hy~rolo5Y! Seismie 
Gradi~and cut and fill operations will modify topography and 

eliminate spme existing topographic !eatures. Removal of top soils 
-in the developed area will result in loss or productivity. Erosion 

and water tur~id1ty are likely to increase slightly during project 

construction. 
2. Air' guality 
As discussed earlier, rurther hearings will ~e held to determine 

what air quality mitigation measures will ~e required. It is the 
intent of the Commission that sufficient trade-ofrs and/or mitigation 
measures will ~e required so that the project will not have a 
signiric~~t impact on air quality in the South Central Coast Air 
Basin. The following paragraph descri~es the project's impacts 
without consideration or additional mitigation measures as trade-orrs. 
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Cumulative annual average emissions from the LNG project add 
a 5ign1ficant increment to the pollutant emissions Within the North 
an~ South Sarita Bar~ara air basins. Nitrogen oxides produce~ by 
terminal ru~: com~ust1on are a large inerement to emissions in the 
immediate area and are a small addition to the already significant 
nitrogen oxide emissions in the air ~asin as a whole. Un~er adverse 
weather conditions~ short-term state standards for nitrogen OXide 
are violate~ a few pereent of the time. 

3. Water 9ualityIMarine Biology 
x.ne seawater system ~ll entra~ plankton~ and plankton 

mortality will result from the effeets of anti-fouling chem1cals. 
Also~ some residual fish entrainment, and mortality in the seawater 
system are possible it planned mitigat1ng measures are not fully 
etrective .. 

l4. Visual 
The large struetures and man-formed 1n~ustrial character 

of the proposed terminal and the power transmission line Will 
conflict With tbe present open space character or the area. 

5. Land Use 

T.Qe proposed project will permanently remove about 300 acres 
of lan~ from agricultural and recreational use~ an~ temporarily 
disrupt more than l~OOO acres of land during construction or the 
pipeline. :'l'he' 'terminal will contlict in land use with its sur
rounding open space~ reereational~ and reSidential area. 

6. Cultural Resources 
The proposed terminal site and pipeline corridor contain some 

Sign1ficant archeological resources which would be destroyed during 
construction. Construction of either the proposed or one or the 
alternative access roads will result in major unavoidable impacts to 
cultural resources. Also~ the terminal site at Po~t Conception would 
confl1ct with and decrease the religious value or the Point· Conception 
area tor Native Americans. 

7. . Ma-r1ne i!'rar:!'ic 
,Vesseltrarric will increase about 4 pe~cent because or the 

LNG ships and by 1 to l-l/l percent as a result of service tratt1c 
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in support of the project. Also. a petroleum product spill m1ght 
result r.rom_a casualty involving these ships; however. the chance -of such an .o-ecurrence is small. 

S. Onshore Transportation 
Project and construction traffic increases will impact traffic 

flow of State Route 1 at the access road intersection. Use or 
either the Hollister Ranch Road or the Jalama Road for an access 
road will impact the existing character or these routes. 
D. Mitigation Measures - Seawater Vaporization System 

1. Deficiencies in Des1~ 
Because or the importance of the seawater vaporization system 

to the relia~le operation of the LNG terminal and because the 
operation of the seawater system ~ll cause one of the major 
environmental impacts or the terminal, staff submitted Exhibit 
A-102. a special report on the design and operation of the seawater 
system. This report. which indicates the seawater system has major 
design deficiencies, was sponsored by a consultant to the Commission. 
The consultant's report examines the means which could be utilized 
to reduce damage to entrained r1sh an4 to improve the effectiveness 
and reliability of the fouling control for the seawater system. 

2. Mitigation of Fish Entrainment 
Western ~erm1nal's p~oposed fish return system consists of 

an onshore pump and sereenwell with a fish return elevator that 
removes entrained fish from the screenwell and places them in the 
seawater outfall l1ne. Although it is of the same design as 
planned for San Onofre Units 1 and 2. this entire tish return 
system has never been tested in actual operation. The ~er1e1ene1es 
of this system are deseribed in Exhibit A-102 as tollows: 

.' 

-

"First. it removes the fish rrom their natural oeean 
waters and relies on mechanical separation and return. 
In the course or this. the fish are exposed to damage 
trom mechanical trauma and chlorination of the intake 
water. Although based on an existing design. the 
effectiveness of the fish return in reducing fiSh 
mortality is unproven at the seale and location or 
tbe Point Conception LNG plant. Furthermore. the 
equipment required for the fish return is elaborate: 

-

it requires 5everal thousand feet or discharge eonduit. 
mechanical elevators. separate pumps and possible 
separate dechlorination. 
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The repo~ proposes a preferre~ alternative to an onshore 
screenwell._ ~s alternative utilizes a caisson-type seawater 
1ntake sys~m. It largely elim1nates damage to entraine~ t1sh; . 
further. its component parts have been proven in operation. The 
recor~ shows that this seawater system woul~ cost no more than the 
onshore screenwell system. Accord1ng to Exh1bit A-102~ it also· 
ftmay simplify fouling control by el1m1nating the need to precisely 
control chlorine concentration in the intake~ screenwell~ an~ fish 
return con~uit. With respect to trash rejection an~ anti-fouling. 
the offshore concept may be more reliable than the onshore concept 
~~th a fish return. ft Western Terminal bas not ch~sen to utilize 
this design. 

Exhibit A-96 indicates that Western Terminal rejecte~ the 
caisson-type system not on the basis of overall effectiveness. but 
on the basis that it has not been proved reliable in an open marine 
environment. Western Terminal believes a~~itional hydraulic testing 
or the design is needed. Staff argues~ however. that Western 
Terminal's real reasons were stated by its Witness when he was 
asked the following question by starf counsel: 

Q. ftWhat I don't understand. Mr. Fuller~ in light 
of the racts. with respect to the onshore pumplllg 
system, you Will have to go ahea~ and conduct 
additional studies With respect to exomotive 
chlorination levels. so ~orth. why you haven't 
considered the possibility or going forward with 
necessary hydraulic tests necessary to· dete~e 
the reliability or the caisson pump station 
concept? 

A. ftThe sole reason is that we are atte~t1ng to 
eliminate as early in the game as we can concepts 
that we need not pursue longer and spend the time ': 
and the money making those a~~itional investigations. 

ftI think that What we have ~one to date has 
been thorough. and it admittedly has work yet 
to be done~ but at least I think that we have 
1~entirie~ the issues in sufficient detail so 
that a rational decision can' now be made and the 
concept selected. ft . (T. 28.8~.28.81.·) 
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It appears that Western Terminal had decided to go forward 
with the proposed design, and by the t~e the offshore caisson 
screenwell ~ntake system was proposed~ Western Terminal was already 
coxmn1tted •. This conclusion would seem to be supported by the 
response of the witness to a further question concerning the costs 
of conducting the necessary hydraulic tests to determine caisson 
system reliability: 

Q. "Any indication of what the cost of such a 
test would be~ 

A. "No, I don't believe we have that. 

"I think the bigger cost is associated with 
going ahead through the design work and finding 
at a later date we will have to back up and 
start again with a new design effort on a 
different concept." CT. 2882) 

Based on the available ev1dence~ it appears that the caisson 
screenwell intake is more effect~ve than the applicants proposed 
method. Condition 4~ discussed in Section XIV, w1l1 require the 
development of thiS system unless the applicant cem demonstrate that 
it is infeasible or that another method is more effective. 

3. Control of FoulinS 
The prinCipal design deficiency which the stafr's consultant 

round with respect to the fouling control is related to Western 
Terminal's proposal to rely on electrically generated chlorine as 
a reasonably safe and cost-ef~ective method of controlling fouling 
of the seawater intake system. He noted that the major problem 
with this proposal is that Western Terminal ~tends to rely on the 
effectiveness of a continuous~ low-level chlorine ~ect1on 8~stem 
that has never been tested and that Western Terminal had made'no 
prOvision for a backup anti-fouling arrangement in the event or 
greater th.a.n expected :!'oul1ng. Exhibit A-102 points out that. in 

addition to not alloWing tor the intrinsic demand that seawater 
1tselr makes upon the chlorine .. Western Term1na.l has failed to 
demonstrate that mixing or the chlorine would occur to a degree 
sufficient to maintain ~ts erfectiveness. The starf's consultant 
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expressed the opinion that a higher level or chlorination wou14 
pro~a~ly ~e_required and that the increased dosage would have a 
greater. ~~ct on rish sucked into the seawater intake. 

The witness who sponsored Western Terminal's seawater system 
study (Exhibit A-90) conceded on cross-examination that testing 
would have to occur in order to determine the level or cblorine 
injection thit will actually be required and that tests would ne~ 
to be made to determine how to design tor sufficient mixing. 

Because or the essential role of the seawater system in LNG 
terminal operations and because low-level chlorination has never. 
been used ~efore in the manner proposed~ the staff recommends 
that Western Terminal should adopt the staff consultant's ~oposal 
for alternative means to control fouling~ as detailed in Exhibit 
A-102. 

Based on the rorego1ng, the COmmission will adopt the following 
stafr recommendations witb respect to the seawater system~ in 

addition to our condition as set forth later here1n: 

~l. Part of the operating procedures tor the Point 
Conception plant should include monitoring for 
~iological fouling in the intake con~uit~ the 
screenwell~ the vaporizers, the fish return and 
the discharge condUit. ~be mon1toring should 
include ~oth instrumentation to measure reSiS
tance to flow and periodic visual inspection. 
In this way the efrect1veness of the anti-fouling 
program can be continually evaluated, eliminating 
the tendency for over dosage and warning of 
possible unscheduled maintenance. 

"2. Design should include the use of a long-life 
toxic coating sucb as B. F. Goodrich 'No-Foul' 
for those portions of the seawater s~stem which 
would 'be the most d1r.ricul t and t~e cons'Wlling 
to clean manually in the event of an anti-ro'Uling 
failure. .Particular attention should be paid . 
to the fish return conduit. It that line becomes 
fouled, the flow restriction will interfere With 
the efficiency of the fish return and the likeli
hood of mechanical damage to fish in the narrow 
conduit will sharply increase., . 

"3. The applicant should provide a contingency main
tenance plan for the seawater system showing tbe 
operating procedure tor seawater shut-down for 
time :1ntervals ,ot four hOurs~ one day ~ :five days 
and tourteen days. The cont1llgency plan Bhoul~ 
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E. 

inclu~e ~rovis1on tor de-watering a portion or 
the system, providing access to all critical 
c~ponents and should estimate the cost or outage 
aod the source or alternate gas supply to California.." .. 

Mitigation Measures - Access Road 
1. Existing Access Roads to Site 
At prese~t, access to the Point Conception site is via the 

existing Hollister Ranch Road, which begins at Highway 101 at 
GaViota State Park and follows the coastal terrace through Hollister 
Ranch and the E~ison property or which the proposed site is a part. 
The distance from Highway 101 to the s'ite is 13.4 miles and takes 
about 40 minutes. Alternate access ~s provi~ed by the Bixby Ranch 
Road, which originates northwest or the te~nal at the County's 
Jalama Road and generally follows the coast to the site. 

As envisaged by Western Terminal, the proposed access road 
will be used during both construction an~ operation for equipment 
and ror material carried by trucks, for labor transportation and 

~ for emergency services. Western Terminal conte~~s that an adequate 
C" access road is an essential element of the project; that neitber 

the Hollister nor Bixby roads are adequate for the planned movement 
of labor and materials during construction; and that an adequate 
all-weather road is required ~ meet~, the day-to-day labor and 
material needs ,of the completed project. 

Only small amounts of ma teria.l and eQ.uipment will be bauled , , 

~y pickup trucks over the exist1?g access road. Western Term1Da1 
states that the majority or 8uchcargo will be transported by rail, 

, ' 

and unloaded at a new ra1~oad spur to be constructed at :the Site. 
2. . The' 'Ra:i1:ro'ad Route 
Western Terminal or~g1na.lly proposed an access road de:s'~gned 

tor 45 mph traffic with a route parallel to the' existing Southern . .'. 

Pacific railroad. It is the most .direct route, tollow1ng the 
... .. j .... 

coast ~rom Highway 101 to the'LNG Site. For six m11es·~,. .t~m 
, , , 

Highway 101 to Drake, the route rollows the Hol11st'er Ranch' 'Road. 

corridor. At two points :c.ear enst1:rlg b1gh railroad tr~stl.es'. :the ' 
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route ~eparts from the railroad right-of-way and curves inland 
around arroI.,os to avoid bri~ge construction. Consider~le cut-and
fill work would be necessary as this route crosses the mouths or 
about two 40zen arroyos. 

T.be record shows that construetion or a road over this route 
would have greater environmental 1mpact than construetion of the 
terminal itself. The road would substantially alter the visual 
character of the route; it would significantly impact the 
terrestrial biology; and it would pass throu~~ and destroy a dozen 
archaeological sites. Further~ the route pa,ses through Gaviota 
State Park. ~he EIR evaluated this ~roposed access road and found 
it unaccepta.ble. 

3. The ltO-MPH Improved Hol11s'te'r' 'Alternat'1ve 
An alternative to the railroad route is an improved Hollister 

route following the eXisting Hollister Ranch Road corridor with' 
departures to reduce the number and sharpness of curves to accom
modate 4o-mph traffic. Edison has a .200-!oot wide easement along 
the corridor. Western Terminal est1mates that three-fourths of . 
this alternative road would be within th1's easement. It :would~ 
however~ place the access road well within the array of Hollister 
Ranch's 10o-acre residential parcels between Drake and the te~l. 
Western Ter.m1nal 'indicates that the required eut-and-fi1l earth 
movement along this route could be almost as extensive as that 
require~ tQr the ra1lroa~ route. 

This alternative can be regarded as somewhat preferable to 
the ra.1lroad route beca.use construction would ca.use less disturbance 
of terrestrial biota~ and it would 1mpact few archaeological sites. 
However~ this route also traverses Gaviota. State Park. 

4. The Improved J'alama Route 
The Jalama route differs distinctly from the others 1n that 

it approac~es the terminal Site from the northwest through the 
undeveloped Bixby properties. Util1zing this route would require 
the construction or seven miles of new road from Jalama Road at 
Jalama Beach County Park to the te~nal site~ ~n add1t1~n to the 
reconstruction or eight miles of the Jala:ma Roa.d. Tbe new road 
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woul~ replace the win~ing Bixby roa~ from Jalama Roa~ to a point 
past Black Canyon. The rou~e tben follows the Southern Pacific 
line acros~the coastal terrace to the railroa~ spur at Point -Conception, where the Bixby road diverges from the railroad and 
enters the terminal site trom the west. 

This route is 26 miles longer than the railroad route. 
Cumulative long-term costs or this route, because or travel t1me 
for construction, labor, and additional expenses for the movement 
of equipment, would be significantly greater than for the other 
routes. 

Because the coastal terrace is relatively flat, there appears 

to be greater opportunity for flexibility in designing the placement 
of a road along this alternative route. Thus, altbough there are 
many cultural resource sites along this route, many could be avoided. 
However, over 140 mature trees would have to be cut down during 
improvement or the Jalama Road. 

5. The 2S-MPH Improved Hollis'tel:"' 'Al'ternat'1ve 
After d1str1~ut10n of the DEIR, which identifies the enViron

mental impacts or the proposed railroad route and tbe above 
alternatives, Western Terminal proposed, as a mitigation measure, 
a plan to improve the existing Hollister Ranch Road tor a design 
speed or 25 mph. The ~proved Hollister alternative road would prOVide 
all-weather access with signiricantly smaller an~ fewer environmental 
impacts than any or the above alternatives. Western ~erm1nal alleges 
that these impacts are likely to occur whether or not the LNG 
terminal is ever constructed; tbat sooner or later, Hollister will 
have to make many or the 1mprovements to mainta.in the road and 
eliminate trouble spots. 

" 
6. Starr Pos1ti'on on the' 'Ac'cess 'Road 
The starr believes that it the Comm1ssion permits an LNG 

term1nal at Po~~t Conception, it should authorize an improved 
access road. The starr took the position that, or the foregoing 

, 
tour alternative routes, tbe proposed 25-mpb improved Hollister 
Ranch Road shoul~ be conditionally autborized on tbe basis that 
t~s proposal woul~ prov1~e'tbe most erricient access ~th the 
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least environmental !mpact. Follo~g test1mony presented in 

~ebalt ot Hollister Ranch Owners Associat1on~ however~ the starr 
qualirie~·t.bis position. Hollister offered eV14ence on the high 
level of casts which would be incurred in improving the eXist~ 
Hollister Ranch Roa~ as well as evidence on the feaSibility or 
constructing a road from Highway lover tbe Santa Ynez Mountains 
to the site. As a result, the starf DOW recommends that the Com
misSion develop further evidence on the issue or routing the access 
road. It is the staft's present view that the record as made 
contains insufficient evidence on the access issue. The starr 
pOints out that if it is feaSible to transport most or the labor 
and material to the site via the railroad or to construct a.~ access 
route similar to route ~-~a as sbown on Hollister's Exhibit A-105~ 
the environmental 1mpacts of the propo~e~ project m~ght 'be greatly 
reduced. The starr~ therefore, recommends that the COmmission adopt 
its proposed Con~1t1on No. l6~ which is set tortb later in this 
decision. 

7. Hollister's Pos~:t1'o'n' 'On t'he' 'Ac'c'e'ss' 'Ro'ad 
It is Hollister'S position that all of the acceptable access 

routes have major adverse environmental ~pacts and that any permit 
shoul~ ~e conditioned to require the use 'or barges and the railroad 
exclusively. Citing County's fin~i~s ~ Condit1on No. 59, Rol11ster 
pOints out that any ~proved road will become a major inducement tor 
increased industria.l and other ur'ban growth throughout the Point 
Conception area. County recommends tbat all transportation of 
construction personnel and mater1a.1 to the proposed LNG Site be 
'by Southern Paci~ic from tbe Lompoc Valley spur. County also tound 
that Lompoc is easily serv1ced by rail and tbat approval or this 
railroad access would ~ut tbe ~jor burden of ~rov1d1~g bousiDg on 
Lompoc and the north county areas where the hOUSing situation is ~ar 

, -
less acute than exists in southern Santa Barbara County .Where', the 
rental vacancy factor is m1ilima1 and mucb of the area is under a 
'building moratorium. 

Hollister points out that the recor4 1n OIl 1 shows that. it 
use of the present track as extended by short spurs at either end 
to unload trainS were round iDteasible ror reasons or oPposit1on 
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by Southern Pacific or Amtrak~ the estimated cost of constructing 
a new temporary track~ alongside the ex1sting Southern Pacific 
track a.."ld ~~n the right-of-way ~ would 'be one-fourth to, one-th1rd 
as much as ~he cost of any vehicular access route to tbe site. 
Hollister asserts that with little, if art;!, need for cutt~ and 
filling, the laying of temporary track would be far less damaging 
from an environmental standpoint. 

Hollister contends that should it for some reason be !mpossible 
to utilize the railroad for all construction traffic, construction 
access should be limited to a yet-to-be-construeted private road 
leading northward from the site and connecting with Highway 1 at 
it$ nearest point, following generally the proposed pipeline route, 
with the precise alignment to be so designed as to avoid cultural 
sites, to minimize earth moving, and to avoid degradation of signi
ficant vegetation and ~ldlire habitats. According to Hollister, 
suCh a northerly access route bas been recommended by County in an 
amendment to its ConQition No. 49 for substantially tbe same reasons 
it put forward in support of railroad access via Lompoc. 

CCC, in its Condition No. 23, recommends maximum feaSible use 
of barges and the railroad for transport of workers, materials" 
and eqUipment. It specifies lll1rumum j,mproveme:nt of the Hollister 
Ranch Road as a supplemental means of access should vehicular access 
prove necessary. Hollister pOints out that CCC did :not llave the 
benefit of the testimony of its witness relative to the actual 
condition or the Hollister ~ch Road and the impacts of recon
struction and that, therefore, its recommendation does :not appear 
to be supported by evidence. Hollister urges, t~erefore" that the 
Comm1ssion modify CCC's Condition No. 23 under SubsectiOn (1:>')" or 
Section 5633 or tbe Act and require the Do7therly route, recommended 
by County. Hollister submits that a northerly route ~s preferable 
to a route, extending from Gav.1ota tbro~gh the Hollister~ 'Ranch :to the 
proposed s1.te for the following reasons:' . 
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"1. It better ~1ftuses the 1mpact or traffic and 
housing Within the County~ focusing these ,1mpaets 
a~a more median point 1n the County~ and~ in 
pa:'rticular:. dim1n1sb1ng the housing :1lnpact on 
the already overcrowded Santa Barbara-Goleta 

. urban areas. 

"2. It avoids the 1mpact or heavy construction 
traffic through Gaviota State Beach Park. 

" 

"3. It avoids ~isruption and ~a:mage to· existing 
residential and agricultural developments. 

"4. Reconstruction or the existing Hollister RanCh 
Road entails extensive cuts and fil1s~ realign
ment and grade reduction along a ten-mile 
stretch or narrow coastal terrace:. resulting 
in greater visual degradation:. increased land 
use impacts and greater safety problems .. 

"5. The northerly route otters sufficient 
flexibility in a11~~ent to permit by ~assing 
of archaeological sites and other cultural . 
resources:. thereby el~nat1ng the severe 
impact to archaeological sites entailed with 
any route through the Hollister Ranch. 

"6. Use of the dangerous Gaviota turn-orr on U.S. 
Highway 101 ii'lvolving an on-grade crossing ,or 
southbound lanes by all northbound trarfic:. 
is elim1naterj.; use or the 1nteresection or 
Highway 1 and U.S. Highway lOl:. where a full 
diamond interchange ex1sts~ Will result in, a 
major reduction of traffic hazards." 

8. Railroad Commut'er SerV1'ee 
Western Te~nal investigated railroad service as an alternative 

to transporting construction workers to and from the LNG site. 
Western Te~nal states that it rejecte~ railroad commuter service 
as being infeaSible and otrer~ no evironmental a~vantage. ~o~: . 
the following reasons: 

"(1) Given 1nst1tutional restra1nts and oppos1tion 
by Southern Pacific Railroad and Amtrak~ .1t : . 
would be difficuJ. t :to achieve 'this al ternat1.ve." 

"(2) Response time tor emergency service would be' . 
significantly greater'uSing the existing roads 
rather than an improved access road. . 
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ft(3) T.ne e~ecte~ construction peak ror personnel 

would re~u1re 23 passenger cars for one trip 
into the site each day. Establishment of craft 
w~rking hours to suit a rail schedule would be 
~tremely difficult~ if Dot impossible. 

ft(~) Even with a rail commuter serv~ce~ a mi~um 
access road would still be necessary tor 
access during the construction as well as 
during operation of the facility. 

ft(S) A staging area for the train would also be 
necessary. producing significant impacts. 

ft (6) It would be an extremely expensive al terna tive'. ft 
9. Conclusion 
Conclusion 16~ discussed in Section XIV~ will require the appli

cant to develop transportation plans tor the 25-mph ~ollister Ranch 
alternative and the 1mproved Jalama Route~ As requested by Santa 
Barbara county, a northern route,generally following the pipeline 
corridor will also be studied. 
F. Mitigation Measures' '-' 'Ele'c'tr'ic' 'Tran'sm1s's1on Line-

1. 'An 'Air-Pollution M1t1gat1'on Measure 
In ~ts application, Western ~er.minal proposed onsite generation 

or the electriC power ror the initial 500 MMctd capacity or the 
terminal (Phase I). Gas turbines were to generate tbe requ1re~ 
electricity. Once a second LNG supply project (Phase II) had come 
on 1ine~ purchased electricity would ~e the normal source or power~ 
with gas turbines assu:m1ng a standby role. The DEIR recommended 

, */ as an air-pollution m1tigation measure~-- that Western ~er.m1nal 
trom the outset abandon onsite generation~ except as a standby 
souree~ ~ favor or purchasing power trom Edison. In order tor 
Edison to provide power tor the project~ ~t will have to eonstruct~ 

own. an~ operate a 66 kv-transmission line to the site. 
2. Disadvantage's' o'~ 'On's':1te' 'Generat'i'on 
For oDsite generat1on~ three gas-turbine power generators would 

be needed during the 500 MMctd and 700 MMctd phases or the project. 
• • • • • • • • , ••• f • •• ., I 

*/ - ~he major env1ronmental problem With onsite p~~er,geDerat1on·~s 
that the resulting e7lt1.s-s.ionsmay result in violation or air 
quality stan~ards. With ons1te power generation, even at the 
Phase I level, the onsite gas turb1nes would emit more than 
100 tons per year or NOx. This would classify the terminal 
as a nmajor emitt1Dg tacil1tyft under the Federal Clean Air Act. 
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~o would be 1n eontinuous operation; the third would be on standby. 
, Peak power requ1rements for the te%"m1na.l during these ~ba.ses Will be --
approx1ma.t~~y 40 megawatts. 

~e DEIR sbows that, even at the ~ower operating levels of the 
terminal there would probably be a violation of air quality standards 
and emission regulations. EXhibit A-87 (~eehnieal Repo~t No. 4 
supporting the DEIR) states: 

"The first few phases o£ project 4evelopment spec1ry 
that an average of 35 megawatts (mw) will be generated 
on site •••• Until that time the tremendous quantity or 
nitrogen oxides generated by high temperature co~ust1on 
in the gas turbine generators Will pose a local violation 
0: the state 25 ppbm bourly standard for nitrogen dioxide, 
partieularly when the plant peaks at 50 mw." (Exhibit 
A-87, p. 161.) 

Exhibit A-87 shows that even when operating at the 5 mw and 
10 mw levels, the state NOx standard would be equalled. ~he DEIR 
eonoludes that with onsite power, violations of state standards 
would probably oocur appro~ately 77 to 133 hours per year. These 
Violations are unaoceptable. With purohased power at the 500 MMcfd 
throughput level, there is, according to Exhibit A-IOI, a substantial 
reduction 1n emissions. 

Onsite,generation bas the rollow~g additional disadvant~ges: 
(1) It is less reliable. Hav~g the,gas turbines as backUp to ' 
purchased power increases the reliability or the plant Dver total 
reliance on gas turbines; (2) Gas turb1nes are a souroe or a certa1n 

, , 

amount or noise. Elimination or turbine noise wi111mprove, the 
environment in the !:mmec;1iate Vic1D1ty or the plant; .. :(3) It,:1s less 
energy efricient. ~he energy err1c1ency or ons1te ~wer generators 

. '. . . 
is eonsiderably less than that or l~g~ ut11~ty generat~ :plants. 
The every<!ay use or gas for onsite power generat:1on is -ques't1onable. 

•• •• • II .,1, •• f II ", ",f II ., ., ••• • I. 

3. . M1'n1ma.1' Imp'act' 'on 'Air' 'Qu'a'li't'y' 'o'r 'Purcbas'e't!' :?o'W'er;. , 
E4ison states that "tb1s projeet will ~~t.r~re$e~t a'5~gn1-

ricant element or present demand and Will be met' :rr~m: :enst~,; ., . " . 
or prev110usly planned capacity. tt This demand tor elec·t~.c ~ower: . 
:1s equivalent to 0.28; percent or Edison's 197.7 capacity:.- :~~.:' 
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pollution emissions from the E4ison facilities to produce an equal 
amount or p~chased power Will be less than that em1tted from onsite 
generators,~due to h1gher efficiency and types of units used by .. 
Edison. Some of these units are nuclear and hydroelectric ~ch 
do not produce air emissions. ~hese emissions Will be distributed 
throughout the Edison power generation grid with m1n~l 1mpaet upon 
air quality in any particular area. 

~. Two ?ower Line Routes Available 
The merits and demerits of two powerline routes have been 

developed on the record. These routes have been identified as 
the eoastal route and the inland route. '!be required power could 
be transmitted over either or both or the two routes. Each route 
bas certain environmental a~vantages and disadvantages with respect 
to the other. On balance, the coastal route is the environmentally 
preferred route. 

S. Coastal' Power Line Route 
An existing 66-kV power line now parallels Highway 101 along 

the Channel coast from GaV10ta to Goleta. The line is supported 
on wood poles. Another line on wood poles, a l6-kV distribution 
l1ne, runs from Gav10ta substation thro~gh Gaviota State Park along 
the coastal, terrace past the project Site. 

~he 65-kV line could be modified to accommodate a lSecond 66-lev' 
line for the project. Wood poles could st1ll be used. The 16-kV 

distribution line could be upgraded to carry both the l6-lev' line 
and a 66-kV line. This would :1nVol ve replaeing the exist~ wood 
poles with wood poles roughly 20 to 30 teet taller and .1nstall1ng 
new erossarms, insulators, and conduetors. In Western. Terlll1nal's 
op1n1on, the environmental :1lIlpacts caused by upgrading these ", . ,-

existing lines would be m1nimal and substantially less than the 
impaets caused by inStalling entirely new lines and support~ 
structures. 

Tbe only s~gn1ricant enV1ro:cmental !:mpact or routi;lg a :power 
line alo;lS the coast is visual. Tbe reconstruction and upgraMllg 
or the eX1sting lines along the coastal route should :not result 
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:1n any a~dit10nal·,.s1gn1ficant Visual impact. Other than some-
what taller_poles~ a higher level of 1nsulat1on~ anc1 a.n ad~tional 
c:1rcu1t~ t~~e will be no difference from the ~resent con~t10n. 
The pUblic~s view of the area should not be substantially altered 
because telegraph~ telephone~ and electriC lines are already arraye~ 
along this entire stretch or coast from Goleta to Point Conception. 
It is very unlikely that use of the existing pole line would :1mpact 
cultural resources. 

Installing the 66-kv facilities along the coastal route would 
cost less than for the inland route. Routing the project's 66-kv 
l1.ne around Gav1.ota State Park would be co·stly and could have a 
greater environmental impact. 

6. Inl~~~ Power Line Route 
~he inland route follows along the southern border of the 

Los Padres National Forest on an existing Edison easement Which 
parallels the coast. The lO.~-m11e Hollister Ranch section of the 
route is in the same easement as proposed for the coastal route. 
A power line constructe~ along this easement would generally be 
out of sight of persons on the coastal terrace. 'l'he only environ
mental advantage of this route over the coastal route 1s v:1sual. 
The line would utilize steel tower supports~ but fewer people would 
see a power line constructed on this route than one following the 
coastal route. 

The inland route would extend along 27.8 miles of eXisting 
Edison right-of-way. It would have a. total length or 32 m11es and 
require the construction ot over 50 miles of access road to reach 
remote tower Sites. It this route were selected~ :1t would be 
difricul t to avoid cultural impacts ~ the construct:1on of the 
requ1re~ extenSive access road. 

7. U'is'on Pr'esenta:tion 

, 

At the request or the starf~ Edison presented test~ony by 
:: :1 ts superv:1sor or transmission and maintenance. He .1Ddicated tbat -

Edison ba~ provided applieant with two conceptual plans for proViding 
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electrical power to the ~lant. One plan ~s ror a single-cireuit 
56-kv' transmission serv1ce~ eosting about $6 million. Tbe other 
is ror a ~-C1rCUit 66-kv transmission service costing about 
$7 million: Edison's ~~tness stated~ however~ that no prel,m'nary 
engineering ha~ been done. that DO consideration ha~ been given to 
alternate routes, an~ that the cost estimates were accurate 1n order 
or magnitude ,only. 

Edison's witness was questione~ concerning the reasibi~ity or: 
using the existing 66-kv pole line that runs from Goleta to the 
Gaviota substation; upgra~ing the support1ng structures or the 
existing line that runs along the coast from Gav10ta past the Site; 
utilizing alternate corridor routes; and undergroun~ing the trans
mission line. In response to each or these areas or question1ng~ 
he in~icate~ that a~~it1cnal engineering would be required to proVide 
meaningful answers. 

As to the feasibility or under grounding the transmission l~e~ 
Edison's witness indicated that the current cost or underground1ng a 
typical 66-kv transmission line 1s on the order or $500,000 per mile 
plus right o~ way costs. He ind1cate~ that until add1t~onal studies 
are condueted. he could not state the extent to which the trans
miSSion l1ne could be undergrounded or What would ~e the actual cost 
o~ unde;-ground1:cg. 

Edison's witness indicated that ~or the routes he exam'ned, he . ' . 
assumed wood poles would not be adequate. He stated that steel 
structures are the only satisfactory line supports in rugged terrain 
~ecause span lengths orten exceed the strength characteristics or 
wooden poles. 

8. Staff Position' on 'I'ran'sm'is'si'on Lines 
Starr ~elieves applicant should be authorized to construct a 

s1Dgle-C:1rcu1 t 56-kv power line to serve tbe termnal dur~~ P'hase I 
or tbe project. ~e starr recommends, however, that Western ~erm'"3J~ 
:1ll conjunction With Edison. should conduct the necessary prel1m1nary.:: 
engineering studies and su~m1t to the Commission a plan ind1cat~ 
the maximum extent to which ~t .1s fea.sible to plaee :the transmission 
line underground 1n the eoa.stal zone and ~ Gaviota State Park • 

Where underground1~ ~s not feaSible, the plan requested by tbe 
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starr would include utilization to the maximum reasib~e extent or 
existing poles and/or upgrading or existing poles. ~he stat"r 
:further rec"53mnends that Western Ter.m1nal should be required to 
carry out the recommendations set rorth in its Condition No. 15~ 

intra. 
9. Conclusion 
Based on this record~ total under grounding or the electric 

transmission line does not appear to be techn1cally reas1ble. 
However, the record does show that portions or the transmission line 
could be undergrounded and that along portions or the routes existing 
wooden poles might be utilized. '!'he visual advantages or under
grounding or using existing wooden poles are obvious. By Condition 
No. l5~ set out later in this decision~ we are requiring additional 
stut!ies and hearings on tlU.s issue. 
G. Mitigation Measures - Gas Transmission Pipeline 

1. ProE'os'ed Tr'ans-Mo'unta'1n' 'Pipeline Route 
Western Terminal states that it selected the proposed trans

mountain pipeline route because it represents the most reasonable 
balance of tradeorrs of design and costs versus environmental effects. 
Western Terminal's proposal is based on a three-mile corridor ~4th 
to permit rlexib1lity in final pipeline alignment 1n response to 
specific engineering and enVironmental factors. A wide corridor 
provides latitude tor: avoidance or archaeological resources, 
populated areas~ and sensitive biological habitats; use or existing 
right-of-way an~ previously disturbed areas; and m1n1m1zat1on or 
impacts to nattJral and artiricial ~a1:cage, natural biological 
babitats, terrain (topographic alteration and increased erosion! 
siltation rates), and existing land use. 

Once constructed, the pipeline w1ll be completely un~ersround. 
A permanent 5o-root-wide zone along the transm1ss10n pipeline 
corridor will be required during operation~ except the 45 miles or 
looped ~1ne Will require a 75-foot-w1de r1ght-or-wny. 

~he proposed tie-in from Point Conception to, Gosford appears 
to be the most economic transmission pipeline routing available. 
An added advantage or the proposed route is that it traverses the 
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Ten Section oil field. This rield has,great potential as an under
ground natural gas storage or ba.nk1ng facility. So Cal and PG&E are 
planning to7Purchase the Ten Section oil tield tor thiz purpose. 

No un~~ual biotic associations occur in the pipeline area. 
The three-mile pipeline corridor provides sutficient flexibility 
for minimizing impacts to natural and artificial drainages and 
special habitats. Once the pipeline ~s completed~ Western Te~l 
agrees to have the right-of-way revegetated with native grass or 
agricultural crops and generally restored to its original use and 
a.ppea.rance. 

Western Terminal believes that the proposed route Will result 
in less impact to cultural resources than other routes. ~o ensure 
protection or cultural resources~ Western Terminal states that it 
will employ an archaeologist to accompany the pipeline surveyors. 
He will provide guidance in avoiding c'Ultural resources or salvag1ng 
their Sites, as appropriate. 

The record shows that population concentrations along the 
proposed route are very small. Generally. such concentrations 
as there are can be avoided so that few people would be exposed to 

construction noise~ dust, and other interference. 
Western Terminal and the starf gave consideration to more 'direct 

p1pel1ne routes across the mountainous region. Neither found a 
more direct trans-mountain route to be acceptable because of the 
steep terrain an~ 'greater adverse biolog1cal ~pacts. 

2. Coastal Route 
The coastal alternative route is apprOXimatelY twice as long as 

the proposed route. The pipeline would follow the Channel coast 
and then go inland across Ventura County to Los Angeles County. 
In contrast to the proposed route, ~t would traverse some or t~e 
region's most heavily developed areas around the city or Santa 
Barbara as well as ur~an centers at Ojai. Newhall, and Palmdale. 
~icultural land use and residential development in general ~s ~ 

more intensive along the coastal route .. and the area :1s lloted ror 
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. . . 
it5 beauty _ In a~c11tion .. :ther'e are numerous 'Cultural resources • . 
Lan~ use ~acts~ tberefore. woul~ be correspon~i~y great .. an~ 

'- / . 
in general .... the' environmental er.rects or this alternative are more 

• .II '., 

adverse than the propo8e~ route~ , , . 
3~ St'a:r:r"s' 'Posit'ion' 'o~' 'th'e' 'Gas' 'P1pel'1ne 
Sta.ff believes tbat the recor~ in this case clearly establishes 

the proposed route as tbe most ra.vorable corri~or 1n which to construct 
the proposed gas transmission line. As stated in DEIR. ftThe coastal 
pipeline approach or~ers no advant~ge$ to the trans-mountain ~ipel1ne 
approach currently proposed. The coastal approaeh ~s roughly twice 
as expensive. it entails construction 1n difficult terrain an~ in 

more url)an1zed areas. and its environmental imPact is, generally 
more adverse." 

It is the starr's position that the proposed pipeline is 
a necessary adjunct to the propose~ Point Conception regas1ricat1on 
facility. The starr believes the utility has made reasonable 
representati~ns or the total ~1pel1ne costs and sehe~ul1:ng .. an~ 
the pipeline unit costs or service are acceptable. The starr points 
out that the recor~ shows that the capacity or the ex1st~ gas 
transmiSSion system is adequate to accept the initial volumes 
proposed un~er Application No. 57792 .. a:n~ that the e:d.st1;lg gas 
trans~ssion system would be capable or accept~ ult~te plan 
output vol'l.tmes a~ter various minor mo~i~1cat10ns. '.rhe starr also 
believes the construction or the ~ipe11ne is reas11)1e from economic .. 
e~eeri%lg.. and environmental points or view. The starr recommends 
that the Commission grant PG&E and PIS a eertjj"ieate of public 
convenience and necessity to construct the proposed gas transmiSSion 
pipeline. sUl)ject to pertinent portions o! the zstat';!" reeommended ,. 
ter.ms and conditions .. 1nfra. 

-4. ConclUSion 
~e record clearly shows that the proposed pipeline corridor 

:1s the most 1'eas1l)le and bas the least adverse env1rnomental 1mpaet. c 

Al1gnment or the pipeline with this corridor shall be determined as 
speci!ied 1n Condition 8 in Section XIV • 
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XIII. LNG SAFETY ISSUES 

Sect~on 5632 of the Act provides that the Commission: 
"shall not issue a permit ••• unless it finds to do so is 
consistent with public health" safety and welfare and may 
impose such conditions on the issuance of a permit as may 
be necessary or appropriate to ensure the public health" 
safety and welfare." 

It was principally to comply with this provision that OIl 1 
was commenced. The procedural history or OIl 1 has been described 
earlier. What follows herein is our opinion on all safety issues 
raised by Western Terminal's application to build an LNG facility 
at Point Conception .. 
A. General Comments 

Before reviewing the evidence in this proceeding with regard 
to safety and making the determinations required by Section 5632" 
some general comments with regard to safety and the concept or 
risk are in order. 

Practically every 1ndustrial actiV1ty being undertaken 1n 
our society presents some risk or bodily har.m to people whether 
they are workers with1n the industry or the general publiC in the 
vicinity or the industrial activity 1n question. Modern. complex 
industrial systems are carefully engineered to proVide continuity 
of operation and are specifically designed not to fail. Nonethe
less" failures do occur~ ~~d somet1mes~ the conse~uences of such 
failures in terms or the extent or casualty incurred can be quite 
large. 

~o a large extent" the level of safety of a new facil1ty:can . 
be determined by design options. For example. building codes are 
generally based on severe conditions (e.g •• w1nd~ flood" seiSmic 
events) which have occurred within 20 to 50 years' experience. . 
These conditions are likely to recur during the lire or a structure : 
designed to the b~ild1ng code. Because or some safety factors jn 

the design of structures" even if a somewhat more Bevere event· 

• 
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occurred~ such structures would not be likely to fail. However~ 

there would be some chance or failure should an unusually severe 
n=.t\lra.:t .11=Saster occur. -. In contrast~ design criteria for nuclear reactors are based 
on the concept that release or radioactive material from an accident 
is not tolerable. Therefore. nuclear power plants are designed to 
withstand extremely rare natural disasters. For example. when 
seismic design levels are established, an analysis is made to deter
mine the most severe seiSmic event that might occur at a particular 
site. Also. containment vessels are designed to withstand tornadoes 
with Winds or 300 mph. even though 99 percent of all tornadoes have 
lower winds. 

Where a component or subsystem failure could cause a potential 
hazard. redundant sa.fety systems are incorporated in the d.esign. 
Of course. such stringent design criteria are expensive to 1mple
ment~ but have been judged to ~e necessary by the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) to min1m1ze the risk to the public to t~e lowest 
level consistent with existing technology. While zero risk cannot 
be achieved, the NRC still permits operation or nuclear facilities 
designed to stringent criteria. 

Tbe California Legislature in the Act decided that Califor.n1a's 
first L~G 1mport terminal should be sited in a r~g1on of low popu
lation density. ~s approach is based on an assumption that a 
catastrophic accident ~ght occur at the :facility and that potential 
consequences of such an accident can be mitigated by strictly 11m1t-
1;ls the num'oer or people who might be exposed to tbe risk. However. 
!n for.mulating safety stan~ards we cannot rely exelusively on remote 
siting. The proba'oil1ty or occurrence or failures within a .:system 
and the expected conseq,uence or the fa.ilures as expressed by~' total 
casualties make up the overall risk asSOCiated with that system. 

R1sk~ then~ ha:; two major components. First, there :ts the 
probabilistic component or risk which represents the l1kelihood 
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. with which system failure may occur. Secon4~ given a failure bas 
occurred~~ certain level or casualties may result. Tn1s $econ~ 
eomponent;is generally considered determin1stic in that once the 
failure scenario has been postulated~ its impacts are predictable 
in absolute terms. 

Because risk has two components~ the risk presented to people 
(i.e.~ the impact or concern is casualty as opposed to dollar loss 
or environmental damage) by an industrial sys,tem can be reduced by 
introducing measures which would either reduce the probability or 
railure~ reduce the level or casualty in the event or ra1lure~ or 
reduce both the probability or failure and the level of casualty. 
The preferred way or reducing the risk would depend on details or 
the 'industrial operation~ the existing level of r1sk~ and the 
extent or reduction in risk which is desired. ~he last or tbese~ 
the desired level or risk reduct1on~ depends largely on percep
tions or acceptability of risks. 

~o decide whether the additional costs required to reduce risk 
levels are justiried in the interest or adequately protecting the 
public~ it is necessary to make a judgment as to what risk levels 
are acceptable. While it is difficult to quantify risk levels ror 
an LNG faCility accurately~ it is orten pOSSible to make fairly 
conservative estimates or risk and then compare estimated risk 
levels With information on risk levels aSSOCiated with other~ ~ore 
familiar activities. 

In attempting to arrive at a decision regarding the desir
ability or constructing the proposed major LNG importation facility 
at Point Conception and in developing Safety Standards tor ~G 
raci11t1es~ we are~ ~ efrect~ engaged in a risk ma.~agement . 
process. The construction and operation or the LNG terminal at 
Point conception pose some r~sk. In the !~nal EIR~ the r~sk ~s 
identified considering general system failure modes and the 

• 
expected consequences of such failures. The probability with which 
various levels or casualties may occur was quantified and reported 
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~or the Point Conception site in a series of risk profiles. ~cse 

risk prof~es constitute a graphical representation of the measured 
risk. : 

The risk profile for the propose~ LNG terminal at Point Concep
tion in~icates that the probability of incurring an accident with a 
casualty level or one or greater is about 1 x 10-6 events per year 
(one chance in 1 million years) with the existing population level 
and about 2 x 10-6 events per year (one chance in 500,000 years) 
for a hypothetical population equal to the max1mum allowed under 
the Act. In the Final EIR~ these probability levels for one or 
more casualties are compared with the probability of incurring a 
fatality as a result of several voluntary and involuntary activi
ties that people are exposed to in the United States. As the table 
in~icates, a person living near the propose~ LNG terminal takes about 
the same risk as an average American has of ~y1ng in a tornado. A 

person living in the close prox1mity or the propose~ LNG ter.m1nal 
has a much larger chance of dying in a fire in his/her home than 
being adversely impacted 'by an aCCidental release ot LNG. 

From a multiple casualty point o! view 1 the risk profile for 
Point Conception in~icates that ten or more casualties may ~e 
expected with a probability or occurrence of about 10-8 per year, 
given the existing population in the terminal area. Should current 
population increase to the max1mum allowed under the ~~G Terminal 
Act of 19771 20 or more casualties could occur with a probabj.l1ty 
of about 10-8 per year. This pro~a~i1ity of lO-8 per year is the 
equivalent of a reeurrence interval of one hun4re~ mi1l1on years. 

It remains for us to determ1ne whether the r1sks are ac~ept
able as they are; whether the risks shou.ld. be lowered. by the;1ntro
d.uet1on or practical and cost-errective r.1sk control ~trategj.es; 
or whether the risks arle unacceptable. The :rirst and the last of 
these possible d.eterminations are straight-forward. in the absolute _ -nature of their finding. '!he Cl.eterm1nation that the risks should 
be lowere~ by 1ntro~uction of effective risk control strategy leads 

~ ~o the necess1ty or making rurther. more complex. dec1s1ons. 
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B. Remote Site Requirement 
Western Terminal submitted eVidence demonstrating the propose~ 

site's eo~p11ance with the remote siting requirement and population 
density e~iteria (Sec. 55·82). The information establishes that 
there are approximately ~our persons per square mile living w1t~ 
one mile of the terminal site and approXimately 3 .. 3 persons per 
squarem!le living within four miles of the site. 

With respect to the Act's requirement that the terminal be 
located so that no marine vessel transporting LNG would be required 
or permitted to pass closer to areas or populat1on density than the 
distances heretofore speciried~ the supervisor of marine transporta
tion of Pacific Marine Associates and Western Terminal presented a 
marine operations plan. Tbe berth's location was identified as 
approximately 4~600 feet offshore. It further showed that vessels 
handl1ng LNG would approach trom a southeasterly direction after 
turning out of the southbound vessel trarfic lane in the Santa 
Barbara Channel. 

While one party suggested that the construction of an LNG ter
~al ~ll increase population density to a level beyond that per
mitted by Section 5582~ no party contested the fact that currently!-i 
the site meets the population density requirements or that Section. 
Further Western Terminal's marine operations plan shows that it 
will comply With the reQ.uirement or subsection (a)(3) of that 
section which prov~des: 

'"The Terminal shall be located so that no marine vessel 
transporting LNG would be required or permitted in the 
normal course of ~1ne operations, ••• to pass closer 
to the areas of population density than the distances 
specified in paragraphs (1) and (2).'" (10 persons per : 
square ~le for a distance or one mile; 60 persons per 
square mile tor 4 miles) • 

. ,: .. / Section 5582(a) provides in part that, '" (f)or the purpose or 7: 
-- select1ng the site ••• 'population density' shall be estab115bed 

as or the effective date of this chapter. ft 
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C. Engineering Design 
Sec.:560l(b) re~uires the applicant for a per.m1t pursuant to 

the provieions or the Act~ to provide in its application "a detailed 
description of its engineering des1gn." Western Term1nal presented 
several witnesses who provided testimony concerning the engineering 
design of the proposed LNG facility. Their eVidence which follows 
demonstrated the manner in which the proposed terminal will operate.!! 

An engineer with Fluor Engineers and Contractors, Inc., pre
sented test1mony providing further details on the engineering design 
or the proposed LNG facility. He described the facility's extensive 
fire protection system. ~he witness stated that the marine berth~ 
docking structure, and trestle can be designed consistent with the 
state-Of-the-art to accommodate w1nd and wave conditions known to 
exist at CojO Bay. 

A design engineer with Chicago Bridge and Iron Company, pro
vided testimony on the deSign or the storage tanks for the proposed 
LNG facility. The tank design was described by the witness as 
follows: 

" ••• an outer cylindrical tank, having a 
selr-supporting dome root, flat bottom, 
and a cylind1rical inner tank with an open 
top and flat bottom. The inner tank is 
concentric Within the outer tank. A 
suspended insulation deek, hanging from 
the outer fixed root, is located at the 
top of the inner tank." 

The i~~er tank, which is designed to- contain the s~ored LNG~ has a 
shell and ~ottom formed from 9 per.cent nickel steel. Nickel steel 
is a proven material ~or use ~ cryogenic tanks. ~e o~ter:~ank~ 

whicn is gas tight~ is designed to contain the insulation and gas 
vapor. Electrical heating cables are placed under the outer tank 
bottom to protect the foundation against damage caused by frost 
heave. The design prov1~es for the sloshing of LNG Within the 
storage tankS dur~g an earthquake. 

--

*/ - A 4etailed description or the engineering design or the proposed 
project is presented 1n Part B or Section IX of this 4eeis1on. 
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~ The manager of cryogen1cs for Pacific Alaska LNG Associates 
, and Western ~e~l provided detailed evidence on the cargo 

transfer ~stem for the proposed facility. shoWing the flow of the 
LNG cargo.:transfer system from the ship manifold connections to the 
recei~g terminal storage and the major valv1ng required for 
transfer operations and shut-dOwn. The valves are to ~e controlled 
remotely and automatically. with manual overrides. and the cryo
genic piping is to be constructed of stainless steel. 

Western Terminal presented additional test1mony concerning the 
eng1neer~~g design for unde~groundi~g storage ,tanks. Western ~er
m1nal stated that totally undergroundi~g LNG storage tanks is tech
nically feasible. but that totally undergrounding is not the opt~um 
deSign for the proposed project. due to the fact that ground water 
below the tanks freezes. causing unnecessary stress on the tanks. 

Western Terminal contends that this serious engineering problem 
more than negates any visual benefits of inground storage tanks. 
~eir Witness estimated that the cost of constructing the tanks 
would increase by one-third to one-half if required to be placed 
inground. ..Their witnesses also described the 1mpounding system tor 
the aboveground tanks. The 1mpounding system will contain 100 per
cent of the contents of a full LNG tank below the grade level of 
the plant site. with berms extended above that level. ma~g the 
total' capacity of the conta1nment system 125 percent of a full tank. 

An issue was raised regarding a proposal to require that the 
tank foundations be set only on bedrock. Such a proposal implies 
that only bedrock is structurally adequate. We are inclined to 
accept that premise unless and until a complete and thorough soils 
investigation and structural analysiS of the tanks shows 1 t ,to be , 
unreasonable. This responsibility to .1mplement tlns reqU!.rement- nll . . 

.. be left to Western Terminal's structural end soils experts' "With review by 
.. the .. Co~ss10n sa.!.ety and 'construct1on monitoring -program and final 

approval by the Commission. .... -
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D. Pipeline Safety 
On Apr11 2~ 1971 we rev1sea General Order No. 112-B to 112-C . 

(Decis1on:No. 785l3). General Order No. l12-C contains rules 
governing the deSign, construction, test1ng~ maintenance and 
operation of utility gas gather1ng~ transmission ana distribution . 
piping systems. One of the expressed purposes of the rules is to 
"to safeguard life or limb, health, property and public welfare ••• " 
(General Order No. ll2-C, Sec. 102.1) 
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Western Terminal descri~ed its plans concern1~g the proposed 
34-inch pipel1ne to be constructed to transport regasitied LNG !rom 
the term~~l facility at Cojo Bay, near Point Conception~ to an 
interconnection with existing pipelines near Gosford, California. 
The description included the proposed pipeline's specifications, 
the pipeline testing, and the pipeline's capacity to Withstand 
floods, landslides, earthquakes, and other hazards. 

No party contested the tact that Western Terminal had provided 
adequate evidence that it will construct, operate, and maintain the 
proposed pipeline in a safe manner that equals or exceeds all the 
requirements set forth 1n General Order No. 112-C. We Will so find. 
E. Qperating Procedures 

Western Terminal's proposed operating procedures were briefly 

descr1~ed as follows: 
nThe LNG facility will require operations on a 24-hour 
seven-day-a-week ~asis to meet the max1mum ~ase load 
delivery rate of approximately 1.3 ~illion cubic teet 
per day. LNG will ~e periodically'unloaded'from LNG 
ships (approximately 190 ship arr1vals per year), 
transferred from the berthing area to the storage 
tanks through the cryogenic transfer line. Tbe LNG 
will ~e stored on site in the three storage tanks 
and will be pumpe~ trom the storage tanks to the 
base load seawater vaporizers where it will be 
vaporized into natural gas tor delivery into exist1ng 
pipelines~ Fired vaporizers will be put into service 
as required to meet operating con~1tions an~ deliver 
larger than base load volumes or gas to the pipel1ne 
system. n 

Western ~erm1nal's witness stated the facility would require 
an operating staft ot 50 persons. 
F. Marine Transportation an~ Operations 

Subsections (b) and (d) or Section 5601 require the appli
cant tor a permit pursuant to the proVisions or the Act to proVide 

\ 1n!ormat10n concerning marine transportation relate~ to the pro-
posed LNG project~ to submit a proposed plan tor mar~e opera
tions, and to provide intormation concerning pub lie , 5afety 

201 



• 

A. 57626 et ale ac'b* 

of the proposed LNG project. 1nclud~g marine navigational 
systems. -Weste-rn Terminal presented evidence describing the 'vessels 
which will deliver LNG to the terminal. All vessels, foreign ~~d 
American flag, will meet u.s. Coast Guard requirements. 

Western Terminal's witness described the vessel traffic in 
the Point Conception area, and the only vessel traffic in that 
area is traffic tranSiting the Santa Bar~ara Channel. He also 
testified that the LNG vessels will not interfere with that traftic. 

The staft's consultant, John J. McMullen Associates. Inc •• 
presented an analysis of vessel traffic safety in the region sur
rounding the proposed LNG terminal z1te. 

Starr's consultant sponsored Exh1bit 0-55 which stated the 
following: 

"(V)essel traffic in the Santa Barbara Channel 
is generally controlled in an advisory manner, 
by the established vessel traftic lanes. 

"Vessel traffic safety involves the types of 
casualties which may be suffered by an LNG tanker: 
Collision With another vessel; ramming of a sta
tionary object, such as on an oil platfor.m; 
grounding or the ship on the sea floor; wrecking, 
which is striking a submerged object; and founder1~g. 
or these, 'by far of most concern is the possibility 
or collision. The configuration and depth or the 
ocean in the vic1n1ty of Point Conception makes 
grounding and wrecking h1ghly unlikely and large 
ships or modern construction s1mply do not founder 
without any initiated casualty. The only oil plat
form in the vicinity or Point Conception is Platform 
HERMAN. During any t:1.me that the LNG ship may 'be 
1n the vicinity of that plattorm, the tugboats Will 
be ava1lable to take control or the Ship should an 
onboard casualty render the ship helple$s and in 
danger or striking the platform. Tbe probability 
of collision has been investigated based on world
wide casualty experience and statistics and on data 
specifically applicable to tbe Santa Bar~ara Channel. 
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"During the 8-year period since the vessel traffic 
lanes=were established, there have been no colli
sionS-or casualties or any sort in the Santa Barbara 
Channel. During this period, there have been over 
36,000 vessel movements through the Channel. Th1s 
does not 1mply that the probability of a casualty is 
zero, but may be used to calculate a value below 
which t.he prObability lies ••• n 

Based on experience over the 8-year period since 1969, during 
which trarf1c service (trarfic lanes) have been in operation in the 
Santa Barbara Channel, the probability of a casualty of any sort 1n 

the Channel is less than 8.2 x 10-5 per ship movement. The pro
bability or a casualty serious enough to lead to the pOSSible 10s5 
of a ship or a possible spill of LNG might be significantly smaller. 

Western Terminal's witness also described Western Terminal's 
mar1ne operat1on plan, which w111 apply to all vessels calling at 
the proposed LNG terminal. Its provisions are in addition to, not 
in lieu or, u.s. Coast Guard and other applicable requirements for 
vessel operations. All masters of vessels calling on the.LNG facil
~'t1es . will be required to be familiar with the marine operations 
plan. 

The Witness testified that the plan requires all vessels to, 
estab11sh and mainta1n commun1cations With the LNG facility while 
approaching the facility and departing from it. All vessels will 
monitor their radar for the presence of other vessels in the area. 
The LNG vessels will not enter the approach zone if another vessel 
is transiting it. All vessels will approach the LNG terminal from 
a soutbeasterly direction. Durin~ initial operations, Western Ter
m1nal has established as operating criteria that berthing will not 
be permitted when'visibility is less than one m1le~ when ~ds 
excee~ 25 knots, or when wave heights exceed six teet. In addition. 
the master or each vessel call1ng on the terminal will retain dis
cretion to not berth even it those criter1a are not exceeded. ~e~ 
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t~boats and two line-handli~S boats will be available at all times 
to assist~n the berth1ng of LNG vessels. Once berthed~ unloading 
will not ~ommence until representatives of the vessel~ the LNG 
facility~ and the Coast Guar~ have conrerre~~ and all part1es are 
satisfied that unloading can be safety con~ucted. The vessels are 
responsible 'for the proper discharge of their cargo and will coor
dinate all such activities with the responsible terminal officials. 

A marine consultant also testified on behalf of Western Termi-
nal concerning its marine operat1ons plan and stated: 

"Considering the vessels~ the weather conditions 
we will encounter in the proposed area~ the 
equipment proposed for assisting the vessels~ 
I have concluded the vessels can be safely 
handled at the proposed terminal." 

The evidence with regard to the marine navigational systems 
showed that each vessel will have two marine radar sets~ a colli
sion avoidance radar set ~ a Loran uni t ~ and ra~li0 ~1rection finder 
eqUipment for navigational pu.~oses. All vessels Will also have 
the latest marine navigational charts. The trestle and pier will 
be properly lighted to conform to U.S. Coast Guard requir~ments. 
The pier and trestle will also be equipped with radar reflectors. 

Staff's maritime consultant recommended measures which should 
be applied to reduce the risk aSSOCiated with LNG vessel traffic 
to and from Point Conception. These recommended mitigating factors 
were divided into the two general categories of equipment and pro
cedures. These are equ1pment measures and's1te instrumentation. 

The eqUipment measures are as,follows: 
Ship Instrumentation 
1. Anemometer - the ship should be equipped with an 

anemometer_ provid1ng Wind speed and direction 
information to the bridge. This information 
Will be necessary for the docking phase_ and 
ensure that docking is not attempted under 
conditions outSide the specified operational 
envelope. 

, 
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.. 
2. 7Rate or Turn Indicator - the ship should 

~be equipped with a rate of turn indicator~ 
reading out at ~oth the steering stand for 
use by the helmsman, and at a second 
appropriate place on the bridge for use 
by the Master/Pilot. This indicator will 
assist in maneuvering and doc~~ng or the 
LNG ship. 

Docking Velocimeter - if not provided on 
the pier itself, tEe ship should be 
equipped with a direct reading bridge 
instrument displaying the velocity or 
the ~ow and stern (separately) toward 
the pier. This Will assist in preventing 
too high a lateral velocity of the ship 
into the pier. 

4. Collision Avoidance System (CAS) - the 
ship should be equipped with a modern 
CAS to provide rapid indication or 
potential collision threats and free 
the bridge crew from the time-consuming 
task or radar plotting. 

Tug and Work Boat Equipment 

1. 0 en-Sea Towin Ca~abilit Via Tu boat -
ach tug shou d be equ1pped w1th a mu tiple drum 

to .... "1ng winch. This machj.nery should be equipped 
with a minimum or 2000 feet or wire tow rope and 
a similar length of 9 or 12 inch nylon rope. 
All tugs should possess at least 4-5000 horse
power (HP) and perhaps one vessel~ 1~500 EP. 
Personr,el should be trained and experienced 

2. 

in salvage, damage control and especially 
ocean towing. 

Firef1 tin Ca abilit .Aboard Tu boats -
1ven the nature 0 N, its behavior when spilled, 

and the threat it poses to personnel and ships, 
the tugboats should be outfitted with extensive 
!ire!ighting equipment and with personnel well
trained in LNG !irerighting techniques. 

Pollution Control Via Vessel -
The work boat planned tor use at the terminal sbould 
be capable or deploying some kind or open water 
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.'"Pollution control eQ,u1pment. In-:luded in 
:this e~u1pment should be a rapid deployment 

container ~oom and a sk1mm1ng device. The 
work ~oat Will require a deck crane for 
launch1ng an~ ~eeovering the s~er. 

Navigational Aids 

1. 

2. 

Range Markers - the facility should be 
equippe~ with a set or range markers 
defining the 1nitial approach path to 
the pier. One marker at the end of the 
trestle and a second on the mainland. 
properly aligned, are recommended. 

BOuzs - a ~uoy should be provided 
marK1ng the location of the reported 
rock (hazard to navigation) at a depth 
or 4 fathoms which must be avoided 
~y LNG ships. 

At least two buoy should be prOVided 
to mark the southern- and western-most 
extremes or the field or submerged 
well-heads in the vicinity or Platform 
HERMAN. These well-heads are at a 
depth of 6-1/2 fathoms and should be 
avoided by LNG ships. 

No other buoy marking the approach 
to the dock are recommended inasmuch 
as they eould become a hazard rather 
than provide aSSistance. 

Lighting or Pier - the entire trestle and 
pier head should be lighted With shielded 
lights; the lights should not be directly 
visible from seaward. These lights should 
be in operation at night and under all con
ditions of reduced visibility. Except tor 
actual search purposes. spotlights or flo04-
lights pointing seaward should be avoided. 

A light atop the control tower is reeom-
... ' . mended. This l1ght 8hould be or a d1s

tinctive color and occulting. and Will 
serve as a navigat10n aid to ships further 
away than in the docking approaCh. 
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Site Instrumentation 

1. ~eather Instrumentation - the control tower 
;should be prov1~e~ With an anemometer for 
direct on-site reading of wind speed and 
direction. This will assist in determining 
if the wind conditions at the p1er are in
side or outside the specified operational 
envelope. 

2. Visibility Measurement - the control tower 
shoul~ be prov1de~ with equipment and a 
procedure for determining the extent of 
visibility. A series of distances along 
the trestle marked so as to be visible 
from the control tower would be adequate. 
This will assist in determining if the 
visibility conditions at the pier are in
side or outside the specified operations 
envelope. 

3. 

4. 

Swell/Wave Measurement - the pier should 
be equipped to observe and measure the 
wave ~~d swell height, direction and 
period. This may be accomp11shed by 
observing the wave and swell action 
against a marked piling. This will 
assist in determining if the ocean water 
condit1ons are inside or outside 
the specified operational envelope. 

Radar - the control tower on the pier 
shOurd be equipped With a surface search 
radar with 15- to 20-~le range capability. 
This radar should be operated during periods 
when an LNG ship is in transit and wi thin 
range. 

The procedural measures are as follows: . 
1. ~pproaeh ~oute - ~or the Alaska tankers, 

an approach route to the vicinity or the 
pier, beginn1ng when the arriving ship 
reaches' latitude of about 340 40' and 
follows a rhumb line to a po1nt 2 to 4 
miles south of Point Conceptior., is 
reoommended. 
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2. 

For Indonesian LNG tankers~ it is recommended 
that the ships enter the south~ound vessel 
.:traffic lane ~ and then turn to cross the 
;north~ound lane and proceed to the vicinity 
of the trestle. 

Communications - dur1ng its approach 
to the vfc1n1ty or the trestle~ the 
LNG vessel 5hould attempt to communicate 
with all other vessels within or potentially 
within its path and inform them or its 
1ntentions. It is recommended that the 
control tower on the pier attempt to 
co~~unicate with vessels with which the 
LNG ship may interact ~ and inform them 
of the intentions of the ship. 

The ship and the site should mutually 
confirm~ ~y use or their radar and 
cO~ieation, all vessel trarfic w1th 
which the LNG ship may interact. This 
procedure, particularly under conditions 
of limited visi~ility Will, in effect, 
~e a vessel traffic service for the LNG 
ships during their approach and departure. 

Western Ter.m1nal indicated its intention to adopt the reeo=
mended eqUipment measures and its willingness to consider the pro
priety of the suggested procedures. We wi~l.order it to do so. 
G. ?ublic Safety and Protection Features 

The Act requ1res the applicant for a per.m1t to provide informa
tion regarding safety and public protection features~ including r~e 
protection measures~ marine navigational sY5tems, emergency systemz 
tor shutting down the terminal, and other contingency plans tor 
accidents. (Sec. S60l(d).) 

Western Ter.m1nal presented evidence with regard to the,publ1c 
safety features at the proposed LNG terminal. The LNG fac1l1ty Will 
have an automated-control system which will continually monitor con
ditions at the plant, and automatically shut down operations it ab
normal conditions cannot be corrected before they become hazardous_. 
In addition, the plant will have redundant manual emergency shut
down stations tor use by the plant's personnel. In the event the 
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control system should itself fail» the valves in the emergency 
shut-down;>ystem automatically move to a safe shut-down position. . . 
Standby electric power W1ll ~e provided at the terminal by two full 
capacity electric generators and a battery powered electrical 
system. E~uipment will ~e located on the site with sufficient 
clearance so' that an emergency at one part or the plant (even a 
tire) would not affect other parts of it. 

The LNG cargo transfer system contains main shut-down isola
tion valves which can be activated to isolate the various portions 
of the system. Further.more~ pumps and piping will be installed so 
that LNG can be tr~~sferred between tanks~ or circulated within one 
tank~ a capability that allows the operator to avoid rollover and to 
empty a tank if it is necessary. 

Western#Term1nal presented as a witness a consultant in the 
LNG safety area) who described the planned fire protection equip
ment for the proposed facility. He testified that the POint Con
ception terminal will have its own complete fire 'and leak detection 
and protection system. In the event or fire~ fixed monitors will 
spray water on adjacent eqUipment to provide cooling, so as to 
prevent damage. In this connection, Western Terminal stated that 
water deluge systems will be placed on each storage tank to protect 
them from damage from fire in an adjacent impounding area. 

Although Western Terminal presented extensive evidence that it 
will include adequate and advanced public safety and protection 
features at the proposed LNG ter.m1nal, we will require that prior 
to commencement of operations» Wes~ern Terminal shall prepare a 
:tire protection plan for the a!fected area. The plan shall ~.rovide 
measures to adequately minimize risks to life and property from tire. 

Terminal operations Will not ~e permitted to commence until. 
the Co~ss1on~ after consultation with the Santa Barbara County 
Fire Department. has approved Western ~er.m1nal's plan. ~3 plan 
shall be consistent with any safety regulations adopted by us . 
pursuant to Section 5631 or the Act. 
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H. Emergency Shutdown and Other Contingency Plans 
The Act also requires that tbe applicant provide information 

on its em~gency systems for sbutting down the terminal and other 
contingen~y plans for accidents (Sec. 5601 Cd». 

Western Terminal submitted evidence that the LNG term1nal ~ll 
have a control system that will shut down the terminal in the un
l1kely even~ that an emergency would so require. The system includes 
an automatic shut-down capability, redundant manual controls, and it 
automatically moves the valves to a sate shut-down system if the 
control system fails. ~e term1nal's 1mpoundment baSins, which will 
'be constructed around the storage tanks and tbe LNG handling oper
ating equipment, will contain a:ny LNG spill. In the event or an 
emergency, the tanks can be emptied into other LNG tanks. The ter
minal control system is powered by an un1nterrupt1ble power supply. 
Excessive ship movement will automatically stop the LN~ unloading 
and close the valves. The control system Will shut down the facil
ity within one minute or the sensing 'by the detection system or an 
abnormal condition. Ir either the air control system or the elec
trical system should fail. the failure would initiate a safe shut
down or the plant. Accord~g to Western Terminal's evidence, the 
cargo transfer system is des~gned to permit the rapid sbutting down 
ot that system in an emergency. 

Western Terminal also presented evidence on contingency plans 
for aCCidents, shOwing that plant personnel Will be given tra'njng 
for emergency conditions at tbe terminal. It LNG is spilled, the 
~poundment system will conrine it ~ the shut-down system will be 
initiated, and h1gh expansion roam will be employed to reduce ~tz 
dispersion. If a fire is ignited on land. the fixed water system 
will be activated, the dry cbemcial system will di~cbarge automat-

f 

ically~ and the high-expansion roam system W1ll be activated to 
control the tire. In the event or an earthquake causing damage to 
the rac1lity~ the facility Will be shut down until th: appropriate 
1nspection and repair. ir necessary ~ are completed. I!" a spill .= 
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were to occur at the unloading dock~ operations that might act as 
a source o~ ignition would be halte~ immediately and satety shut
down syste.ms ror the unloading operations would be initiated. It . -
a ~ire occurred at the pier, the fixed water and dry chemical 
systems would be activated. 

Vessel collisions involving no spillage or LNG would be 
handled in the same manner as any ship collision. If a spill 
occurs~ steps would be undertaken to stop or minimize the leak 
(by cargo transrer, tr1mm1ng of the cargo~ or jettisoning it at a 
sare location). Operations involving a source or ignition would 
be ceased immediately. 

Western Terminal has been ordered by the Department of Energy 
to submit to it, within 90 days after the Site and tarirfs are 
approved~ a contingency plan tor use in periods of service inter
ruptions. The plan is required to insure~ to the extent possible 
noncurta11able supply continuity ror high priority customers or 
So Cal and PG&E tor five consecutive months or peak use •. 
I. Analysis or Aecidents z Conseguences, and Risks 

The Act requires applicant to provide an analysis or accident 
possib1lities~ consequences~ and risks for the terminal. (Sec. 
5601(c)). Western Terminal has submitted an extensive analysis 
or the accident possib111ties~ risks and consequences in 8 report 
entitled "LNG Terminal Risk Assessment Study ~or Point Conception~ 
California.". 

The study ana.lyzea the level or risk to the general public 
from the delivery of LNG to the proposed terminal near Point Con
cept1on. The study assumed a ~ Bcr~ Qe11very rate ~n place or the 
l.3 Betd average for which Western Terminal's application was filed. 
It conSidered various types o~ initiating events that could cause 
a condition in which a risk to the pub11c may be present~ and the 
probabilities or those initiating events. The study eXamined: 
(1) internal plant failures: (2) natural events (severe w1nds~ 
stor.ms~ tsunam1s~. earthquakes. and meteorites; (3) sh1p collisions; 
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(ll) aircraft hazarc!s; and (5) missile 1mpacts. The study also 
consi~ered-projected population data tor the reg10n surroun<11ng 
tbe site.:-

~e evidence developed that LNG itself is not explosive and 
that tbe greates~ hazard related to LNG is the potential release 
o! a large~ low-lying vapor cloud. . , . 

Based upon the analysis performed, the study concludes that 
the level or risk to the publiC arising from the proposed LNG ter
minal is: 

"The highest fatality probability is one chance 
in 14 million *1 per person per year within 
1-1/3 miles or-the site, decreasing to 
probabilities ranging from one chance in 1 
billion to one chance in 10 billion per person 
per year or less within 2 miles or the site. 
~e probability or one occurrence of 10 to 
100 fatalities is one chance in 29 billion 
per year, and the max1mum fatality count per 
occurrence is 54, with a probability or one 
chance 1n 760 qu1ntr1ll1on (760 followed by 
18 zeros) per year." 

Comparative data was presented showing that an indiVidual's 
chance per year or dying from fires and burns in the United States 
is one chance in 30,000. ~e study concludes "on the basis of this 
study that the LNG risks to populated areas near the Fo~t Conception 
site are extremely low." 

Further evidence on the risks assoc1ate~ with the LNG terminal 
was g1ven by the staff's consultant, Dr. Elizabeth Drake. Her 
st~dy concludes that detonation of LNG is "extremely unlikely". 1s 
not a "realistic hazard"~ and that the probability or an accident 
involving ten or more casualties due to the propose~ project was 
around 10-8 per yea:r (100 m11110n yea:rs recurrence 1nterval)/ tor 
existing population levelS." She further stated: 

*1 ~e probability decreases to one in 43 ~llion per person per, 
-- year it the assumption ot 100 percent fatalities 1n the plume . 

area is not used. 
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ftthe low levels indicated are due to the 
conservative design of the terminal to 
~ze the chance of accident as well 
as to the low-population density in the 
region surrounding the Point Conception 
site. ft 

SDG&E presented evidence that it has operated an LNG tacil
ity (liquefaction and gasification at Chula Vista) for approxi
mately 10 years and has never experienced an accident~ incident> 
spill~ or leak associated with its LNG storage tanks. 

T.he staff study comports with our earlier expressed general 
views on risk analysis. We will adopt its conclusions. 
J. Sabotage and Vandalism 

Two reports~ one classified and one unclassified~ were prepared 
in connection with the sabotage protection pl~~ for. the proposed 
LNG facility. The classified report provided a complete descrip
tion of the security plan. That report is being held by the Cali
fornia Department of Justice on a confidential bas13~ pursuant to 
legal advice of the Attorney General that Section 6255 of the Govern
ment Code authorizes its treatment as classified information. Tone 
second report~ which contains more general 1nformation~was presented 
by consultants to the staff and was the subject or hearing. 

The sabotage protection plan includes: (1) per1meter fencing> 
(2) multiple phenomena sensors~ (3) a roving security patrol> (~) a 
vehicle barrier> (5) access control measures> (6) special trestle, 
pier> and ship security measures, and (7) special employee selec-
tion and tra~ng methods. T.he sabotage plan should 
the terminal against vandalism. 

The report concludes as follows: 

ftThe security plan as presently proposed 
will serve to deter sabotage attacks as 
well as provide a level of protection 
against sabotage threats which is to ~e 
considered adequate. If implemented as 
proposed~ the plan will provide greater 
security than at other LNG facilities 

also protect 
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and ~ll approach that employed at nuclear 
pl~~~ and Department of Defense instal
lat1ons, some or the most secure facilities 
1n the country." 

We will adopt the a'bove-mentioned conclusion, pertain1ng to 
security of .·the proposed LNG terminal a.gainst acts or sabotage and 
vandalism. 
K. Insurance 

Western Terminal su'bmitted evidence on its plans for prov1~
ing insurance for personal injury and property damage in connection 
~~th its operation of the proposed LNG facility. 

Western ~erm1nal's W1tness testified that it is Western Ter-
. minal's intention to maintain Comprehensive General Lia'bi1ity and 

Terminal Operator's Legal Lia'bi1ity Insurance covering third party 
property damage and personal injuries in an amount not less tha.~ 
$50 million per occurrence. Western Terminal will re~u1re that 
each LNG vessel which is used for the proposed project carry pro
tection and indemnity insurance of not less than $50 ~llion per 
occurrence. Western Terminal will also insure the term1nal faCil
ities for the replacement cost of new p~ant. In the event or an 
inCident at the ter.m1nal, Western Terminal intends to provide a 
centralized claimS handling facility for the receipt and handling 
of claims 'by mem'bers of the pu'blic. 

Southern Pacific Transportation Company, (SP) a party to the 
proceeding, proposes that the Commission condition ~~y per.m1t to 
require Western Terminal to in4emn1~ SP~ even tor its own acts or 
negligence or even willful m1sconduct~ unless Western Term1~l 
enters into an 1n~emn1ty agreement With it. Western 'terminal 
reSists such a proposal stating that SF will be covered by Western 
Terminal's insurance in tbe same manner that all members or the 
public will be, an4 no rational basiS exists to give that party 
s:nyspecial treatment in th1~ proceeding. The CommiSSion concu:rs 
with Western Terminal's position. 
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'!he County of Santa Barbara in their proposed terms an~ con-
4itions recommended the ~position of strict lia~111ty on LNG ter-

"-

minal owne!s and operators for ultra-hazardous activities. Western 
Terminal ~s opposed to any condition or a pe~t that 1mposes strict 
li~biiity:ror the activities or the project. Tone argument is that 
·the condition is not feasible and will have impacts on the project 
wr~ch are difficult to predict and not readily quantifiable. Western 
Terminal indicates that unlim1te~ liability would cause a marked 
escalation in the costs of financing and could delay or prevent 
altogether obtaining of the necessary financing of ~he project. 
They indicate that while the potential cost impacts are likely to 
be serious, the uncertainty of impact upon scheduling and overall 
project viability is or even greater concern. 

We take no exception to the intentions of Western Terminal 
regarding liability insurance coverage. The CommiSSion will order 
Western Terminal to provide to the CommiSSion evidence or their 
specific liability insurance coverage at tbe time of exposure and 
obta1ning SUCh insuran.ce. For the purpose of this order the insur
ance coverage woul~ include the marine facilities, the gas handling 
facility, all pipeline an~ transmission facilities to an~ from tbe 
property and all vessels, regardless or ownership or control~ trans
porting or designed to transport or otber,w1se used in connection 
with the marine operations. 

" ..... 
We <io not see it as within our jurisdiction to either l1m.1t 

liability or to fix a stan<iar<i of strict liability upon Western 
Terminal. We will fix safety stan~ards and mnimum insurance 
requirements. The extent of actual liability for the operation 
of. the LNG terminal must be determined either by the courts it a 
mishap occurs or by legislative action. 

L. ~ss11e~ Aircraft and Meteor Hazards . 

The proposed terminal ~s located so that it could be impacted 
by launches of missiles and space boosters from Vandenberg Air Force -Base and the Pacific Missile Test Center. T.herefore. damage to 
the storage t~ coul~ result from the potential 1mpact or a 

~ veh1cle or veh1cle fragments from a critical vehicle maltunction. 
,_ In most cases~ these vehicles are equipped Witb fl1ght term1nation 
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systems to prevent large deViations or the vehicle from the planned 
flight traJectory. Although none of the launch vehicles are 
expected~o have trajectories which directly fly over the propozed 
LNG site, and although the activation of a flight termination 
system would prevent such overflight in most cases, the 41zpersion 
of some vehicles prior to destruct action, together With the effect 
or prevailing winds 011 the fragments resulting from vehicle break'.l:p, 
could result in the impact of fragments on the LNG terminal. Some 
of these fragments would be capable or penetrating LNG tanks or 
major piping at the terminal. The average annual probability of 
one or more missile fragments penetrating an LNG storage tank, 
pipeline or LNG tanker tank is less than 3X10-S in 1980 and declines 
to less than 4xlO-7 by 1987. The Commission deems this probability 
to be sur~1c1ently low as to render the risk of missile hazards 
accepta.ble. 

Although the LNG terminal is loca.ted at a significant distance 

~ :rom any major a1rport'ha PtO~:bi11ity~exiists that an
1
aircr

LN
at

G
t in 

~. ~istress may crash at t e e~'~na an~ mpact a crit cal system. 
It has been concluded that the probability or an airplane's pene
trating a cr1t1cal LNG system at the shore-based terminal is about 
5 x 10-5 occurrences per year (recurrences interval of 20,000 years) 
for the LNG pipelines and about 10-5 occurrences per year for an LNG 
tank roof, and 6 x 10-7 for an LNG tank sidewall. The risks from 
aircraft hazarcis are deemed acceptable. 

Small meteors~ entering the earth's atmosphere are usually 
completely disintegrated. due to aerodynamic heating and ablation 
processes that occur before they reach the earth's surface •. Those 

" 

meteors last1ng to ~paet generally have pre-entry weights excee~
ing 100 pounds. These surviving meteors. called meteorites, would 
create a hazard tor LNG tanks .. tankers' and pipes, it they were to 
impact with a mass and velocity sufficient to cause penetration of = 
the structure. It is estimated that 3,500 meteor1tes~ having 
weights ~ excess' of one poun~, tall to earth each year. ~e 

~ probability of a tank. pipe or tanker being pe?etrated by a 
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meteorite has been calculate~ to range 
clearly acceptable risk. , ~ 

We conclude, that the risks to the 

· . 

from 10-7 to 5 x 10-8~ a 

terminal from missile and 
~ 

aircraft hazards are acceptably low. The probability or a meteorite 
or;surr1cient mass an~ velocity to penetrate the LNG tanks~ LNG 
ships and pipelines is so remote as to be acceptable. 
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M. Sea-State Con~1t1ons 
~he acceptability of sea-state conditions, 1nclu~1ng wind, 

.: ' 

wave, curr~nt, and fog, at Point Conception is a significant 
issue with respect to the safety and reliability of the proposed 
project. In the event of poor sea-state conditions, an LNG tanker 
may not be able to dock at the facility or unload once at berth. 
S1nce occurrence of these sea-state conditions might interfere 
~~th the reliable operation of the project, it is critical to 
determine their frequency of occurrence. persistence, an4 1mpact 
upon system reliability. 

Western Terminal presented a maritime operations plan which, 
among other things, indicates that during ~itial operation or 
the term1nal LNG vessels Will not be per-m1tted to ~erth when 
steady ~~nds exceed 25 knots, seas exceed 6 feet and/or during 
those periOds when visibility is less than one ~le. Western 
Ter.m1nal also sponsored evidence evaluating the level beyond 
which wave ~~d swell-induced forces and motions or the sh1p at 
berth wou14 require cessation or the LNG unload1ng opera~ions. 
With respect to wind-related effects on tanker unload~ng, Western 
Terminal posited that the sh1p could safely stay at berth 1n 

winds up to 50 miles per hour without exceed1ng anY' design . 
criteria. We accept Western ~erm1nal's operat1ng criteria as 
valid. 

In order to evaluate the annual percentage of time the ~erth 
will be available to receive and unload LNG'vessels, and accord
ingly to determine it throughput of,l.3 Bctd can relia~ly be 

delivered to the gas transmission ~ystem, an accurat~ assessment 
or oceanographic (sea and swell wave characteristics~ current~ 
etc.) and meteorolOgic (wind. spe,ed and direction, visibility) 
conditions at the ~01nt Conception Site is critical. ~he Comm1s
sion must ~e in a pOSition to conclud.e~ on the baSis or marine 

, ' 

operat1ng crit~r1a set by Western Term1n3.1~ whether weather-. 
related conditions at Po1nt Conception will allow suffic1ent 
berth availability so that reliable d.elivery or l.3 Bcrd or gas 
on an a.verage annual bas1s can be insured. 
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Unfor~ately~ when faced with this critical determination, 
we are comvelled to look to a lim1ted record or on-site observa
tion and measurement data which would accurately portray actual 
meteorologic and oceanographic conditions at Point Conception. 
In the absence or actual field measurement ot conditions - the 
preferred ~ut unavailable method - characterization of wind and 
wave con~itions at Point Conception can best be accomp11she~ 
utilizing tec~~1ques of hindcast1ng. H1ndcast1ng is a process 
whereby historical weat~er information is used to estimate what 
conditions existed at a particular site during a specifiC per1oC.. . . . ... .. .. .-

Much eVidence was presented on the issue or sea-state cond1-
t1ons~ or wind and wave cond1t1ons~ in' the vicinity of the pro
posed LNG terminal Site. There were volumes of exh1'b1ts and 
several expert witnesses. The significance of the evidence lies 
in its application to two issues~ project safety and project 
reliability. 

Oceanographic Services, Inc. (OSI), undertook and presented 
a study on Point Conception h1ndcast tor Western Terminal. The 
data employed by OSI 1n the preparation of its study was derived . 
!rom historical weather maps prepared by the U.S. Weather Bureau~ 
and section analyses of the southern California area prepared by 
OS1 itself. To derive wave heights from this data~ wind speed 
and d1rect1on, tetch length and duration were taken trom the maps 
an~ analyzed by a computer model. 

OSI stu~ied wind and wave conditions at the proposed site 
for the years July 1961 to June 1962 and July 1964 to June 1965. 
Those years provided information which the OSI witnesses described 
as typical conditions at the site. OSI'5 conclusion that tbose 
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years were~typ1cal years was ~ased upon an analysis or weather 
con~ition; ~ur1ng the ten-year period, which revealed that the 
weather during the two-year study most closely fit the averages 
or the ten-year period. While OSI was instructe~ by Western 
Terminal to study typical years, and not extreme years, at the 
site, OSI di~, as part or its report, proVide Western Terminal 
with information on extreme wind and wave conditions at CojO Bay. 

Intervenors Bix~y and Hollister alleged both prior and sub
sequently to the submission of OII 1 that Western Terminal's 
evidence contained insufficient data with regard to "extreme" 
year conditions at Point Conception. This allegation seems to be 
based principally on OSI's use or hindcast data from 1961-62 and 
1964-65 to determine, per Western Terminal's instructions, 
"average" conditions (tankers Will not land ~uring "extreme" con
ditions). The OSI data was corroborated by additional ev1~ence 
presented by Western Terminal: the Tetra Tech, Inc. stu~ies. 

The intervenors misconstrue the use or the term "average." 
No one contends that the conditions occurring in an "average" 
year will recur during every year or the life or the project • . 
Rather that term only describes a quantity that rougbly bisects 
a range or possible quantities. This concept is illustrated 
by the testimony on cross-examination or the starr Witness in 
support or Exhibit No. 0-91: 

"Q. (by Atty. Green) Referring now to page 
62 of Exhibit 0-91, the range or ~ownt1me 
percentages that appear on that page, am 
I correct in understanding that those are 
averages, perhaps over - - - ror the life 
or the project? 

nA. Those are long term averages. 

nQ. Okay. So then your conclusion there is . 
not arr~cted ir, in one particular year, 
downtime percentages woul~ exceed 17 
percent? 
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"A. ~es. On the contrary, it is constructed, 
assuming a fairly wide range of differences, 
in years. It assumes that 1n half the years, 
the downtime Will be in excess of that; ~~d 
half the years, it ~~ll be less than that." 

The conclusions reached by OSI on the baSis of its hindcast 
study are: 

1. The predominant direction of winds at Point 
Conception are from west-northwest to north
northwest, with a co~ined annual frequency 
of 49.4 percent. 

2. The frequency of occurrence of winds in excess 
of 25 knots is approximately 3.4 percent of 
the year or about lZ.5 days per year at the 
site. 

3. Winds at the site are lower than winds off
shore or to the west of the site due to the 
protection afforded by Point Conception', Govern
ment POint, and. the Santa Ynez Mountains • 

4. The predominant directions of waves at the 
Cojo Site are south-southwest to west-southwest, 
with a combined annual frequency of occurrence 
of 92.1 percent. 

5. The site is sheltered from northwesterly 
swells and waves by the Point Conception 
promontory. 

6. The annual frequency of swells greater than 
six feet is 0.2 percent. 

7. The frequency of occurrence of waves 1n 
excess o.f six feet from southwesterly and 
southeasterly storms is less t~~ 1/2 of 1 
percent. 

S. The frequency of occurrence of 25-knot Winds 
simultaneously with Six-foot waves from all 
sectors is less than 1/2 of 1 percent. 

Delft HydrauliCS Laboratory (Delft) un~ertook for Western 
~erm1nal modeling tests to dete~e the opt1mum berth orienta
t10n for the Cojo Bay facility. Tbe mo~el1ng tests were carried 
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out to asc~rta1n the optimum 'berth alignment 1n terms of berth 
availa~1l1ty - that is, the percentage of time the berth is open 
to receive LNG carriers. Berth availability as that term is used 
by Delft is not operational ,berth time, but rather just a state
ment of the percentage of the t1me~ on an annual ~as1s, that the 
~rth is available to accept vessels. 

Delft's mo~eling tests considered various mooring arrange
ments, various line elasticities, wind types, and variouS wave 
conditions (including multiple wave conditions). In studying 
optimum berth orientation, Delft used tbe OSI hindcast data. 

The Delft Witness testified that the opt1mum berth orienta
tion for the Cojo Bay site is within the sector or 225° to 255°. 
He furtber testified that the determination of the optimum berth 
orienta~ion is based on the conclusion that yearly downtime due 
to excessive mooring forces M,d ship motions at the ~erth, and 
due to adverse waves, currents~ and wind conditions is at a 
m1n1mum of about 7 percent at the sector of 225° to 255°. He 
testified that the dO~"nt1me calculations were made', in part, 
using Western Terminal's instructions that berthing would not 
take place when Winds exceed 25 knots or significant wave heights 
exceed six feet. He also stated that those criteria are based 
upon a conservative assumption that the tugboats and line-handling 
boats at the proposed te~nal cannot effectively operate When 
the criteria are exceeded. 

Western Terminal also contracted with Tetra Tech, Inc. 
(Tetra Tech) to proVide certain additional stud1esof the se~
state conditions at Cojo Bay. Tetra Tech. on behalf or Western 
~erm1nal. conducted two pr1ncipal studies 1n connection ~tb 
sea-state conditions at the site. F1rst~ it used certa1n histor
ical data derived from wind and wave h1ndcasts o~ U.S. Navy 
Fleet Numerical Control and certain on-site measurements o~ winds 
to substantiate the OSI h1ndcast data. ~he Fleet Numerical data 
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was derived.trom 26 years of weather maps (1949-1974) and the 
measured d~a ~~s derived from a 150-foot meteorologieal tower 
whi~h reco~ded conditions between March 1, 1971 through May 1, 
1972. ~etra Tech 'concluded that the OSI wave statistics show , 
consistent agreement with its findings, and that the OSI wind 
statistics were only slightly below those whieh it found. 

With respect to the Fleet Numerical data employed by Tetra 
Tech, Bixby presented evidence to show that the data has a 
statistical bias which results in an und~r-representation or 
extreme conditions. The Tetra Tech witness testified that his 
firm was well aware of the stat~d l1m1tations of the Fleet 
Numerical data at the time it used that data and that for the 
pu..-poses for which the d.ata was used (statistical analyses and 
comparison) it was employed by that firm with confidence. 

Tetra Tech presented. a later study Showing on-site wind and 
wave, measurements at Cojo Bay from December 1977 through April 
1978. The period of time covered. by the report is short, but 
the period includes some extreme weather cond'~itions. That report 
indicates the lack of long-period waves at the Site, but that a 
number of waves were measured with a significant wave he1gnt 1n 

exeess of six feet. 
Hollister presented two witnesses on sea-state condit1ons. 

One witness prepared a hindeast study of wind and. wave conditions 
at Cojo Bay. The stud.y was eon~ucted for one year (1973)~ a 
year the author admitted was an above-normal year. The witness 
testified that based upon his study-the berth would have been 
avai1a~le at Cojo Bay 81 percent of that year. A staff consultant 
also analyze~ this study and he interpreted 1t to result ~ 85 
percent berth ava1lab1l1ty for 1973. The Witness character1zed 
the study results as the most eonservative be reviewed. 

Hollister's other W1tness testified that long-period wave 
,aetivities "could ea~se very dangerous motion or the moored sb1ps 
in an unprotected setting ••• " However~ the study sponsored by 
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--
the w1tnes~ was not a study of long-period waves at the proposed ... 
terminal site. The Witness had not studied the effects of long-
period waves on LNG vessels and the details or the proposed 
moor1ng system • .. 

Western'Term1nal presented a report on LNG trade simulation. 
The report was a computer analysis of the entire LNG transporta
tion system for the proposed project from the time the gas is 
loaded at the liquefaction plants (in Indonesia and South Alaska) 
until it is delivered to the tr~~sm1ss10n p'ipel1ne at Point Con
ception. The computer analysis included a number of factors which 
can affect that transportation requirements and delay caused by 
weather and other factors. 

Evidence was introduced by the stafr on project reliability. 
In its study on berth availability and reliability, numerous factors 
were applied to determine whether the proposed project could main
tain a long-term average throughput 10 excess of l.3· Befd. It was 
concluded that "weather caused berth downtime will not seriously 
imPair operations at POint Conception." 

The starr analyzed the hindcasts or both OSI and Hollister, 
made certa1n adjustments to the data, and concluded that on an 
annual baSis estimates of restricted availability due to W1nd, 
waves, and poor Visibility range fro~ a lower bound of 5.5 percent 
or the t1me (OSI hindcast data) to an upper extreme of 15 percent 
(Hollister h1ndcast data). Statf then presented a computer-a1de~ 
analysis which 1nd1cated that g1 ven berth downtime and berth 
unavailability ranging trom 0 to 17 percent on an annual bas~s 
the LNG transportation system could maintain a long-term average 
throughput in excess or 1.3 Bctd. 

Tbe starr's range of acceptable berth downt1me conservatively 
encompasses the estimate ma~e by West'ern Terminal. the' Waterways 
Exper1ment Station and J'ohn J'. McMullen es.t1mate~ made tor the 
CCC, and the range or estimates made 'by the starr consultant .. 
including the est1mate based on the ~dcast prepared by the 
Hollister witness. 
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The e~imate of berth downtime made ~y the Hollister Witness 
(19 percent) is ~eyond the acceptable range estimate~ by the staff 
(1 to 17 percent) ~ and is excl,,.si ve of downtime caused by V1sib1l1 ty 
lim1tations. If the start's estimate of the vis1~ility lim1tation 
(approximately 4 percent) is added~ the estimated total downtime 
would ~e 23 percent tor the year estimated. A direct comparison 
or this estimate with the statt's acceptable range (0 to 17 percent) 
is not valid. The staff's range is for long-term average conditions. 
In contrast~ the Hollister witness estimate was made for a year 
in which "(t)he storm frequency was somewhat a~ove normal ~ut not 
so far above as to rank as an extreme case. A number of such 
years would have to be contended with during the life or the LNG 
operation." 

As indicated in the staft's report~ the system could provide 
an average delivery or over 1.3 Bctd of gas at 23 percent annual 
~erth downtime. Further, the upper bound of the start's range 
(17 percent) includes prOvision for years W1th berth unavailability 
equaling or exceeding 23 percent three years out of every ten years. 
Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that none of the est1mates 
wouJ.d seriously impair operations at the Point Conception Site. 

We believe adequate evidence respecting these weather-related 
issues exists to support us in any determination to approve the 
proposed project. Some uncertainty eXists, however, in the absence 
or actual measurement data, and precludes us from unconditionally 
accepting the proposition that weather-induced berth availability 
will not significantly affect reliable operations at Point Conception. 

" 
The record in the proceeding reflects 16 days of hearing . 

which were devoted either all or in part to weather-related 1mpacts 
on the viability of the LNG project at Point Conception. Witnesses 
ranging from interna-;10nal experts to local pilots, fishermen.. ,.. 
and surters prese~ted testimony. ~he evidence ~s somewhat con
tradictory. Questions were raised concerning lack or inrormation 
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relating to southern swell and its potential tor disrupting unload
ing operat1~ns at the Po1nt Conception ~erth. Conflicting testi--mony was p~esente~ with respect to the possible dangerous effects 
of long-period waves on a moored LNG vessel. 

Conse~uently, pru4ence dictates that we appropriately'condi
tion any pe~it so as to guarantee the satisfactory resolution of 
these weather-related uncertainties. The 'approval of Western 
~erm1nalts application is accompanied ~y a condition requiring 
Western Terminal to provide the COmmission with two years of on
site measurement data for purposes of verifying our prel1mina~ 
conclusion that with respect to maritime conditions Point Concep
tion is an acceptable site for safe and reliable operations • 

. The data shall be submitted to the Commission no later than 
January 15, 1980 and shall encompass the period December 1977 
through December 1979. 
N. Geologic Hazards 

The Site, 1n varying degrees, is susceptible to slope failure, 
settlement and differential compaction, and liquefaction. The 
eVidence indicates that the threat posed by soil creep, land
sliding, flooding, erosion, and liquefaction at POint,Concept1on 
is minimal. However, the record reflects l1m1ted soils engineering 
data and can only be characterized as pre11Io.1nary 1n nature. .In 

the absence of more detailed soils eng1neering, test1ng and analYSiS, 
we find that the pro'blems of slope failure, set.tlement, and liQ.ue
faction can be reduced, when and where feaSible ~d appropriate, 
by grading to competent 'bedrock an~ utilizing compacted engineering 
fill. The Commission further finds that given the following con
clusions which are.based upon existing record eVidence none of the ,. 

above-mentioned hazar~s pose significant risks to the operation of 
the LNG facility: 

(1) Soil Creep: Creep is the imperceptibly slow and 1ntermit-
tent downslope movement of soil and other surfic~al mater~als. • 
Aggres1ve soil creep was not recognized on the site and is not 
expected to be a significant pro~lem. For the most part. the 
site slopes ~outherly at a very gentle gradient and the topo
graphy is smooth. These conditions are not conducive to 
destructively rapid creep. 
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(2) 

(3) 

(4 ) 

(5) 

L~~dsI!des and SloEe Pailure: The large gullies, or bar
ranc&s~ whiCh have formed on the site ~o not presently have 
~~y landslides associated with them. In general~ landslides 
do not appear to pose a major threat to the site. Slop~ 
failure can be expecte~ in those areas where steep cliffs, 
h1~~ly fractured materials~ and seasonally saturated condi
tions prevail. The steep sea cliffs, banks of active stream 
channels and steep si~es of large erosional gullies are the 
areas in the site with the highest susceptibility to failure. 
Mitigation measures, other than grading the site and tilling 
the large erosional gullies with compacted engineered f1ll~ 
are generally inappropriate. 

Ploodinp; and Eros'ion: Direct effects of flooding would 1)e 
scour of stream beds on the site and channel widening by bank 
excavation. It is anticipated that most effects of flooding 
~~ll be limited to the alluvial floodplain in the western 
portion of the site. Adequate drainage control measures 
are required to m1n~ze erOSion. 

Seismic Settlement and Dirferentia'l 'Compaction: Seismic con
solidation and differential compaction could occur as a result 
of seismic Sha~ng of unconsolidated or sem1consolidated 
surfiCial materials. Essentially the entire site is subject 
to some settlement and differential compaction in its present 
condition. If the site is graded to bedrock, since it is 
denser and more compacted, the potential for settlement can 
be reduced. However, alluvial materials wh1ch will be present 
on pert ions of the s1te will still ~e suscepti~le to risks 
of settlement and compaction. Good quality, properly eom
pacted engineered fill can be expected to Withstand settle
ment and compact1en 'better than alluvial materials. 

Liquefaction: Liquefaction is a process whereby unconsoli
dated water saturated sed1ments such as silt, sand or gravel 
experience a sudden loss of strength and behave like a flu1d. 
Much or the site is mantled ~y unconsol1Qated to sem1- • 
consolidated surf1c1al mater1als. Ground water is present 
in these mate~ials and saturated conditions can be expeC'ted 
during portions of the year. In these areas where granular, 
unconsolidated materials are saturated, liquefaction ean be 
anticipated. Th1s includes, the alluVial flood plains, beach 
sands, an~ areas where sandy marine terrace depOSits under-
1.1e'the nonmar1ne terrace dep'os1ts. If the s1te :1s grade~ 
to ~edrock, a significant reduction L~ the potential for 
liquefaction will result. However, analysis indicates that 
on-site terrace materials are fairly well consolidated, and 
thus the liquefaction potential of the materials appears 
to be low. 
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,0. Seismicity 
1. Seismic - Procedural History 
Seism~city proved to ~e the most actively contested issue or -Phase I or OIl 1. Only the evidence regarding wind and wave 

conditions produced as great a spectrum of expert testimony and 
exhibits as was produced during our hearings on seismic issues. 
While little controversy exists over the state or the emp1rical 
data base upon which our ultimate decision must rest~ widely
divergent views have been expressed regarding the conclusions to 
which an evaluation of that data should lead us. One need only 
review the procedural history of our consideration of this issue to 
appreCiate the complexity or the question before us. 

Evidence on seismicity was presented by 15 witnesses over the 
course of 23 days of hearing. Forty-nine exhibits were introduced. 
Receipt or evidence fell into two distinct time periods separated 
by the May l+ ~ 1978 testimony or Dr. Donald O. Asquith~. on behalf 
of Hollister~ regarding the discovery or a pOSSible fault (Arroyo 
fault) at the proposed site. 

At the hearings preceding the May 4 presentation~ staff~ appli
cant and the County or Santa Barbara presented witnesses supporting 
their respective pOSitions on the seismic conditions at the proposed 
LNG terminal Site. During this portion of the hearings~ only the 
applicant presented evidence that was based upon an actual geological 
field study of the site. Other evidence conSisted principally of 
review or relevant literature and evaluation of the results or 
applicant'S geolOgical and geotechnical investigations. 

To simply reeount that Hollister's May 4 presentation resulted 
in a subsequent enlargement of the seope of tbe evidence reee~ved in 
this proceeding would grossly understate the impaet or Dr. Asquitb's 
testimony. At a m1n1mum~ the May 4 test1mony :promPted, the in1t1a.tion 
or the extensive geological and geotechnical studies :per!or.med by 

applicant in May and June. 
Dr. As qui th' $ • prepared testimony and geological eval ua ti0D were 

aetually submitted under date of Ap~il 28~ 1978 for riling in 

OIl 1.. The evidence vas reeeive/! at the hear1llg on May 4 ~ ~978. 
On May 2~ in an in1tial response to Dr. AsqUith's :prepared testimony 
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-and geological evaluation, our Executive Director reque3ted Western 
Terminal to,::undertake geological and geotechnical 1nvest1gat1ons, 
including trenching, respecting the existence, nature, and extent 
or the postulated fault. 

: on~site excavation and trenching commenced immediately, with , 
constant moni;t'oring by both starf an"- intervenor geological consul-
tants. These investigations were performed pursuant to an agreement 
between Western Terminal and concerned Native American groups, the 
expressed intent or which was to ~reserve archeological and cultural 
resources at or near the site. The results or these investigations 
provided the principal subject matter for our June hearings. 

Hearings were held on June l2-l6, 1978 in San Francisco, and 
June 19-22 in Los Angeles. During the first week or hearing in 
June, it became readily apparent that the results or the May studies 
were not conclusive with respect to the question or whetber seismic 
eon~1t1ons at Po1nt Conception permit the sare and reliable construc-

~.' tion and operation or an LNG terminal at that site. On June 16, 
~' 1918, in response to a starr motion. the presiding ALJ directed 

Western ~erminal to (1) conduct further geological and geotecbDical 
investigations to determine the signiricance or ~be Arroyo Central 
fault (by this ~oint 1n the ~roceeding it was acknowledged by all 
parties that a.-fault did in fact exist) and (2) to conduct further 
investigations into the signiricance or otber identified geological 
anomalies at the site. The metbods employed in the further investi
gation were to include additional trenching at the site. 

.. C· 

The June 16, 1918 order of the presiding ALJ was necessary 
in light or the diverse and conflicting conclusions reached ~Y the 
parties after review or the results or Western Ter.m1nal's 1~t!al 
trenching at the site. Differing conclusions were reached with 
regard to (1) the lengtb of the tault, (2) the amount of se1sm1cally
induced ground displacement and, correspondingly, (3) the magnitu,<Se 

. . ~ 

and asS?Ciated ground m~tion of the earthquake that coUld potentially 
!be generat~ by such a fault • 
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Efforts of Western Terminal to comply with the June 16, 1918 
order of the presiding ALJ fell prey to strong religious and cultural 
objections~~rticulated by certain concerned Native Americans. To 
avoid a confrontation, Western Terminal was informed by letter 
dated June 21, 1918 from our Executive D1rector ~hat while it was 
imperative that certain trench1~g be expedited, "excavation shall 
not commence until the Co~ssion staff has bae an opportunity to 
meet with the Native Americans to discuss the adoption of reasonable 
mitigation measures." By letter or June 30, 1978 from our Executive 
Director, Western Terminal was advised that discussions between the 
staff and the Native Americans had not produced an agreement and 
that the staff still re~uested that "Trenches SC and SD ••• be 
excavated expeditiously." By letter of July 6, 1978, Keith McKil'll'ley, 
the PreSident of Western Terminal, advised the Executiv

o

e Director 
that Western Terminal had "not been able to respond to ••• (the June 30) 
request in view or the opposition by certain Indian representatives 

~ and a resulting unavailability of local archaeolog1stS."~ By 
~ letter of July 11, 1978, the Executive D1rector, again to avoid 

a cor~rontation, directed Western Terminal that "no further 
excavation shall take place at the Point Conception Site until 
further order of the Commission." Western Terminal complied with 
this directive. 

On July l~, 1978 test1mony and exhibits relative to final on-site 
geological investigations were recieved O into the record of 011 1 by 
stipulation. Phase I of 011 1 was submitted on July 19, 1978 with 
the filing or final addendum briefs on seismieity. 

~ Western Terminal and the Native Americans agreed ~ May 1918 
that ~rench1ng would only occur when a qualified archaeologist 
was present •. 
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2. Seismie Deseript'i'on 'o'r 'the' 'P01:nt' 'Co'ne'eption Site 
T.Oe po;nt Conception LNG site lies in a seismically aetive 

region tba~~s experienced at least one and probably two ~or 
historic earth~uakes. The entire eoastal areas or tbe tectonie 
mobile belt or Calirornia~ which ~~ludes Santa Barbara County~ is . ... 
seismcally ,very aet"1ve 'and a. ma.1 ~ earthciuakeean happen ~ ar.'Y' 
part or the belt at any time. However~ in historic t1mes major 
earthquakes have been associated with major faults that are known 
or becomng known. Thus~ it is those areas which lie along or near 
major active or potentially active faults that are areas or h1gher 
seismicity. A la~ge n~er of faults exist Which could generate 
earthquakes producing significant» if not severe ~ gro'llnd shaking 
at the site. ~e most significant faults include the Santa Ynez 
(South Branch) > Pacifico-Santa Ynez (Nortb Branch), Hosgr1~ Santa 
Cruz Island-DUJlle Faul ts an~ the F-l raul t. Further ~ due to its 
pro:d.m:1 ty and rec ency of movement" the Arroyo' Central :raul twhich 
transects the site warrants our serious consi~erat10n. 

3. Seismic Issues 
We are faced With four principal determinations with respect 

, ' 

to seismc1 ty • Upon the ba.$iS or a review or regional and local 
geology and se1smolog;~ we must determine the location~ capa.'bility~ . . . , 

magn1tu~e and associa.ted groun~ motionso! the earthquake faults 
• I I •• •• , ' ~'4 t 

which pose the predominant and. most J$ever~ 'se'1s'n11'c' 'hazar'ds to tbe 
proposed. LNG terminal at Po1Dt ,Conception. Based upon our assessment 
of the seiSmic hazard.s at Po1Dt Conception .. we must determille Wheth~ 
the facility can be safely an~ reliably constructe~ an~ operated 

, , 

at Point Conception. It we answer this latter question ~ the 
to' ., ' ,. ' • 

affirmative, we must then define the 8:e'c'ept'abl'e' 's'e':1:sm!'e' 'l"i:sk ,t,or 
the LNG ter=1nal, i.e. the intensity level of earthquake maniresta
t10ns at the s1te~ usually expressed ~ terms or peak,gro~d aeeelera
t1on~ ,to which the propose~ facilities sbould be designed to function 
or.to experience a controlled level or damage. F1Da~y~,~e 

Commission must prescribe the appropriate 's'e'ism1'c' ~es'i's:n' 'cxo1'teria 
to iDzure that the facility Will sarely and reliably operate !n 

l1ght or the defined seismic risk. 
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~. Se1stl1'c Haza.r~ -' :Arroyo' 'PaUl t 
At the_outset, we can state that 'our deter.m1nat1on or the 

predo~nan~~seiSm1C hazard to the site must focus on ~acts at the 
site. Since the site is elevated on sea cliffs 50 to 75 feet a~ove 
tbe beacb, the threat or tsunamis (seismic sea waves) is ~. 
We, thus, turn our attention to the faults located at or near the 
site. 

It is the position or intervenors Hollister and B1Xby that the 
Arroyo fault constitutes the pre~om1nant seismic hazard 1» the 
propo$e~ ter.m1nal at Point Conception. No ~arty d1sputed their 
contention that the fault eXhibits Holocene movement, (movement 
within the last 11,000 years). Thus, under the standards employed 
by the NRC tor construction of nuclear power plants ~ wh1'ch ' 
Hollister and Bixby submit should be applied herein, the eXistence 
of the Arroyo fault may preclude construction of an LNG terminal 
at the Point Conception Site. 

Hollister and Bixby's reliance on NRC siting criteria is mis
placed. The record simply does not support the contention that the 
considerations associated with the sit1ng and location or an LNG 
terminal are identical to that associated with a nuclear facility. 
No witness supporte~ such a proposition and we are not persuaded 
to adopt such stan~ards solely on tbe basis or tbe arguments raised 
1n Hollister's and Bix~yfs briers. The tact that no long ter.m 
health hazar~ is associated ~th LNG as it is with radioactive 
material rrom nuclear accident is but one or the arguments ~litat1ng 
againSt wholesale adoption or NRC siting standards. 

Our conclusion that the stringent NRC siting sta.ndards are 
inappropriate to the siting or the ~ropsed LNG terminal should. not 
l:>e construed as a mitigation of the h1gh level or eonserva.tism to 
which we have committed ourselves with regard to the sarety and 
reliability aspects or the proposed project. Implementation or NRC 
siting criteria is not necessarily the sole or most practical metbod 
for insuring the sate and reliable construction and operation or an 
LNG facil1ty Within Cali:f'orma.. ~he Commission is tully cognizant, 
that the immense dollar investment required to br~ tbis project to 
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'fruition, the potential for tremen~ous inconvenience and economic 
loss resu1 ~ from a long per10d shutdown, and the high premium 
accorded t~ human safety, compel incorporation of conservatism 
into the design or the facilities. The conditions attached 'to ' 

this authorization ~ conjunction with the safety standards ~ch 
are being developed as part of Phase II or OIl 1 will insure a 
conservative design and, within acceptable l1m1ts> a safe and 
reliable LNG operation at Point Conception. 

Hollister and Bixby contend that the mere existence or the 
Arroyo fault renders the site unsuitable with no need for turther 
~~alysis. That contention is simply not to~~ded in the record. 
Western Terminal's view that further information respect1ng the 
extent or the Arroyo FaUlt is not critical information necessary 
for a Site suitability determination but merely :or evaluation or 
design criteria is equally erroneous. In light or the Commis$ion's 
earlier determinat10n that supplemental gas supplies are required to 
prevent curta11ment or b1gh priority cons~ers, we deem it both 
prudent and in the interest ot public health, welfare and safety 
to accept the stafr's view of the Sign1rica~ce or the Arroyo fault. 

Staff prudently concedes that the evidence or record is 
inSufticient to support either a conclusion that the Arroyo fault 
should disqua11fy the site or a conclusion that that fault may be 
disregarded save tor design purposes. Statt suggests that based 
on available ~ the Arroyo fault is a short fault that may be a 
secondary fault resulting from activity on one or mere signitieant 
offshore faults. Staff further contends that based on available 
data the Arroyo fault does not appear to be a causa~1ve faUlt~ i.e. 
a tault capable of 'producing a 5 magn1tu~e or greater earthquake. 

We eonclude that on the basis of currently available data, in 

the absence or subsequent evidence to the contr~, the on-site 
seismiC investigation shows: 

'nle ~ro"Jo Central Feature j,s a !'ault which 
exhibits 1-1/2 to 2-1/2 feet of displaeement 
as shown 1n Arroyo Central and Trench SE. 
Nearly all experts~ including D&M, concur that 
it is a f'ault. 
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2. ~he Arroyo Central fault displaces terrace 
deposits and is active with its latest 
~ped movement occur1ng ~etween 5,000 
~d 8,000 years ago. 

3. The Arroyo fault does not appear to be 
exPosec1 in the sea clif! to the east or its 
two exposures (Arroyo Central and Trench SB) 
nor ,1:) the trench (SA) to the west •. 

4. The Arroyo fault appears to be a short fault 
which.. from currently ava11a~le data.. may 
be a secondary fault resulting from activ1ty 
on a more significant fault offshore. 
Historical records indicate that earthquakes 
of 7 to 7-1/2 magnitude (1812 and 1927) have 
occurred in the offshore area or Santa Barbara 
County. 

5. Based on currently available data, the Arroyo 
fault does not appear to be a cau~ative fault, 
or one capable or producing a 5 magnitude or 
greater earthquake ", 

6. The Beaeh~ fault appears to ~e another second
ary fault associated With regional stresses 
and. offshore causative taultl.ng. It appears 
to be post-terrace deposition in age, that 
is,, approximately SO,O,OO to 125,,000 years old .. 

It is concluded that the above-identified Arroyo and Beach faults 
do not appear to be causative. However, there rema1ns the problem .. .,._.---- ...... _-... " 

of sufficiency or the data. The permit we issue therefore is only 
eonditional, final authorization must await the development and 
submission of further seismic eVidence to the Commission tor its 
evaluation. 

We will order rurther'1nvestigat19n into the significance or 
the Arroyo fault. Pending the results or those 1nvestigat1ord. we 
must determine what other faults could eons1t1tute the yredom1nant 
seismic hazard to the proposed ter.m1nal. 

~ The Beach fault was discovered during the investigation under
taken in response to Staf~rs May 2. 1978 letter to Western 
Terminal. 
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5. Se'izmi'c Hazards' -' Other' Paul ts Near' the 
, Point Conception Site 

Westernw Terminal contend.s that the Santa Ynez River fault, 
trending wiihin 12 miles (20 km) of the proposed. site, constitutes 
the pred.ominant seismic hazard.. Star:r, pending receipt or :rurtber 
evidence on the Arroyo fault, submits that consideration must be 
given to the possibility 01" a major earthquake (7.5 Richter 
Magnitude) on either the Santa Ynez-Pacifico fault, the Soutb 
Branch of the Santa Ynez fault or the offshore "F-l" fault at 
distances of 3-4" 5" or 3 miles (4.8-6.4, 8.0, or 4 .. 8 kin) respec
tively rrom the site. Stafr contends that these near-site 
faults constitute the pred.ominant seismic hazard. 

Western Term1na.1' s arguments in support of its position contain 
a number of fatal flaws. First is'its refusal to consider any 
non-Holocene movement as significant. For descriptive purposes" 
geolog1sts have designated. certain periods of t1me 1n the past 
with various names. The Quaternary period represents the last 2 
million years of geologie history. The Pleistocene epoch is 
generally considered to encompass the period. between 11,000 and 
2,000,,000 years ago. The Holocene epoch is generally conSidered 
to encompass the past 11,,000 years and. can be considered. to be st1l1 
~ progress. It is not necessarily conclusive as a t~e period ~or 
purposes of assessing fault activity. We concur With the contention 
of the other parties that movement or late Pleistocene t~e indicates 
geolOgically recent movement. 

Western Terminal's strict utilization or the Holocene criterion . 
has the effect of arbitrarily e11minat1~ from consideration the 
South Branch or the Santa Ynez rault, a rault which all otber l)a.rties 
in the proeee~1ng have designated. as signiricant for design purposes. 
Limited field investigation has uncovered no evidence or Holocene 
actiVity along the South Branch;,bowever, absence or Rolocen~ move
ment 40es not mean that movement cannot happen 1n the ruture. . . , . 
Furthermore_ a major problem With working 1n tbe area or the Santa 
Inez fault :1& the lack or Holocene deposits. '!llere ma:;, ·:be Eolo:cene 
movement, but there are no surficial materialS, to r~cord tha~ move
ment. S1Dee tbe discovery or,geo1~g1c evidence orten rests ~n the 
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fortUitous location o~ a trencb~ an absence of eVidence is somet~es 
inconclusive. Finally. trenches excavated 1n Alegria Canyon along 
the trace cr' tbe South Branch exb1bit conclusive movement whicb 
occurred between 15.000 and ~O~OOO years ago. Utilizing most 
fault classification criteria~ including that employed by the 
Calirornia Division or Mines and Geology (CDMG). such recency or 
movement would result in designation o~ the South Branch as 
"potentially active". 

As one witness aptly stated. "The Holocene is not sacred." 
(Tr. Vol. 16. p. 1825.) or the six geolOgists who testified on 
behalf of applicant> staff and 1nterested parties> only D~es and 
Moore~ on behalf or Western ~erm1nal> considered the Holocene period 
as an adequate recor~ for determining a fault's activity. ~he pre
ponderance or record evidence clearly indicates that the most 
significant geologic criterion for identifying areas or ~gb seismicity. 
which is critical to the siting and design or a safe and reliable 
LNG operation> is the late Pleistocene period. 

Ano~her deficiency 1n Western Ter.m1nal's contentions with 
regard to the Santa Ynez River rault stems from Western ~erm1nal's 
failure to establish that such a continuous rault eVen exists. 

Western Terminal postulates that the Santa Ynez River fault 
splays from the Santa Ynez fault near Lake Cachuma slightly north 
of west along the Santa Ynez River to the Santa Rita Rills. then 
west along the margin of Lompoc Valley to the sea. ~ey inter 
it from·the generally straight baseline of the north margin or the 
Santa Ynez uplift. the presence or several local fa~ts along this 
1ine~ and complex folding along and south of tb1s line. ~ey 

inter that the local faults are breaks to the surface from a . .. 
possibly continuous major,fault at depth and that the numerous 
rolds are its surrace effects. 

, ~le the fault as descri~ed'by Western ~erm1nal may exist, 
its existence as a ma~or ta'Ult ~s a :matter or op1n1on among 
geologists. 

Even more significant is tbe fact that tbere is no evidence 
that the fault displaces any Holocene alluvium nor Pleistocene 
deposits. ~us~ it cannot be sbown that the bypothetical Santa 
Ynez River rault can be classiried as active or potentially active 
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pursuant to any fault classification criteria. Finally, it is 
somewhat in~nsistent to ~o as Western Terminal suggests and el~
nate ~rom c~nsideration the Soutb Branch, which a~tte~ly manifests 
late Pleistocene activity, solely because there is no proof of 
Hollocene movement, while ~ostulatins the eXistence and 1mportance 
or the S~~ta Ynez River fault which shows no evidence or either 
Holocene or Pleistocene activity'. 

We are persuaded by starf's arguments that the North and South 
Br~~ches of the Santa Ynez fault as well as the 1"-1 fault constitute 
the predom1nant seismic hazards to the ~roposed s1te. First, as 
we have 1ndicate~ earlier, we agree with the starr that our attention 
must be ~irect to movements in the late Pleistocene perio~ rather 
than solely to the Holocene epoch. 

Secondly, the existence of the fa~lts have been documented 
by ~he geological community. As depicted on most geolog1e maps, 
the Santa Ynez fault has a gently sinuous trace, 241 miles (388: km) 

long, from its very complicated intersection with the San Gabriel 
an~ related faults at its eastern end to the Pacific coastline at 
its western end. At Gaviota Pass, it bifurcates into the South 
Branch and the North Branch/Pacifico fault. 

The North Br~~ch splits from the S~~ta Ynez fault at a point 
south of Buellton and extends westward for about 6 miles (10 km) 

where it apparently ~ies out into an overturned anticline. About 
1/2 mile (0.8 km) south of where the North Branch dies out, the 
Pacifico fault extends westward tor 10 to 13 ~les (16 to 21 km). 

, 

PJ.though it is capable of generat1Dg a major earthquake, the North 
Branch appears to have been inactive during Holocene t~e. The 
record did not disclose that the PacifiCO fault ~oved 1n Holoc~ne 
time. However becaus~ this ~s the largest and least studied fault 
in the western Santa Ynez mountains a.nd 1s aligned W1th the ma1n 
Santa ':!nez fault to the east, we must consider it to be potent1ally _ 
active. especially if an earthquake is triggered on it from an 
earthquake on the main Santa Yn~z fault. Since the Pacifico treDds 
wit bin 3-~ ~les (7 km) of the proposed site. it is worthy of 
consi~erat1on because it is the largest known fault in proximity 
to tbe ~1te. ~ 
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~ The South Braneh or the Santa Ynez rault extends rrom Gav.1ota 

.~ \7" 

Pass southwtst across Gaviota Canyon an~ the mouth of Alegria 
Canyon to ~ea. At its closest point or approach~ the South Branch 
is about S-mi1es (8 km) southeast ane offshore of the propo~e~ LNG 
site. All investigations of the Santa Ynez rault area agree tbat 
there is evidence or late Pleistocene movement on segments or this 
rault. 

We do not believe it is pru~ent to discount future seismic 
activity along the onshore or orfshore portions or the South Branch. 
Late Pleistocene movement has been documente~ by several sources. 
Geomorphic eV1dence 1$ very well displaye~. and this 1n!ormation 
alone places the rault in the potentially active category. A~dit!on

ally, there are suggestions that parts or the Santa Ynez fault 
system are active, such as the North Branch/Pacifico segment. ~e 

tectonic history of the Transverse Ranges is not understood well 
enough to allow geologists or geophysicists to deter.m1ne Wbich 
branch or which portion or this fault will display the next seismic 
activity. 

The history of earthquakes ~ excess or magnitude 6 reveals 
that of those that occurred on faults which had not been previously 
recognized almost all occurre~ on faults that~ because or earlier 
Quaternary eisplacement~ coul~ have been or Should have been 
recognized. The South Branch presents a classic example. Tbe 
ofrshore Government POint syncline which was still forming (or 
tectonically active) during the late Pleistocene is orrset some 
2500 feet at its po1nt or intersection with the offshore extent10n 
or the South Branch. If there is an offset on the ~yncl1ne ~cb 
may be as yo~ as late Pleistocene, it appears that there ~Y 
have been significant orfset on the South Branch of the Santa Ynez 
~ault dur~g late Pleistocene t~e. 

The submission or evi~enee supporting the existence or the 
so-calle~ "F_l ft fault further substantiates our conclusions respectirlg 
the pre~omina.nt seismic bazar~ to the site. At a m1"'I;1mum~ tbe :!ault 
appears to be some ll.5 miles (19 lan) in length~ tren~s parallel-to 
the coastline and extends wit bin 3 miles or the propo5ed site. 
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Since this east-west tre:n~ing :raul t) :whi'ch all parties ~gree ev:1~eDcez 

Holocene di§Placement, may be an extension ot the regional ea$t-west 
trending ot~shore fault system that aligns with the More Ranch-Arroyo 
Parida tault system or the Santa Y~ez South Branch~ the potentially 
connected and thus substantial length of the system indicate the 
possiblity of, significant offshore seismic activity. 

We conclude that the Santa Ynez fault, including the North 
and South Branches as well as the "F-l" fault are the largest and 
most potentially active faults that could create an earthquake 
hazard to the proposed LNG terminal. We further conclude that~ 
while assignment or magnitude 1s a typically subjective matter, 
we may, mind!'ul of th~ necessity that we act most prudently, assign 
a 7.5 Richte~ magnitude, with associated max1mum bedrock acceleration 
or .6 to .681;, to both the No:"th and South Branches of the Santa 
Ynez tault and the ftF_lft ra~lt. The length and $e1sm1c h1story ot 
the Santa Yn4~z fault support the aSSignment of SUCh magnitude to the 
tormer fault. The assignment of this magnitude to, the "F-l" taclt 
is supported by the fact that the Holocene offset along that fault 
is at least 5 teet. (That a minimum ot 5 feet of displacement 
~xists along the F-l fault may be interred trom the fact that 
the principal method employed for d1scovering tbe fault, Sparker 
protiliDg, would not have detected an offset of a lesser magnitude.) 
Should a displacement of that magn1tu~e occur in one movement~ the 
earthquake would approach a 7.5 magnitude. We reach the same 
conclusion with respect to the F-l fault, 1!~ as we have earlier . 
postulate~~ the F-l fault is an extension or either the regional 
east-west trending offshore fault system that aligns with tbe.More 
Ranch-Arroyo Pa.rida taul t system or the Santa, Ynez South Branc'h. 

6. Seismic Risk 
Raving determined the locat1on~ capabil1ty~ magnitude and 

associated ground motion of the earthquake fault which J¢ses tbe 
predominant and most severe se1sm1"c hazard to the proposed facility ~ 
we must next~ ~a.sed on our assessment of that seismic bazard and tbe 
potential ground manifestations that could occur at tbe Site. deter
mine whether the facility can be safely and relia~ly located at 

-

Point Conception. Should we answer that question ~ tbe afr~tive~ 
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we must then define th~ a~propr1ate seismic risk leve~ ror the 
LNG te~nal~ i.e.~ the intensity level o~ earthquake manifestations 
at the siteJF-usually expresse~ in terms of peak ground accelerat1on~ 
to which tbe proposed facilities are to be designed. 

To determine the seismic ri~k level~ we must analyze the 
ze1smic hazard. judge the probabil1ty and nature of the seismic 
occurrence. weigh its potential e~rect in light of issues of 
public safety~ plant investment. gas supply reliability. and then 
make a policy decision as to the level of proteetion that should be 
designed 1nto the faei11ty. Sueh a policy deeision should reflect 
the enormous financial investment involved along with the cos~ 
and inconvenience occasioned by loss of plant. Accord1ngly~ our 
assessment of the appropriate se1smic risk should insure with a 
high degree of prObability that the LNG facility will maintain 
safe operation during and following ground shaking associated W1th 
a low probabi11ty but large magnitude eartbquake. 

Bixby and Hollister contend that. given the existence of the 

~ ;:~~~t~a~t;o:::r~o~:e::1::~ep:::~e~:V:~ :~ ~:: ~:~:u~~; 

• " 

stated. ClJrrentlx available data' ':1nd1'c'a't'e; ·that the Arroyo Central 
fault is not causat1ve. but ratber a secondary rupture. Ir sub
sequent ~nvestigation reveals the fault to ~e ca~ative~ the 
1ncreased probability or surface rupture an~ strong ground motion 
at the site could induce us to conclude that an acceptable se1smic 
risk does not ex1st~ rendering the site unsuitable. Howeve.r~ in 

the absence of such ev14ence. we reiterate our conclusion that a 
7.5 magn1tu~e earthQ.uake on the South Branch or Santa Ynez fault 
with associated maximum grottnd accelerations or .6 to' .68g or 

" 

a 7.5 Magnitude earthqua~e on the F-l fault re~resents the pre
dominant seism1c hazard. 

Western ~erm:oal recommended that seismic design or the 
proposed LNG raci1ities be based on a ground surrace rock acceler
ation or O.~g and a thin alluvium acceleration or 0.37g. 
Their seismic risk analysis is premised upon defin1tion or the 

, . 
Santa Ynez River Fault some 12 :miles (20 Jon) :from the site as the . 

the predominant se1smic baza.rd. Since We ba.ve already concluded 
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·that tbe record does not zupport sucb a conclusion> we need not 
comment on the validi~y of the methodology utilized by Western 
Ter.m1nal in its deter.m1nat1on ot a seismic risk level. The analysis 
itselt~ wh~her sound or not, is rendered irrelevant by virtue 
ot Wester~Term1nal's 1mproper identification or the seismic hazard. 

Our statt based its seismic risk analysis on the premise, which 
we have already accepted, that the predominant seismic hazards are 
the North and South Branches of the Santa Ynez fault and the "F-l" 
fault. They contend that in light or that hazard we should adopt 
the follow1ng conc1us1ons: 

(1) Prudence and the public interest dictate that the LNG 
facility be designed to withstand and continue operation after 
occurrence ot that earthquake which would produce an intenSity or 
earthquake gro~~d motion at the site that has a very high probability 
-- on the order or 99.5% -- of not being exceeded during the 50-year 
serVice 11te of the facility; 

(2) To assure this high probability of plant and investment 
protection, the Commission should direct Western Terminal to' design 
and construct the ter.m1nal to Withstand ground mot10ns at the site 
aSSOCiated with the earthquake on the North and South Branch of the 
Santa Ynez fault as well as F-l rault or that earthquake wh1cn has 
a probability of occurring one t~e 1n 10,000 years (10-4 per year); 

(3) Accordingly> the LNG ~acilities should be designed to 

withstand a maximum earthquake or Richter Magnitude 7.5 using a 
be~ock acceleration-t1me history with a maXimum,peak acceleration 
of 0.6g (gravity) at the site. 

We be11eve that 1n siting an LNG terminal 1n an active seismic 
region our approach to resolving seismic issues should be conserva-

tive. ·Conseouently. we bell.e";;-ihat the proper max:1:mum peak 'acceleration 
standard to be employed at the site should be O'.7g rather th~ the 
O.6g re~omme~ded by statf. We ~ll so order. 

7. Seismic 'De'sign 'Criteria 
Both Western Terminal and the star~ proposed seismic 4esign , 

criteria. ~e starr's presentation was based upon two levels or 
earthquakes and three categories or equipment. Western ~ermina1' s 
~t1al presentation appeared less conservative and less appropriate 
than the starr proposal. Arter review1ng the starf proposal, 
Western ~er.m1nal submitted a ~roposal also utilizing two levels or 
earthquakes and 3 categories or equipment. Based upon tbe major 
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change 1n W~tern Terminal's presentation and given the tardiness - . 
of the f1l~g~ the statt recommended the matter be deferred to 
Phase II. 

Considering the tinancial investment 1nvolved~ the loss or 
energy due to shut-down or plant~ and the potential-but-l1m1ted 
hazard to public safety> it is concluded that to ensure safe and 
reliable operation of the LNG ter.m1nal~ a level o~ conservatism 
should be incorporated into the design. Therefore~ all structures> 
components> and systems for the proposed facility should be elassified 
into one of three seismic categories. 

Under such a seismic classification ~rocedure> dirferent levels 
or seismic performance are perm1tted tor e,:ch category. The claSSi
fication permits Western Terminal to relate the design to both 
safety and economy in operation. Items required to maintain the 
on-site LNG in a sare condition must be designed to withstand the 
most severe seismic env1ronment~ the Safe Shutdown Earthquake (SSE). 
Items required to maintain plant operation without interruption of 
service are designed to a lower seismiC level> the Operating Basis 
Earthquake (OEE). Finally~ items 10 the third category are designed . . 
to the lowest level of seisEic performance. These are support items 
which are not needed to maintain safety, nor are they required ~or 
uninterrupted ~lant operation. Seismic design tor this category 
should be based on applicable codes~ such as the Uniform Building 
Code CUBC). 

Though seismic design criteria will be the subject or detailed 
examination during Phase II of OIl ~> it is necessary to impose the 
following conditions with respect to general seismic design c~1ter1a. 

1. All structures, components, and systems ror the 
proposed facility should be classified into one 
of three seismiC safety categories which are 
defined as follows: 

Category I: ~s category includes all structures~ 
component.s~ and systems required to shutdown the 
facility during and following a sate Shutdown 
Earthquake (SSE) and maintain the on-site LNG in 
a safe condition. 

... -
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Category II: This category inclu~es all structures~ 
c~mponents~ an~ systems required to permit continued 
s~e plant operation during and following an 
Cperat1ng Basic Earthquake (OEE). 

Category III: ~is category includes all structures~ 
components, and systems not included 1n Categories 
I or II~ ~ut essential for maintaining support or 
normal plant operations. 

2. A statistical assessment or the seismic hazard 
associated with the site should ~e prov1ded~ and the 
SSE and OBE should ~e defined as follows: 

a. The SSE should be based on an evaluation 
of the maximum earthquake potential considering 
the regional and local geology and seismology 
and the characteristics or local subsurface 
materials. It should represent the earthquake 
which would produce the maximum earthquake 
ground motion a.t the site. When major 
historical earthquakes in the region cannot 
be aSSOCiated with known fault structures~ 
the SSE should be taken as that earthquake 
which would produce an intenSity of earth
quake ground motion at the site that has a 
very low probability (such as .01 to .5 
percent) of being exceeded during the service 
life or the facility. 

~. The OBE should ~e based on an evaluation or 
the earthguake potential considering tbe 
regional and local geology and seismology~ 
and the characteristics of local subsurface 
materials. The OBE should represent the 
maximum earthquake environment at the site 
tor which it is economically aevisable for 
the plant to be designed to withstand witbout 
loss or operational runetion. Western Terminal 
should be perm1tted to establish this level 
based on an economic study which consi4ers 
the capital investment~ the loss and incon
venience to tbe owner and to the public 
resulting from loss of plant operation. and 
the pro~abi1ity or occurrenee or the OBE event 
during the service life of the plant. As an 
alternative~ Western Terminal may select the 
earthqUake which would produce an intenSity or 
earthquake ground motion at the ~1te that has 
a 10 percent probability of being exceeded 
during the service life of the facility. 
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3~ Regulatory GUide 1.60(NRC) response spectra~ 
properly sealed to the peak ground aeeelerations 
r~ommended ror the SSE and" OBE shall be used 
~ the design or Category I and II structures~ 
components and systems. 

~. In aceordance with Appendix B or lOCFR50 (Code 
of Federal Regulations), a quality assurance 
program should be established that assures reliable 
performance or all Category I and II structures~ 
eomponents and systems in their respeet1vely
defined seismic environments. 

~he staff expressed eoneern regarding the potential bebavior 
of the supporting elements or the LNG storage tank and the base 
anehorage system. Their cone ern was foeused on the faet that a 
relatively thin base plate would be supported by 25 inches of ro~ 
glass insulation, 1 inch of sand, and a 4-inch leveling layer 0: 
eoncrete. The starr states that these supporting materials do not 
have Significant tensile strength, that tensile stresses can result 
from high shear stresses, created by the dynamic response of the 
tank to seismic stress waves propagating through the foun~at1on. 
Staff reeommends that a very careful analysis or the seismiC strezs 
conditions that develop in these supporting materials take ~lace 
including experimental tests. They further recommend that a reinforced 
concrete mat be employed unless the aforementioned analysis demonstrates 
conclusively that safety and reliability does not require its use. 
Insulation is provided between the inner and outer tanks and the 
staff recommends that Western Terminal demonstrate by appropriate 
analYSiS, or test, that the two tanks respond independently to 
seismic excitation, or the interact;on should be considered 1n the 
analYSis. These recommendations are adopted. ," 
P. Staff's Proposed 'General' Order' o'n LNG SaSety 

As heretofore stated~ we bave a leg1slative mandate to adopt 
regulations governing the safety and construction o~ the LNG,terminal. 
To imPlement that mandate we issued an order 1nst1tut~ ~est1gatio~ 
in OIl 1 on October l8~ 1977. In OIl 1 we directed our ztar~ to . 
prepare propose standards governing the safety and ~onstruet1on ~r 
an LNG terminal ~ :c.otiDg that .sueh proposal was to be' 'distributed 1)y 
March ~5~ ~918. 
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Tbe sta~f was ~elaye~ and by letter date~ April 21, 1978 
distributed "a draft of proposed Liquefied Natural Gas Facilities 

~ Safety Standards as Part III of General Order No. l12-C. ~hese -" standards prescribe minimum standards tor the deSign, construction, 
1nstallation~ 1nspect1on~ test1ng~ and the safety aspects or 
operation and maintenance of li~ueried natural gas. ft 

The stafr invited parties to comment on the proposal by May 22, 
1978. After review1ng the comments, the stafr planned to revise 
the safety standards as a proposed eXhibit and distribute the 
proposed exhibit by June 9, 1978. Subsequently~ this date was 
extended to July 7, 1978~ at the start's request. '!'his matter will 
be set tor hearing 1n Phase II or this ~roceeding to provide oppor
tunity for cross-examination and alternate proposals. 



_ .t"~ .... :: .. ,,;;: • ...:.' ........ j ,,,,,' • , , '. ..' • ,.f ' .. ; .• ,~"" i,., _ ...... ...1~ ..... , ......... "" " •••. , .... 1 ... ' I, ...... ' ..... , ----" ..... 'M_·-._....,.· ... _ ........... ___ .... ~.~_ ..... I .... , ., , ... _ ... --..I., _____ ... ...,.,...~ ..... ,,,. .... 

• " ,110 

A. 57626 et ale - ~r 

XIV. 'l'ERMS AND CONDI'l'IONS 
A. General Comments 

Comprehensive schedules of terms and conditions have ~een 
introduced and recommended by the CCC (Appendix D, hereto) and 
'by the County (Appendix E, hereto). 

This Commission is 1n general agreement with many or the 
terms recommended by the CCC and the County. However, there are 
major problems regarding questions of jurisdiction, monitoring, 
certification, ~~d commencement of operations. A number of tbe 
recommended terms and conditions of both the CCC and the County 
have ~en worded to make commencement or construction, or commence
ment or operations, subject to that agency's approval or the plan 
or action required by that condition. 

This COmmission is to the extent permitted by federal law, 
the state's exclusive perI!l1tt1ng agency. (Section 555·1 (d).) 
The permit the Commission is authorized to issue is "in lieu of 
any other perm1t, license, certificate, or other entitlement for 
use required by any agency of state or local government for the 
construction or operation of an LNG terminal." (Section 5581.) 
If terms and conditions of the permit are so worded as to require 
another agency's approval ~fore construction or operation of 
the terminal can begin, then the Commission would cease to ~ the 
ultimate permitting authority 'Under the Act: To esta~11sh terms 
~~d conditions that require approval of the CCC or the County 
would be to take the CommiSSion's e,xclus1ve regulation autbo:::-ity 
away and give it to the CCC or the County, contrary to the general 
intent or the Act. Moreover~ spec1.f1,c language 1n the Act makes 
the Comm1ssion respons1~le tor ~ee1ng that all terms and conditions 
are met. Section 5637 reads in part, "~he Commission shall 
establish a monitoring system to ensure that any term1na.l autho
rized pursuant this chapter is constructed and operated 1n com-

~ pli~ice1·w1th all apP11
d
cable re

t

gulat10ns a~~~tted:nd terms and 
~. con~ tons estab11she pursuan to this e~p ere 
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-.. In our opinion, each an~ every term or condition which is 
" -worded 1n a manner that 1nterposes another agency's approval is 

con~rary to the specific authority and intent of the Act, and 
that 1niposit~on of each and every term which is so worded Will 
result in significant curtailment or high priority natural gas 
requirements and that deletion or modification of the term or 
condition will avoid or sigr.ificantly reduce such curtailment. 

The Commission recognizes, however, that the CCC and the 
County have real and legitimate concerns with respect to seeing 
that the policies of their agenCies, as represented 1n their 
proposed terms and conditions, are carried out. In fact, the 
Commission desires their advice 1n seeing that their concerns 
are properly ad~essed, and if possi~le, solved. The CommiSSion 
will, therefore, adopt the following policy so as to assure 
specific action by the COmmission and its statt to meet the needs 
ot the CCC or the County: 

In compliance with Public Utilities Code Sections 
5580, 5581, 5632, 5633, and 5637 of the Act, the 
Commission is responsible tor implementation and 
enforcement of all terms and conditions adopted 
Within its permitting authority. In carrying 
out its assigned responsibilities, the Comm1ss10n 
staff shall comply with the following Staff 
Guidelines: 

(1) All applicable plans and speCifications 
shall be submitted to the appropriate 
state and local agencies for their 
review and comment. 

(2) Prior to Commission approval ot any 
plan or study, the CommiSSion stafr 
upon request of any appropriate state 
or local governmental agencies shall 
meet and confer with such agencies 
to assure a thorough and 1mpartial 
reView. The plan or study under 
reView shall be modified, extended, 
or reVised as necessary to allow 
~or'cons1derat10n or tbe reasona~le 
and legitimate concerns or the 
agencies. 
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-.. 
. ·-(3) All reeords and information produeed 

through the COmmission Monitoring 
Frogr~ shall ~e ma~e availa~le ~or 
reView upon request by any interested 
person or publ1e ageney. 

(4) The Commission staff, in eonsultation 
With all appropriate state and loeal 
government ageneies, shall assure to 
the greatest extent possible that all 
engineering and eonstruetion plans 
are prepared in eonformanee with the 
st~~dards of the applicable agencies. 

(5) A 30-day review period shall be 
provided other agencies to reView and 
comment on plans submitted to them by 
the Commission. A longer review period 
may be granted by the Commission if it 
is feasible to do so. 

In evaluating the recommended terms and conditions the Com
mission must consider bow a heavily conditioned perm1t Will affect 
the curtailment of h1gh-pr1ority requirements and tbe impact on 
the ability of Western Te~al to finance a terminal. Although 
~t is antieipated tbat any permit issued for a major project such 
as an LNG terminal will contain conditions, if conditions are so 
onerous, vague, or overly broad that effeetively they preclude 
finaneing of tbe project, the project will not be built. In turn, 
significant curtailment of high-priority requirements will occur. 

~he terms and conditions recommended by the CCC, if adopted 
by the Commission as worded by the CCC, will preclude f1nancing 
of an LNG terminal as now proposed. Those terms and conditions, .. 
and their corresponding findings, create uncerta1nty as to· wbether 
or when construction could ever be started (Conditions 3, 4, 7~ 
13, 24), an4 once started would ever be allowed to commence opera-
tion (Conditions l~ 2, 5, 6, 9~ lO~ l6)~ depending upon criteria -
~et to be determined. Such conditions would thoroughly discourage 
potential investors and prove fatal to the financing of the project. 
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If the P01~ Conception terminal site is to ~e approved as being 
1n the pUb-{1e 1nterest~ conditions must not be impose~ which 
foreclose 1nvestors of the ability to appra1se the basic economies 
or the project or the ground rules under which it is to be built. 
On the contrary~ a decis10n that the terminal is needed and is 
in the pUbliC interest requires positive assurances which are 
supportive to optimal tinanc1ng~ construction~ and operation of 
the fac1lit1es. A perception by potential investors that the 
project may not be wanted ~y the regulatory agency~ even though 
nominally approved, will be considered tantamount to outright 
rejection. ~he wording of the terms and conditions recommended 
by the CCC would have precisely such an effect. 

The r1sk that a proposed condition will make finanCing of 
the project impossible is compounded by any ambiguous or econom
ically unrealistic standards which are utilized therein. Require
ments, regardless of cost, that the impact of any facet or terminal 
construction or operations be mitigated to the "greatest extent 
pOSSible," or that construction and operation be conducted in'a 
manner which will have the "least possible" adverse impacts, are 
certain to discourage, it not repel, potential investors. We . 
will modify such terms to require mitigation only to the extent 
reas1ble~ thereby allowing a reasonable degree o,f flexibility to 
consider other factors 1n the public interest. Without a drastiC 
reduction of these uncertainties at the outset, investment in the 
project will not be forthCOming, thereby making construction and 
operation of an LNG terminal finanCially impossible. 

We will adopt the follOWing scbedule or conditions to the 
perm1t granted herein to implement tbe foregOing and to assure that 
the term1nal 15 constructed and operated 1n a manner which will 
ensure the public health~ safety, and welfare. Immediately below -
each adopted condition is a brier discussion. 
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B. Adopt~ Conditions to Permit 
1. '~xisting Onshore Public Access 
Condition: 

. . 

Western Terminal shall perform the following actions: 
(1) Beach area disturbed by terminal construction actiV1ties 

will be restcred as nearly as feasi~le to its original condition. 
(2) Previously existing public access to or along sandy 

or roeky beaches will not be d1m1nished~ restricted~ or adversely 
affected to the extent feasible and consistent with public health 
and safety. The Commission shall consult with the Coastal Commis
Sion in determining that this condition has been complied with to 
the extent feasible. 

Discussion: 
We adopt cee Finding 1 insofar· as it is applicable to the 

above Condition l. Condition 1 allows tor public access to or along 
sandy or rocky beaches to the extent such access eXisted prior to 
the construction of the terminal consistent with public' health and 
safety and considering the physical presence of the facility. T.be 
Comm1ssion~ rather than the CCC~ Will assure that Condition 1 is 
carried out Without restrict1ng the terminal operation start-up 
date which we consider critical. We understand the CCC mandate 
under the Coastal Act to encourage pUbliC access to· California's 
coastline but we cannot square encouraging public access great than 
what currently exists near a tacility that the leg1slat~e has 
mandated to be located in a remote area. Encouraging or developing 
such publiC use woul~ be contrary to publiC health and satety in 
light of the legislative mandate. 

2. Nearshore Recreational Access 
Condition: 
Western ~erm1nal shall c1eta1l the 1mpact ot its operational 

plan on recreational activities and submit its ~1nd1ngs to the 
Commission during the ~esign r~v1ew process. Terminal operations 
shall not unreasona'b,ly interfere w1 th nearshore reereational 
act1 v1ties such as boat1ng~ surfing" or sk1nc1i v1ng. 
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Discu"{.sion: 
We ~~Pt CCC Fin~ing 2 1nsofar as it is applicable to the 

above Condition 2. Condition 2 allows for protection of public 
health and safety. It also allows for compliance with Sections 
55S0~ 55S1~ 5633, and 5637 of the Act. The Comm1ssion~ un~er 
its jurisdictional authority~ will see that Condition 2 is carried 
o~t without unnecessarily and unjustifiably delaying ter.m1nal 
operation start-up. 

Aga1n we must point out that we do not perceive encouragement 
or additional nearshore recreational access to be consistent with 
the legislative mandate for a remote site in light of its public health 
and safety 1mpl1cations. 

3. 'Marine Resources,: Construction 
Con~1t1on: 

Western Term1nal shall contract for an independent study Which 
includes the rollowing: 

(1) A survey of the marine 'biota. within a. one-m1le circum
ference of the seawardmost part or the proposed trestle. 

(2) A surveyor the marine biota and existing condition 
of the intertidal area. Within one mile 1n each direct10n of the 
proposed trestle. 

(3) A survey and mOdeling of the existing sediment trans
port system. 

Arter completion or the above stud1e$~ Western Terminal shall 
subm1t to the Commission an offshore facilities construction plan 
and schedule which shall comply with the requirement that: 

(1) Construction Will cause the least feaSible b~olog1cal 
damage and interference with natural sand transport. 

(2) Construction an~ placement of the trestle, })ertbj,ng 
tacilities, and seawater system (if constructed~to, the extent tea
s~~le and consistent with 5ate offshore eng1neer1ng pract1ee~.shall 
take plaee at ~he time or year wb1eh will cause the least biolOgical 
damage .. 

(3) The methods or orfshore construction to be used are 
tbe least environmentally damaging feaSible methods. If blasting 
~s ~volved, techniques such as drilling, tamping and 8equeneing 
of ebarges which 11:m1 t :fish kills must l>e used to the extent 
feaSible • 
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-Const~ction of in-sea facilities shall not ~egin until the 
J'. 

Comcission~ after consultation with the CCC, has determined that 
the offshore construction plan and schedule complies with this 
condition. 

Discussion: 
We adopt CCC Findins 3· insofar as it is applica~le to the 

above Condition 3. Condition 3 allows for compliance with Sections 
5580, 5581, 5633, and. 5637 of the Act. 'l'he Com:n1ssion maintains 
jurisdictional authority over any plans or studies pertain1ng to 
the construction or operation of the terminal facilities. 'l'he 
COmmission will, as an ordinary course of action ~~d as set forth 
in the policy statement above, consult with all pertinent govern
ment agencies. 

4. Y~rine Resources: Seawater Intake and Discharse Syste~ 
Condition: 
Western Terminal must submit to the COmm!ssion a plan tor 

the design and operation of the seawater system to be used, which 
includes: 

(1) Use of the most effective and feaSible methOd to prevent 
entra~ent of fish. 

(2) Use or feasible alternatives to chlorinization such as 
mechanical, biological, or thermal anti-fouling. 

(3) ProVisions for the most effective and. feaSible method. 
or dispersion or the cold-water plume. 

(4) Use of the most effective and. feasible methods of 
preventing biological damage caused'by the operation of the sea-
wat~r system. 

Construction of the seawater system shall not begin until the 
Comm1ss1on~ after consultation With the CCC~ has determined that 
the submitted. plan complies ~th this condition and ~eorporates 
the most reasi~le technology tor m1n1miz1ng adverse effects on 
marine resources. . 
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Discu5=sion: 
, We ad~pt cec Finding 4 insofar as it is applicable to the 

above Condition 4. ~he Comm1ssion maintains jurisdictional 
author~ty over all approvals for plans and studies concerning 
terminal facilities. "Best available technology" is replaced 
with "most feasible method." 

5. Ma~1ne Resources: Operation and Impact Monitoring 
Condition: 
Western Terminal shall contract tor an independent five-year 

ongoing marine monitoring program to examine the effect of the 
seawater system to determine: 

(1) The effect or the cold water discharge on marine biota. 
(2) The approximate number or 1nvertebrates and larger fish . 

lost due to entrainment and 1mpingement. 
(3) The approximate number or eggs and larvae or rish and 

commercial invertebrate species lost due to mortality w1th1n the 
seawater systeIn. 

(4) Length of detention time and surv1val for those larger 
fish and invertebrate species commonly entrained. 

(5) Tbe distr1bution or species wh1ch are entrained and 
retu.~ed to the ocean. 

(6) The relationship between species entrainment in the 
initial years ot operation and entrainment in subsequent years~ 
as an indication or depletion of local species due to entrainment. 

The five-year marine monitor~g program shall also accomplish 
the folloWing: . . 

(1) Detection of the degree or severity and rate or occur-
rence or water quality impacts due to changed conditions. 

(2) Determination of the efrects of LNG terminal operat1ons~ 
including movement or tankers~ bunker fuel· vessels) tugs.) line -
boats~ and other small craft on kelp resources. 

(3) Determination or changes in sediment transport and 
.resulting changes 1n marine biota. 
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The selection of an independent consultant and the marine 
.• J 

monitoring program shall be approved by the Commission after con-
sultation with the CCC. The COmmission shall ensure that the 
marine monitoring system complies with this condition and provides 
for pUblishing or results at reasonable intervals. 

Upon completion of the five-year marine monitoring program~ 
the Com=1ssion, after consultation ~~th the CCC~ shall then deter
mine the degree of marine monitoring that shall follow. At any 
time, the marine monitoring team, based upon the results of the 
marine monitoring, may recommend to the CommiSSion changes ~n the 
LNG terminal operation to protect the mari~e resources of the 
area. Western Terminal after opportunity for public hearing, 
shall i~lement all such changes the Commission determines are 
feasible and necessary. 

Discussion: 
We adopt CCC Find1ng 5 1nsofar as it is applicable to the 

above'Condition 5. Condition 5 arfor~s the coordination or 
agency review. It also allows for compliance With Sections 55S0~ 
5581, 5633, and 5637 of the Act. The language of the CCC concern1ng 
use of,the seawater system should be modified. We find that tbe 
record 1n this case fails to support the conclusion that as a 
whole, a seawater vaporization system should not be utilized. The 
Commission maintains full jurisdictional authority Over all plan 
an.ri action approvals. 'I'he intention here is that the Comm.ission 
will make decisions after consultat,ion With the CCC. It is 
expected and understood that all other relevant agencies will be 

, 

afforded review and input prior to any COmmission approval as a 

matter of normal procedure. 
6. Marine Resources: Bunkering Operations 
Condition: 
Western Terminal shall provide an oil spill prevention and 

• 
eontingency plan. The plan shall be approved by the 'CommiSSion 
prior to start-up of terminal operations. and shall prov1de tor. 
at a min1mum: 
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(1) ~ environmentally protective method of oil refueling 
and storage. 

(2) A contingency plan for effective spill containment and 
clean-up .. 

(3) A demonstration that the plan complies with all regula
tions of the U.S. Coast Guard~ the Environmental Protection 
Agency, and other responsible federal and state agencies • .. 

Discussion: 
We adopt CCC Finding 6 insofar as it is applicable to the 

above Condition 6. Condition 6 allows tor compliance With 
Sections 5580, 5581, and 5633 of the Act. It is expected that 
other interested agencies such as the Department of Fish and Game 
and the CCC will review and co:m:nent to the Commission on such plan. 
Although federal agencies such as the U.S. Coast Guard may require 
approval of the plan prior to marine operations, Condition 6 allows 
Ca11fornia~ through the Commission, control of oil'spi1l procedures 
on the state level. 

1. Land Resources: Cons~ruction 

Condition: 
Prior to construction, Western Terminal shall contract for 

an independent study of the flora and fauna in the vicinity of the 
site~ access road, and utility corridors. The study shall include, 
at a minimum: 

(1) the location of rare or endangered plants or animals 
or potential supporting habitat; 

(2) mapping vegetative habitats or other critical biotic 
features such as riparian corridors, springs, known nest1ng sites, 
and significant water,shed vegetation. 

Based on the results or this study, Western Term1nal shall 
submit a construction plan to- the 'Commission and the CCC. This 
plan shall provide for: 

(1) Maxlcum~rotection afforded by federal law tor endangered . , 

plant and an1mal species. 
(2) A no~se and dust monitoring program and requirement 

that construction noise and dust be kept,..at a m1n1mum. 
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(3) ~ximum feasible protection of riparian vegetation an~ . 
habitat •.. .!'h1s shall include a prohibition of all filling and 
other alteration of stream beds, as well as paving or other con
struction within 50 feet of stream beds, unless there is no other 
feasible alternative. In areas of botanical significance, and to 
the extent it is feasible to do so, existing foliage shall be 
preserved and the sidecasting of soils shall be restricted. Any 
ground water pumping shall not be permitted which would diminish 
or harm existing water flows or riparian vegetation to the extent 
feasible. 

(4) A landscaping element arrived at in cooperation with 
the affected county, which requires insofar as feasible a balanced 
cut and fill, preservation and reuse of topsoil, minimum feasible 
d1stu:bance of natural vegetation and land forms, replanting with 
natural vegetation, and disposal of fill, if any, in the least 
enviro~entally damaging manner. 

(5) A construction schedule which Will, to the extent 
feaSible, undertake to minimize damage to seasonally affected 
flora and fauna. 

Construction shall not commence until the Commission has 
determined that the construction plan complies with this condition. 

Discussion: 
We adopt CCC Finding 7 insofar as it is applicable to the 

above Condition 1. It also allows for compliance with Sections 
5580, 5581, and 5633 of the Act. It is expected and understood 
that all other relevant agencies ~ll be afforded reView and input 
prior to Commission approval. The 1nd1scr1m1nate ban on s1de
east1ng of excess soils along the pipeline route appears to be 

an unwarranted expense. 
8. Land Resources: Gas Pipeline Route 
Condition: 
The approved .gas pipeline from the terminal site to the point 

of intersection ~th the gas transmission system shall be routed 
to ~t1gate significant enVironmental impacts with a plan approved 
by'the Comm1ssion following consultation with the CCC. Tbe plan 
shall proV1de that: 
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, 
(1) ~e route shall be surveyed by the California Department 

of Fish ~ Game. 
(2) Ground eq,uipment should not be operated off the, right

of-way when avoidable. 
(3) Rights-of-way should 'be revegetatec. with native plant 

species beneficial to wildlife. 
(4) In areas of botanical s1gnificance~ and to the extent 

it is feaSible to do so, eXisting foliage shall be preserved and 
the s1decasting of soil shall be restricted. 

(5) Maintenance of access should be minimized, to the 
extent feaSible, in areas or valuable w1l4life habitat, such as 
areas ~~th1n the range of the California condor. 

(6) Publie access to maintenance roads should be controlled 
to prevent abuse by orf-road vehicles. 

Discussion: 
We adopt cec F1nding 8 insofar as it is applicable to the 

above Condition 8. Condition 8 appropriately 4es1gnates the Com
mission '\d.th final a,proval responsibility and. allows for partici
pation 1n plan development by responsible agencies. A COmmission 
decision will approve the applied for route, therefore, CCC Items 
(1) and (3) have been deleted since the applied for route is 
basically set and already parallels certain eXisting roads. 

9. Ter~nat1on or Operations 

Condition: 
Western Ter.m1nal shall submit to the Commission a plan proVid

ing for the removal, to the extent 'feaSible, of in-sea or onshore 
components of the LNG terminal after cessation of operation. :. The 
plan shall be approved by the COmmission after consultation With 
the CCC. Western Terminal, to the extent permitted by federal law, 
shall remove each terminal component unless Coastal Act policies 
would allow or encourage retention or that component. 

Discussion: . 
We adopt CCC Finding 9 1nsofar as it is applicable to, the 

above Condition 9. Condition 9 allows for compliance with Sections 
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5580. 55.8~. and 5633 of the Act. The Commission Will assure the 
accomplishment or planned facility removal through a decision and 
order following an abandonment proceeding. 

10. Replacement or Lost Habitat 
Conc!1tion: 
Western Terminal shall provide, to the extent feasible. 

terrestrial and marine habitat equivalent in value to that lost, 
aamaged. or adversely arrecte~ as a result of terminal construc
tion and operation. 1nclud1ng construction or util1~y cO~idors. 
roads, and pipelines. The habitat acquired or protected shall 
be approved by the CommiSSion after consultation with the CCC. 

Discussion: 
We adopt CCC Finding 10 insofar as it is applicable to the 

above Condition 10. The CCC's Condition 10 has been altered to 
give jurisdiction to the CommiSSion to review this action. 

11. Water Quality 
Condition: 
Terminal construction and operation shall comply with the 

requirements of the State Water Resources Control Board and 
Regional Water Quality Control Board to the extent required by 
federal law and regulations. 

Discussion 
We adopt CCC F1nd1ng 11 insofar as it is applicable to the 

above Condition 11. Condition 11 allows for eomp1ian~e With 
Sections 5581. 5632, and 5633 of the Act. CCC's Condition 11 has 
been altered to el1m1nate reference to the Air Resources Board. 
In Condition 34 we are requiring further·hear1ngs on the A1r 
Resources Board recommendations. 

12. ArChaeological Resources 
Condition: 
Prior to con~truction Western Terminal shall contract for 

an 1ndependent survey of archaeologieal resources at the Site 
and along the approved pipeline. access road. and power-line 
corridors. Wherever so ;~d1cated. the survey shall consist or 
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subsurface~est1ng. If archaeological resources have been, or 
are:likely~to be found at the site, construction shall not com
men~e until the Commiss1on~ after consultation with the CCC) the 
State Historic Preservation Officer) and representatives of , 
local Native American groups, has approved Western ~erm1nal's 
plan for the protection of arChaeological resources. Such plan 
shall include: 

(1) Construction methods and facility configuration that 
do not disturb sites of historiC) arehaeolog1cal) or paleonto
logical impo~tanee to the extent feaSible. 

(2) If avoidance of such Sites is infeasible) the use of 
techni~ues which would best preserve the Sites and Objects found 
in them for future study and evaluation. 

(3) Access shall be proVided for Native Amerieans to sites 
of religiOUS significance consistent with security and re~ource 
protection. 

(~) To the extent feasible the religious sanetity of the 
site shall be protected. 

(5) Fencing of eultural resources located near construction 
areas. 

Discussion: 
We adopt cec F1nd1ng 12 insofar as it is applicable to the 

above Condition 12. Condition 12 allows for compliance w1th 
Sections 5580, 5581, and 5633 of the Act. CCC Subpart (~) is 
addressed below 1n this Commission's Condition 13. 

13. Conur.1ssion Mon1t'or1ng Program 
Condition: 
Western Terminal shall reimburse the Comm1ssion tor all eosts 

incurred in monitoring the construction and operation ot the 
facilities addresse~ in these proceedings. Said monitoring pro
gram shall include the necessary personnel to ensure: the sate 

.design, construct~on) and operation ot the plant; protection or 
the environment as ordered in these proceedings; and tbe prudence 

'of expenditures as they ultimately would affeet costs to the 
: ratepayer. 
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Discussion: 
~h1~~ond1tion sets up funding for effectively monitoring 

the eost. construction. operation. safety. and enVironmental 
constraints necessary to ensure that the LNG facilities are 
designed. bu;lt. and operated 1n the best,1nterest of the publiC 
and the ratepayer who is the ultimate beneticiary ot this 
project. 

l~. Fire Protection 
Condition: 
Western Te~nal shall prepare a tire protection plan for 

the affected area. This plan shall prOVide measures to adequately 
min~ze risks to life and property from f~re and shall be con
Sistent with any safety regulations adopted by the Comm1ssion 
pursuant to Section 5637 of the Act. 

Prior to commencement of operation. the Commission. in con
sultation with the Santa Barbara County Fire Department, will 
approve Western Terminal's plan. 

Discussion: 
We adopt COO Finding 16 insofar as it is applicable to the 

above Condition 14. However. we have substituted Commission 
approval for ceo approval. 

15. ElectriC Transmission Lines 
Condition: 
Basic terminal electric needs shall be met by offsite genera

tion with adequate onsite generation available tor standby and 
emergency use only. 

,-
Within these proceedings. there have been several alternate 

transmission line proposals which =1tigate to varying degrees the 
environmental impacts attributable to Soutbern California Edison's 
prel1m1nary design (Exhibits A-118 and A-119). 

(1) An inland route utilizing ex1st1ng Southern California 
Edison easements (1igures 19. 20. and 21 1n EXh1bit A-90). 

(2) A co~1nation or overhead and un~ergroun~ lines requir-
1ng undergrounding within tbe coastal zone tor the applied for 
routing. 
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(3) ~rout1ng utilizing the access roa~ corridor. 
(4)_JMod1f1cation and upgrading or the existing wood-pole 

transmission/distribution line. 
In the interest of proV1ding necessary otrs1te generated 

power with the least overall enVironmental impact, Western 
, . 

~erm1nal is ordered to submit a plan for each or the foregoing 
alternate proposals. The plans shall include: 

(1) Data on the comparative re1iabi1ity~ cost, and environ
mental consequences of each plan. 

(2) Maximum feasible use of underground construction within 
the coastal zone. 

(3) Maximum feasible use of wood-pole construction tor 
overhead portions of t~e line. 

(4) Use of a single-circuit three-phase line, unless 
Western Terminal can substantiate the need for more than one 
circUit. 

The Commiss1on~ after consultation with the CCC and Santa 
Barbara County, will then determine which one or these alternate 
proposals will be used. 

Discussion: 
Imposition of CCC Condition 23 would adversely affect public 

health and safety. Our Condition 15 is a major departure from 
tbe CCC's Condition 23, which would require onsite generation; 
however, our Condition 15 retains the CCC's requirement or mitiga
tion or the visual 1mpact in the coastal zone. 

Several alternate routes are 1ncluded for further study so 
that, if feaSible, ~~ alternative should be developed to a multiple-' 
circuit line on steel towers within the coastal zone. A double-. 
circuit line on steel towers would have a significant Visual 
impact on Hollister Ranch and Gav10ta State Park. 

16. Construction Period Transportat1on Plan 
Condition: 

-. -
All transportation ot workers, materials. and eqUipment for con

struction activities shall be 1n accordance with a transportation 
plan approve~ by the Comm1ssion prior to~ommeneement of construction. 
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W1thin-these procee~ings there have been three acceptable -alternat~ ~outes propose~ for an excess road from State Route 1 

to the terminal site (see Exn. A-105~ Routes 2~ 3 and 4-4a 
respectively) : 

(1) an ·improved Hollister Ranch road rrom Gaviota; 
I 

(2) a coastal route from the west v1a Jalama Road; 
(3) a northern route generally rollowing the pr.opose~ gas 

pipeline corridor. 
In tbe interest of providing adequate access with the least 

overall environmental 1mpact~ Western Terminal shall submit 
detailed transportation pl~~s for each or these alternate routes. 
Tbese plans shall include: 

·(1) maXimum feasi'ole use of barges and the railroad for 
transport of workers~ materials~ and equipment; 

(2) maximum feasible use of orr-site parking areas and the 
busing of workers to and from the s1te; 

(3) maximum feaSible use of modular construction; 
(4) use or a gate and guardhouse where the access road jOins 

the existing public road so as to control access; 
(5) data on the comparative saret1~ cost and enVironmental 

consequences o~ each plan. 
The C0mm1ss1on~ after consulta1;ion With the CCC and Santa 

Barl:)ara County ~ will determ1ne which one of these routes Will 
be used. 

Discussion: 
Th.1s condition is a major departure from the cee staff . 

recommendation regarding jur1sdict10n and their choos1ng of the 
improved. Hollister Roa~ route. 

~he inclusion of the other alternate routes is due to rec~gn1-
tion or the County's concern for Gav10ta Beach Park an~ the bous
ing of workers during construction. The use of a gate and guard 
at the beg1nn1ng or the access r~ad 111 lieu of at the LNG . 
terminal would help ensure privacy to the eXist1ng landowners 
and mainta.in the remoteness or the tu"ea as desired b1 both the 
CoUnty an~ the cec. 
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17. fUbliC Access 
Conc,Ution: 
Western Terminal shall submit to the COmmission a plan proVid-

1ng limited public recreational access to the coastal area in the 
vicinity of the terminal site. Such access shall be consistent 
with protection of coastal resources, adequate terminal security, 
and public safety. This publiC access requirement may be waived 
if the Commission eeterm1nes that necessary security or safety 
precautions so dictate. 

Discussion: 
We adopt CCC Finding 25 insofar a.s it is applicable to the" 

above Condition 17. Although the Coastal Act (PRC Section 30212) 
is a condition applied to new coastal developmen:e and hence is one 
that the cee must follow, this Commission must act under the more 
recent legislative mandate of SectiOns 5552" 5582 and 5632 wh1cb taken 
together must be read to mean that public presence near an LNG facility 
is not in the public interest and is contrary to public health and 
safety. Nevertheless we will re~uire sub~ssion of a plan for future 
Commission consideration. 

18. Partial Ingrounding of Storage Tanks 
Condition: 
Western Terminal shall submit to the COmmission a visual 

impact mitigation plan which shall provide for: 
(1) Pa.-tial 1nground1ng of LNG storage tanks j"n a mann~r such 

that the upper portion of each tank 5hall not protrude more than 
50 feet above the ground level of the facility" unless Weste~ 
Terminal demonstrates to the Commission satisfaction that there 
are significant advantages to a protrusion greater than 50 feet, 
taking into account such factors·as operational feasibility" 
safety, cost, and enVironmental consequences. 
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(2) Contouring and landscaping dikes surrounding the tanks 
in a manner~hat will help to keep the facility visually compatible .... 
with the natural land forms or the area~ as well as preserving - -
the public View. 

(3) Y~x~um feaSible compatibility or all above-ground 
structures with the character of the area. 

(4) Painting or above-ground structures to achieve min~um 
visual contrast With the surrounding area to the extent perm1tte~ 
by safety and operational requ1rements. 
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(5) ~te landscaping that proVides the maximum reasible 
screen1ng.~r plant facilities consistent With the open-space 
character of the area. 

Construction shall not begin until the Commission, after 
consultation With the ceo and Santa Bar~ara County, has determined. 
that the plan complies with this condition. 

Discussion: 
Imposition ot CCC Condition 26 would adversely affect the 

public health and safety. CCC Con~it1on 26 has been modified With 
respect to jur1s~iction, certification, tounding ot tanks on 
bedrock> the protrusion or tanks more than 50 feet upon adequate 
shOW1n~, and mitigation ot overall visual 1mpact. 

The provision of founding the tanks only on bedrock as recom
mended by the CCC is addressed 1n Condition 39. 

~he provision for greater than 50-toot protrusion has been 
included because the record herein does not support such a require
ment since the 50-foot case has not ~een aired at the CommiSSion 
hearings. 

19. Kelp Harvesting 
Conca tion: 
To the extent feaSible, Western Term1nal' shall avoid inter

ferenee with kelp harVest1ng from Kelp Bed 32. If stud1es 
implemented under Conditions 3, ~, and 5 indicate that term1nal 
construction or operation Will decrease the amount of k~lp that 
can be harveste~ un~er existing Department or F1sh an~ Game 
leases~ Western Terminal shall develop a progr~ to m1n1m1 ze . 
the decrease an~ to m1tigate the loss suffered by the Bed 32 ~essor 
or lessee. The Commission, after consultation ~ththe CCC~ 'shall 
approve an~ entorce such plan. 

Discussion: 
We a~opt CCC Finding 28 insofar as it is appl1eable to tbe 

above Condition 19. Th1s cee starr condition bas been modiried 
in regard to jur:13~1ct1on and el:1lD.1nat1on or the cec propose<! 
committee. The Department ~f Fish and Game as tbe lessee sbould 
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have reco~se to mitigate losses, ~ut the placing of that Depart--ment on a:committee to determine ~tigation would create a conflict ... .-. ... 
or 'interest • . 

~ 2~. Procedures Governing Design and Construction 
~ ConcUt1on: 

The propose~ facilities shall be constructed substantially 
10 accordance with the conceptual designs descr1~ed 1n this record, 
except ~~ere mitigation measures are ordered herein. Additional 
des1gn and construction requirements will ~e adopted ~y the Commis
sion in OII 1. 

Discussion: 
This is similar to the condition typically imposed by the 

Commission in granting certificates of public convenienee and 
neeessity. ~he eondition avoids the neeessity of spelling out 
deta11e~ spee1fications. 

21. Commencement of Construction 
Condition: 
Unless eonstruction of the LNG terminal is commenced ~tb1n 

18 months after the date when all required permits and regulatory 
authorizations have been issued and are no longer subject to 

. judieial review, this perm1t will be deemed null and void and of 
no ru.~her effect or force. ~he Commission may grant an extension 
of t~e for good cause. 

Discussion: , 
This condition corresponds to the County's Recommendation No. 

2, modified to recognize the case ~here all necessary permits and 
authorities are not yet final and effective. 

22. Domestic Well-Water Syst'em 
Conca t1on: 
Domestie well-water system facilities shall be designed ~y 

a California registered professional engineer in accordance With 
, the "California ~a:f'e Dr1nk1ng Water Act" (Health and Safety Co<1e, 

Section 4010, !! seq,.). Construetion of such wells shall be 1n 
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accordance:w1th standardz zet forth by the Department of Water . 
Resources; Bulletin No. 74, "Water Well Standardz: State of 
California. " 

Discussion: 
This condition was requested ~y the County as part o~ its 

Recommendation No. ~2. It has been modified to remOVe permitting 
requirements by the County. The balance of the County's Recommen
dation No. 22 contains specifics which will be considered during 
the design phase of the project. 

23. Food Handling Facilities 
Condition: 
Food handling facilities construction, operation, and 

maintenance, both during plant construction, as well as after the 
facility is in operation, shall comply with all applicable proVi
sions of the "California Restaurant Act" (Health and Safety Code, 
Section 28520 ~ seg.). 

Diseussion: 
~his condition responds to the County's Recommendation No. 43. 
24. Sewage and Waste Water Disposal 
Condition: 
Sewage and waste water shall ~e disposed of 1n a sanitary 

manner which neither endangers the public health, degrades the 
groundwater supply, nor creates a pu~liC nuisance condition. 

Discussion: 
This condition responds to the County's Recommendation No.~4. 
25. Solid Waste Disposal 
Condition: 
Solid waste collection and disposal, both during construc

tion of the plant as well as during its operation, shall be 1n 

a safe, sanitary manner and shall comply ~th all applicable 
proV1sions of the "Solid Waste Management an~ Recovery Act," 
Government Code, Section 66100 ~ seq. 

Discussion: 
This con~1t10n responds to the County's Recommendation No. ~5. 
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26. ~isaster Plan 
Condition: 
An onsite disaster plan shall be prepared which includes 

provisions for prevention and correction of environmental health 
hazards resulting from possible disasters and shall address water 
supply, sewage disposal, food serVice, shelter, vector control, 
and refuse disposal. Said plan shall be approved by the Commis
sion after consultation With Santa Barbara County, prior to the 
commencement of terminal operations. 

Discussion: 
This condition responds to the County's Recommendation No. 46. 
27. Pipeline Review 
Condition: 
Prior to completion of plan and profile drawings of the gas 

pipeline, Western Terminal shall consult with the Santa Barbara, 
County Transportation Department and with Kern County and San 

Luis Obispo County to assure coordination with existing and 
future road facilities. Western Terminal shall comply With all 
reasonable requests resulting from this consultation. All dis
puted requirements will be subm1tted·to the COmmiSSion t~r 
determ1nat1on~ 

Discussion: 
This condition responds to the County's Recommendation No. 

50 with Kern and San Luis Obispo Count1es added. Eowever, the 
County's related Recommendat10n·No~ 51, which requ1red county 
encroachment per.mits, bas been deleted as being in Violatiori.of 

, ' 

Section 5581 of the Act. • 
28. Employees"Temporary Housing 
Condition: 
No permanent or temporary dwell1ngs shall be built or 1nstallea 

on the site for residential use other than those needed tor . 
construction-related actiVity. such as those for foremen, super-
visors, or watchmen. 
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West~ Terminal shall report to the County ot Santa Barbara 
County-Cities Area Planning Council information 1nclud1ng the 
number of employees and their general area of residents (i.e. 
within a t~o-m11e radius of the residence) and their mode of 
tr~~sportation to the LNG facility construction site. This data 
shall be proVided on a quarterly baSiS, the first set of data 
following, as soon as possible, the start of construction of the 
LNG facility, including the installation of the pipeline and 
electric transmission lines if applicable, and be discontinued 
when the facility beg1ns operating. 

Discussion: 
This cond1tion responds to the County's request for data 

to ascertain the impact of the construction work force on the 
County. 

29. Natural Gas Transmission Pipeline 
PG&E and PLS shall tile with the Commission all applicahle 

engineering plans, specifications, design calculations, and any 
other applicable information at least 100 days prior to pipeline 
construction. 

Discussion: 
One hundred days tor pipeline plan review will be reqUired 

because of the magnitude of the required Pipeline construction. 
30. Facility Lighting 
Condition: 
No beam or exterior lighting originat1ng 1n the tacility. 

within the limits approved by the Coast Guard for naVigational 
and pier lighting, shall be directed toward adjacent areas with
out intermediate obstruction. Night 1ignt1ng of any kind shall 
be restricted to that required for (1) eonstruction act1vities 
and (2) essential lighting for safety and security purposes during 

operations. 
Discussion: . 
This recommendation is adopted 1n order to minimize ViSual 

impacts on reSidents at Hollister Ranch. 
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31. Notice of Proposed Offshore Work 
Condition: - . 
West~n Terminal shall proVide 7 insofar as praet1ea~le~ 

written-n6tification to affected commercial fishermen, kelp 
harvesters, local marinas, an~ ~oat-launch faei11ties of the 
proposed offshore work, including but not 1im1ted to the loca
t1on(s), dates, duration, and type of construction to be performed. 

Discussion: 
This type of not:1ce will help m:1nim1ze impact on the local 

mar1ne-oriented ~usiness. 
32. Meteorological and OceanOgraphic Monitoring 
Condition: 
Western Terminal shall cont1nue its meteorolOgic and oceano

graph1c mon:1tor1ng program to further evaluate aetual sea-~tate 
conditions at the Po:1nt Concept:1on mar1ne terminal area. A 

minimum of two years of continuous on-site measurement or sea-
state eondit:1ons :1ncluding wind, wave, swell, current, and rog 
shall be recorded. After rev:1ew and analysis of th:1s data, the 
Comm1ssion wiil make a further determinat:1on as to the safety • 
and reliabil:1ty of the project's mar1time operations. If ~eemed 
necessary, further cond:1tions may ~ placed upon the permit 1n 

order to assure the safety ~d reliability of the marine operations. _ ... _ ... . _If." ., .. _ .. ' ... . I ___ _ 

. ~ .. 

T.n:1s data shall be submitted to the Comm1ssion not later than 
January 15, 1980 and shall encompass the period December, 1977 t~ough 
December, 1979. 

Diseussion: 
A preliminary conclusion tbat maritime conditions at POint 

Conception are acceptable for safe,and reli~ble operations ~s 
based on eVidence utiliz1ng data developed by h1ndcast1ng methods. 
The record eVidence sbows there is some uncertainty 1n the con
clUSions reached on sea-state cond:1tions at Point conception due 
to differing interpretations of the ~ource data. Therefore, the 
Commission finds it prudent to guarantee the satisfactory reso
lution or these weather-related uncerta1nties by requ1ring On-. 
site measurement data to verify that the proposed maritime opera-
tions at Point Conception are eon~uc1ve to safety and rel1ab111ty • 
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--33!..: Miscellaneous EIR Mitigation Measures 
Condition: 
Applicant shall implement all mitigation measures in Appendix 

F which are referenced to Condition 33, to the extent feasible. 
Discussion: 
Several minor mitigation measures shown to be useful in 

reducing environmental impacts 1n the EIR and found to be feasible 
in this decision are not covered in the major conditions. These 
measures are required by Condition 33. 

34. Air Quality 
Condition: 
Western Terminal shall implement the mitigation measures 

ultimately adopted after further hearings before this Commission 
regarding air quality requirements. 

Discussion: 
Further hearings are required to consider recommended condi

tions ot the ARB as set forth in Response Bll of volume 2 or the 
Final EIR. 

35. Mar1time Measures 
Condition: 
To the degree they are consistent with United States Coast 

Guard regulations and sound maritime practices~ Western Terminal 
is directed to adopt and implement the maritime equipment and 
procedure measures delineated 1n Appendix F of t~~s·decis10n. 

Discussion: 
Adoption of the above-referenced measures will serve to'; 

• reduce the risk associated with LNG vessel traffic to· and from 
Point Conception. 

36. Geolog1cal and Geoteehn1c'al InV'estigations 
Condition: 
Western Terminal shall undertake the further geolOgical and 

geotechnical investigations outl1ne~ 1n ALJ Doran's June 16~ 1918~ 
order to Western ~er.m1nal. At a ~~um~ add1t1onal trenching 
to tbe east and west side ot Arroyo Central is required to further 
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evaluate ~e significance or tbe fault i~entif1ed as the Arroyo 
Fault. ·A~~itionally~ two trenches on seismic line "C" as shown 
on Plate 1.DC of EXhi~it 0-106 are requ1re~ to analyze the, sig
nificance of geological anomalies identified to the nortb of 
Arroyo Central. Any further trenching and invest1gat1on~ as 
required~ Will be the subject of future Commission direct~ves. 

Discussion: 
Currently avai1a~le data indicates that the Arroyo fault is 

not causat1ve ~ut rather a second.ary fault resulting from actiVity 
on one or more significant faults immediately offshore. However~ 

the absence of definitive geological and geotechnical data pre
cludes the Commission from conclusively arf1r.m1ng the proposition 
that an LNG facility can be reliably constructed and operated at 
POint Conception consistent with interests or public sarety. 
Because an active fault has been identifie~ within the Point 
Conception site - the Arroyo fault - the physical and seismic 
characteristics of this fault must be thoroughly evaluated to 
determine the suitability of the site. Given the posSi~ility 
of on-site surface rupture and corresponding' strong ground motions 
which can threaten the Viability of the entire project. ~t is 
incumbent that the Commission have placed before it sufficient 
an~ detailed 1nformation upon which to make its independent 
judgment respecting the nature and extent of the Arroyo tault 
and accordingly. its impact on the issue of locating an LNG 
~acility at Po1nt Conception. 

37. Subsurface Exploration 
Condition: 
Due to the recognition of seconda.~ faults within the Site, 

e.g. Arroyo fault. Beach fault,; if subsequent investigation eon
tirms the site's SUitability, Western Terminal is directed to 
undertake deta1le~ subsurface exploration to insure that no . 
critical LNG component Will be 10cate~ Within the distance or 
100 teet (30 m.) !rom a:ny tault trace. 
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• Discussion: 

, Location of critical components at sufficient ~istances from 
eX1st1ng ~ult traces Will serve to preclude damage to such com
po~ents resulting from any surface ground rupture along the traces. 

38. Storage Tank Foundations 
Condition: 
Western Terminal is directed to place a reinforced concrete 

mat under the LNG storage tanks. unless a careful analysis 
demonstrates conclusively that it is not n~eded and is approved by 
the Comm1ssion. 

Discussion: 
The Commission has eoncern for the behaVior of the supporting 

elements of the LNG storage tank and the tase anchorage system. 
The concern is that a relatively thin tase plate is supported on 
25 in. of foamglass insulatiQn. 1 in. of sand. ~~d a 4-in. level-
ing layer of concrete. l~one of these supporting' materials have 
significant tensile strength. Tensile stresses can result from 
high shear stresses. created by the dynam1c response or the tank 
to seism1c stress waves propagating through the foundation. A 

very careful analysis of the seismic stress conditions that 
develop 1n these supporting materials supported by experimental 
tests is required. 

39. Uniform Foundation Materials 
Condition: 
Western Terminal is directed to Site critical eomponents 

such as the LNG tanks. on uniform compacted fill material or firm. 
Unweathered bedrock. unless a careful analysis demonstratez eon
clu:1vely that the measure is unnecessary·and j"s approved by.:tbe 

Commission. 
Discussion: 
In View of significant 8eismie veloeity differentials between ' 

the terrace deposits an~ the rj"r,m bedrock taken 1n conjunction 
With the irregularity of the aneient wave-cut platform surface, 

. the location of critical components upon SOils of d1fferent denSity 
with varying settlement rates must be aVOided. 
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~O. :Seismic Categories 
Condition: 
Western Terminal is d1recte~ to classify all structures, 

components and systems tor the LNG tacility into one ot three 
seismiC safety categories which are ~efined as follows: 

Category I: This category includes all structures, com
ponents, and systems required to shut down the racility. 
during and ~ollow1n5 a Safe Shutdown Earth~uake (SSE) and 
maintain the on-site LNG in a safe condition. 
Category II: This category includes all structures, com
ponents, and systems required to permit continued sate 
plant operation during and following an Operating Basic 
Earthquake (OBE). 
Category III: Th1s category includes all structures, com-
ponents, and systems not included in Categories I or II, 
~ut essential for maintaining support or normal plant. 
operations. 

Regulatory Guide 1.60 response operator, properly scaled to the 
peak ground accelerations recommended for the SSE and OBE shall 
be used 1n ~he design of Category I and II structures, components 
and systems •. 

A quality assurance program in accordance with AppendiX B 
of 10 CFR 50 should ~e established that assures relia~le ~erro~~ce 
of all Category I and II structures, components and systems 1n 

their respectively-defined seism1c environments. 
Discussion: 
The recommended seismiC classification procedure simplifies 

design as difterent levels ot seismiC pertormance are permitted 
tor each category. Also, 1t permits Western Terminal to relate 
the design to ~oth satety and economy in operation. For example, .; 
items required to maintain the on-site LNG in a sare condit1on . 
must be designed to withstand the most severe seism1c enVironment, 
the SSE. other 1tems required to maintain plant operation without 
interruption ot ,service are designed to a lower seismic 1evel~ the 
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OBE. ThiF level can be established by a cost trade-ofr stu~y 
~tween the added cost of designing to a given CSE seismic level 
versus the saVings in the cost of pro~a~le damage and serv1ce 
interruption of the faci1i~ies that are not ~esigne~ to this 
level. 

~l. er~tieal Earthguake Intensity 
Condition: 
Western Terminal, ~ the design or critical LNG components J . 

such as storage tanks~ is directed to utilize accelerations 
associated with a 7.5 magnitude earthquake on the North and South 
Branches of the Santa Ynez fault and/or on the F-l fault. 
Accordingly~ Western Terminal shal~ design all critical components 
to a peal<: bedrock acceleration of '.7: 's (gravity) at the site. 

Discussion: 
Prudence and the public interest dictate that the LNG 

facility ~e designed to withstand and to continue to operate after 
occurrence or that earthquake wh1ch would produce an intensity 
of earthquake ground motion at the site that has a very high 
probability - on the order of 99.5 percent - of not being 
exceeded during the 50 year service life of the facility. To 
assure this high probability or plant an~ investment protection~ 
the Commission is directing Western Terminal to design and con
struct the terminal to Withstand ground motion at the site 
associated With the earthquake on the North and South Branches 
of the Santa Inez fault ~~d/or on the F-l rault or that earthquake . 
which has a probability or occurring one t1me in 10~OOO years 
(lO-~ per year) correspondingly~ a peak bedrock acceleratio~ or 
.7& at the site is appropriate for design purposes. 
c. Rejected cec Conditions 

~he following cec recommended terms and conditions are 
rejected: . 
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1. etc Condition 15 - Public Utilities COmmission Denial . 
of Conditions. 

For the reasons state~ above under "General Comments," we 
are of the opinion that 1m~os1tion of this condition will adversely 
affect the public health and safety. We further find that imposi
tion of the term or condition Will cause delays in commencement 
of terminal operations that will result in significant curtailment 
of high-priority natural gas requirements an~ that deletion or 
modification of this condition will avoid or significantly reduce 
such curtailment. 

2. CCC Condition 23 - Seawater Exchange System and 
Transmission tines. 

E~~ibit A-40 shows that the use of gas-fire~ vaporizers is 
undeSirable from econOmic and energy conservation standpoin~s. 
Air pollution (mainly NOx' produced by the ~ase-load vaporizers, 
as listed 1n the DEIR and EXhibit A-81 would exceed the t~eshol~ 
level esta~11shed by the EPA, requiring a Prevent!on or Significant 
Deterioration permit from EPA. This would require tra~e-orrs, 
which could be very difficult to achieve in Santa Barbara County. 
If this condition is adopted, it would cause lengthy delays, ~r 
it could block the project completely. 

This air pollution argument against gas-fired vaporizers is 
also applicable to onsite generation by conventional methods. ~he 

parallel condition suggested by the County for exotic methods of 
generation is inappropriate because these methods are not suf
fiCiently developed. The transmiSSion 11ne mitigating measures 
speCified 1n our Condition 15 will significantly re~uce the 1mpacts 
that concern these 'agencies. 

In addition, this condition is adequately addressed by our 
Condition 4, Marine Resources: Seawater Intake and Discharge 
System, as well as our Condition 15» Electric Transmission Lines .. 

We are or the opinion that imposition of CCC Condition 23 
Will cause delays in commencement or terminal operations that will 
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~esult 1n s~ificant curtailment of h1gh-priority natural gas 
requ1rement~ and that ~eletion of the condition will avoi~ or 
significantly reduce such curtailment • . 

Wh1le we reject th1s condition at th~s time we also po1nt out 
to the CCC and to our staff that the further hearings., provided for in 
our order, to deal with the question of air quality mitigation measures 
are broad enough to allow ecc and ARB to present their respective . 
recommendations and evidence with respect to cec Condition 23. 

3. cce Condition 27 - Surfing Breaks 
The CCC concept of constructing, if necessary, an artificial 

reef tor surfing is vague and 1mpract1ca1. There is no indication 
of whether it is reasi~le, where it m1ght ~e placed, the cost, 
or what the environmental consequences of this structure might be. 
An alternative, the providing of surf1ng access :tn an area not 
presently access1ble by the pub11c, 1$ included within our Cond1-
t10n 17. Western Terminal, moreover, has stated that it will not 

. restrict nearshore recreat1on. Further, the proposed location ot 
the trestle is not in the actual area "renowned" for its surfing . . ... -~.---... 
~reaks. Consequently we be11eve surfing opportunity in the Site 
vicinity will be at the same level after construction as it was before . 
and that such situation is consistent with publiC health and safety • 

.• J._,. •.• . f • •• ---. 

We are or the opinion that cec Condition 21 was not 
based on substantial evidence considering the record as a whole .. 

4. cee Condition 14 - Geologic Hazards ' 
The operation and fund1ng of an ~~dependent ter.m1nal design 

~~d construction rev1ew panel 1n a~~ition to the funde~ Sarety 
and Constru~tion Monitoring Program of thj,s COmmiSSion, would " 
'be unwarra.~ted and ml.eeonoxd.cal. It would be an unnecessary 
duplication or expert effort, investigation, sn~ review. The 
Commission's Safety and Construction Monitor1ng Program will 
employ a permanent starr of professionals as well as utilize con
sultants. Our monitoring program will assure that the construc-
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tion draWings and calculations are thoroughly reviewed and that 
the constru~1on is adequately inspected. Furthermore) at the 
pr~sent tim~ there are ongoing specific site investigations by 
a variety of competent professional geologists. Various govern
ment agencies and other interested parties are evaluating the 
geotechn1cal ~zards that might affect the terminal. 
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We are:of the opinion that imposition of CCC Condition 14 
~~li cause:delays in commencement of terminal operations that 
w11~ result 1n significant curtailment of high-priority natural 
gas:requirements and that deletion of the condition Will aVOid . , 

or significantly reduce such curtailment. 
D. Responses to Certain Santa Barbara County Recommendations 

Set forth belo'w are specific responses to the terms and condi
tions reco~~ended for adoption by the Board of SuperVisors of the 
County. 

1. Recommendation 1 
The Commission retains all responsibility for implementing 

and enforcing each and every condition adopted as part or the 
per::l1t. 

2. Recommendation 2 
Our Condition 21 should cover the County's concern for unreason

able delay in commencement of project construction. 
3. Recommendation 3 
Staff Guidel1nes (1) and (3) as detailed 1n our policy state

ment (see General Comments, above) should satisfy the County's 
concern for availability of information. 

4. Recommendations 4 through 22 - Safety 
Section 5637 of the Act requires the Commission to adopt 

regulations governing the safety and construction of the terminal. 
The Commission already has adopted regulations, General Order No. 
112, governing design, construction, testing, maintenance, and 
operation of utility gas transmiss~on and distribution piping 
systems. Section 5637 requires the CommiSSion to establish a~ 
monitoring system to ensure that term!nal construction and opera
tion is in compliance with all applicable regulations adopted and 
terms and conditions establiShed. Our current investigation, 
OII 1, is address1ng the safety aspects of the project and consi4-

,er1ng the particulers or a Commission Monitor1ng Program. All 
·tbe specifics concerning the sarety and construction monitoring 
'aspects of the project are expected to be formulated and detailed 
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at the con~sion ot the OIl 1 proceeding. To specify detailed . 
satety control measures at this time would be ill-a~vised and 
premature. 

5. Recommendations 23 through 32 - Flood Control 
Staff Guidelines (2) and (4) provide the opportunity for 

the Co~~ty Flood Control Engineer to reView all engineering and 
construction plans and to determine whether such plans conform 
with the Co~~ty Flood Control Department's standards. 

6. Reco~~endations 33 through 38 - Fire Control 
Our Condition 14 should adequately cover the County's concern 

in this area. Staff Guidelines (1), (2), (3), and (4) will afford 
the County Fire Department an opportunity to review Western 
Terminal's fire protection plan ~~d to correct any variance with 
its standards. The Commission will monitor all actiV1ties regard
ing the tire protection plan to ensure compliance. 

7. Reco~~endation 41 
Our Condition 7 proVides tor a noise monitoring program. 

Statt Guidelines (1), (2), (3), and (4) Will afford the County the 
opportunity to provi.de input and make known its concerns prior to 
plan approval. The statf is required to mOdity to the greatest 
extent reasonably possible such a plan in order to include the 
County's recommendations and to assure that the plan is in confor
mance With County standards. 

8. Recommendation 42 
Our Condition 22 requires the development of a potable water 

supply to be 1n accordance with the California Safe Dri~g 
Water Act and the Department of Water Resources - Water-Well ' 
Standards. Staff Guidelines (2) and (4) allow for additional 
appropriate standards to be followed, as well as modification of 
any plans in order to include other reasonable requirements as 
requested by other interested government agencies. 

9. Recommen~ation 43 
Our Condition 23 fulfills the needs of this County reco~enda

t10n with the exceptionot allowance for Santa Barbara County 
approvals. 
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10. Recommendations ~4 and ~5 
Our Conditions 2~ and 25 incorporate the basiC concerns or 

the County's Recommendations 44 and ~5. Specifics as to the 
sewage and waste water facilities and as to solid waste collec
tion and disposal methods will be determined prior to plan approval 
and after consultation with appropriate state and local agencies. 

ll. Recommendation 46 
Our Condition 26 accepts the County's Recommendation 46~ 

except that the Commission is re~ponsible tor all approvals. Staff 
Guidelines (1) and (2) allow for local agency review and opportu
nity to reVise the disaster plan so that the 1egi~1mate concerns 
of the agency may be addressed. 

12. Recommendation 41 
The Comm1ssion~ utilizing its Monitoring Program~ will 

determine all necessary inspection. ~his does not preclude the 
Commission's Monitoring Program from allowing the County Health 
Department officials from making necessary inspections and evalu
ations and to report their findings to the CommiSSion. 

13. Recommendation 48 
Inground1ng ot LNG storage tanks is covered in our Condition 18. 
14. Recommendation 49 
Our Condition 16 covers site access. 
15. Recommendation 50 
This has been adopted as our Condition 21. The Monitoring 

Program Will ensure compliance by We5tern Terminal. 
16. Reco~~endation 51 
Access road approval rests with the Commission. The CoUnty 

Transportation Department ~ll be consulted by the statf mon1tor
ing team. The County will be furnished requested data. 

17. Recommendations 52 and 53 
Access road con~it1ons are covered by our Condition 16. 
18. Recommendation 5~ 
Staging areas and the parld.ng plan are covered by our 

Condit1on l6. 
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19. Re~ommendat1on 55 
Safet~ rules applying to the terminal will be developed by 

the Co~~ssion in OIl 1. (Also~ see the resp~nse to Recommenda
tions 4 through 22.) Our Condition 20 requires term1nal design 
to comply ~~t~ Co~~iss1on rules. 

20. Recommendations 56 through 64 
~he intent or these recommendations is covered by our ~ond1-

t10n 1. The Comm1ss1on's Construction and Safety Monitoring 
Program involves review of plans for the terminal. (See, also 
the discussion or Recommendations 23 through 32.) 

21. Recommendations 65 through 68 
Standards for the access road construction will be determined 

by the Commission's monitoring team in consultation with the 
County Public Works Department. It is our intent that the road 
be built to Co~~ty standards, to the extent feasible. ~he pro
cedure for accomplishing this is established by Staff Guideline (2). 

22. Recommendation 69 
See the discussion under Recommendations 23 through 32. 
23. Recommendation 10 
All final design pl~~s shall be subm1tted to the Co~ssion 

for reView in accordance with the Consruction and Safety MOnitor
ing Program. 

24. Recommendations 71 and 72 
The intent of these recommendations is covered by our Condi

tions 1 and 8. 
25. Recommendations 73 through 77 . 
Our Condition 34 establishes air pollution control require

ments. The COmmission's monitoring team will work closely with 
the County Air Pollution Control District in the review of con
struction and operation plans. 

26. Recommendation 78 
Electric power for the facility Will be prov1ded by a trans-

~ mission line from the 1nitial stases o~ operation or the te~l 
... 
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1n or~er to prevent significant deterioration or air quality by 
emissions from gas turbine generators. The impact or the transmis
sion line ~ll be m1tigate~, if possible, by a combination of 
undergro~ding and using of woo~-pole line supports. Western 
Terminal has been directe~ in our Condition 15 to study these 
mitigation measures and submit a plan for COmmission approval. 

The use of cold power systems, solar, or wind power genera
tion of electricity is not practical at this time. These are 
considered supplemental energy sources that may become available 
tor use at the LNG terminal some time 1n the r~ture after addi
tional research and development are accomplished. The terminal 
will req~ire a reliable supply of electricity, available 24 hours 
a day, seven days a week, using proven technology. This can be 

most reasonably accomplished by installation of an electric trans
mission line and standby gas turbine generators at the terminal . 
site. 

Recommendation 78 deals with air quality among other th1ngs ana,' 

should be readdressed by the County in the further hearings we order 
herein with respect to air qual1ty mitigation measures. We will expect 
ARB, among others. to comment further on this recommendation. 

27. Recommen~ation 80 
The 1ntent or this recommendation is covered by our Condi

tion 10, which deals with replacement of lost habitat, and our 
Condition 19, which deals with commercial kelp harvesting. 

28. Recommen~at1on 8l 
This recommendation is eovere~ by our Conditions 7 and 8 • 

• 
29. Recommendation 82 
Th1s recommendation is covered by our Condition 16. 
30. Recom:menda.t1ons 83 thrOUS;h 85 ',' 
These recommendations ~e covered by our Condition 28. 
31. Recommendation 86 
See the discussion under Recommendations 23 through 32. 
3Z. Recommen~ation 87 
Fetroleum and o~ber spills are dealt with 1n our Condition 6. 

Our starr will consult with County personnel to ensure that County 
requirements are sat1sr1ed to the extent they are not preempted 
by EPA and Coast Guard requirements. 

33. Recommendation 88: 
Our Condition 9 deals with decommissioning the terminal. 
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34. Reeommen~ation 89 
Removal of de~r1s on the beach is required by our Condition 

2. OUr stafr will see that the construetion plan proVides for 
removal or man-made junk and debris: 

35. Recommendations 90 tbrOUSh '92 
Pipeline requirements are covered 1n our Conditions 8 and 27. 

It is not 1n the best interests or the ratepayers to loop the 
pipeline before it is required. 

35. Recommendation 93 
Ingrounding of the tanks is tr,eated in OUl" Condition 18. ~h1s 

should significantly reduce the visual impact or the tanks. The 
necessity and deSirability or dense landscaping will be determined 
during reView of term1nal plans. The starr will consult with the 
County aecording to Starf Guideline (2) and consider its position 
prior to approVing plans. 

37. Recommendation 94 
This recommendation is covered by our Condition 30. 
38. Recommendation 95 

In o~ opinion thiS, c~ndit~on i~_ no.': ~ith;'n ,?~~ j~i.sdicti~~.-: 
.. ~~st~ ,~a~ .. gove~n1ng .?-1a.b1;1tY j,s adeqU2Ze and will be adm1nistere4 'by 
. the .courts. Western 1'erminal will carry adequate 11a'oi1ity insurance. 

39. Recommendations 96 through ~11 
LNG ship safety matters are outsi4e the jurisdiction or the 

Commiss1on. The Coast Guar~ is the proper agency to establish 
tbese reqUirements. The Commission has transmitted a copy or 
these recommenda.tions to the Coast Guard tor 1ts evaluation.· ... 

40. ReCOICIrlendations :1.12 'a:n:d 113 
Our Cond1~ 3 an4 ~ cover.the impact or marine facilities 

on the enVironment. 
~~. Recommendation ll~ 
~h1s recommen~ation has been adopted as our Condition 31. 
~2. Recommendation 115 
~h1s recommendation has been rejecte~ as counterproductive. 
43. Recommen~ations 116 through 123 '- EnVironment'al Mon'ito'ring 
Tbes~ recommen~t1ons are adequately covered by our Conditions 

3. ~. 5. and 7 and the Co~ssion' & Monitoring Program. 
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44. Recommendations 124 through 134 - Cultural Resources 
, Our COndition 12 covers cultural resources. Ad~itional 

specific re~uirements will be negotiated~ as required~ under Staff 
Guidelines (l)~ (2)~ and (3) • . 

. 45. Recommendation 135 - Pipeline 
This recommendation is encompassed under Staff Guidelines 

(2) and (4). 
46. Recommendations 136 and 137 - Access Road 
The Co~~ty's concern about the design of the access road is 

covered by Starf Guidelines (2) and (4). Further~ our Conditions, 
7 ~~d 16 consider the access road mitigation measures, as well as 
requiring studies tor alternate routes and a transportation plan. 

47. Recommendation 139 
Section 5583 of the Act precludes any local government rrom 

undertaking ~~y development which would be in nonconformance with 
the population density criteria or the Act or development incom
patible with the operation or the terminal. Section 5582 and. 

5583 cover the intent or County's Recommendation 139. Insufficient 
information is availa~le concerning the cost of this recommendation. 
Property owners have recourse to the courts. 

48. Recol'Olllendation 140 
The Commission is responsible for all inspection and enforce

ment procedures. Any contracts for consultation or independent 
inspection will be determ1ne~ by the Commission. 

49. Recon~endation 141 
, Any contracts between the Commission and the County mus,t 'be 

=utually agreeable. If they deter.mine that contracts are neces
sary, these ean be conclude~ under the Commission's Monitoring 
Program. 

50. Recommendation 142 
The Co~ssion~ under the Aet~ will deeide upon any eon~11ct- --

·ing regulations or conditions and make any appropriate determination • . 
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rv. MO'l'IONS 
A. Outstand1ns Motions 

At the: submission or each of these proceedings. several 
motions were still awaiting our decision. Below is our discussion . 
and rulings on these motions. All other motions still outstan~ing 
shall be deemed denied. 
B. Bixby Motion - Objection to Jurisdiction 

Counsel for BiXby filed written "Notice of Objection of 
Ju:-1sdiction" on October 2'8 .. 1977. On November 2. 1977 .. Bixby 
filed a "Notice of Motion :0 Dis~ss for Lack of Jurisdiction" in 

the consolidated matters here before the Camm1ssion. A Memorandum 
of Points and Authorities in support of this motion was filed on 
Nove~er 2 .. 1977. 

Additional material filed by BiXby in support of its objec
tions to the jurisdiction or this Commission in these consolidated 
proceedings may be s~~arized as follows: 

, 1. Letter dated February 3. 1978, advising that 
Federal Executive Order No. 10485 would not 
be relied on (withdrawing the argument pre
sented 1n the Memorandum or POints and 
Authorities riled. November 2 .. 1977 .. mimeo·. 
pages 15-22). 

2. Supplemental Memorandum in Support or the 
Motion to Dismiss and Request for Official 
Notice filed February 24 .. 1978. 

3. Second Request for Orficial Notice filed 
March 1 .. 1978. 

4. Sllmmary or Cases Inaccurately Cited., presented 
l'.arch 2 .. 1978 (see Case No. 10342 .. RX Vol. 30 .. 
page 3l38). 

5. Rebuttal Memorandum or the :Fred H. BiXby Ranch 
Company in Support of Motion to Dismiss filed 
March 24 .. 1978. 

6. Letter dated May 22. 1978 o~ject1ng to the 
starf's proposed LNG sarety regulations 1n 
OIl 1, enclosi g a Memorandum of the FERC 
staff in FERC Docket Nos. CP75-l40 and 
CP75-S3-2. 
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Oral argument was held on the B1x~y motion on March 3~' 1978 
before ALJ Mattson. Pursuant to the ALJ's ruling setting oral 
argument~ ~arties desiring to present argument were re~u1red to 
tile ~riefs prior to oral argument. 

Staff counsel and counsel for the applicants in Application 
No. 57626 filed briefs in opposition to the Bixby motion on 
February 24, '1978. BiXby ~ applicants~ and starr participated in 
oral argument March 3, 1978. 

Pursuant to submiss10n at oral argument, applicant and starr 
filed their closing 'briefs on March 17, 1978. Bixby riled a 
reply brief on March 24, 1978. 

1. Bixby'S Contentions 
We have reviewed the documents filed by Bixby. Bixby'S major 

contentions are: 

1. Federal law has preempted the siting of LNG 
terminals and the Act is to that extent 1nva11d. 

2. The Commission cannot exercise the power to 
deter.m1ne a site for an LNG terminal because 
the power to decide the location of an LNG 
ter.m1nal is exclusively a federal decision. 

3. The Commission cannot establish safety regula
tions 1n OIl 1 since regulation of facilities 
used to process LNG moved in interstate com
merce has been specifically preempted by the 
Federal Natural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 
1968 (49 USC 1671 et seq.). 

4. The Act unconstitutionally burdens interstate and 
foreign commerce. 

5. The duties assigned the Commission are outSide the 
jurisdiction set 'by the California constitut1on. 

2. Discussion 
a. Federal Preemption 

t' 

BiXby'S pr1mary basiS tor assert1ng the unconstitutionality 
or the LNG Terminal Act is its contention that federal law has 
preempted 'both the siting and satety regulation of LNG term1nals. 
BiXby repeatedly asserts that federal jurisdiction is "exclusive". 
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However~ "[sJtatements concerning the 'exclusive jurisdiction' 
or Congress beg the o~y controversial question: whether Congress 
intended to~ake its jurisdiction exclusive." California V~ Zook, 
(1949) 336 u.s. 125~ 731. 

The existence or a rederal law relating to the subject ma.tter 
or a state statute "poses~ rather th~~ disposes or" the preemption 
1ssue.. Florida Lime and Avocado Growers> Inc. v. Paul~ (1963) 
313 u.s .. l32~ l4l. Once this issue is posed.~ two further questions 
ar1se~ at least one of which must be answered affirmatively L~ 
order tor federal legislation to be preemptive. F1rst~ the federal 
and state laws must be in actual conflict; failing th1s~ the federal 
law must expressly or by implication manifest Congressional intent 
to wholly occupy the field.. We believe neither of these questions 
can be answered in the affirmative, and that consequently, 
California's LNG legislation is not preempted by federal law. 

Regarding the question of actual conflict~ the test under 
this inquiry is whether there is "such actual conflict between the 
two schemes of regulation that both cannot stand in the same area." 
Florida L1me~ supra~ 373 u.s. at 141 (emphasis added). It is 
actual~ not potential or hypothetical conflict, which will ~validate 
a state statute. See e.g.~ Goldstein v. California, (1973) 412 
u.s. 546. Even where an actual conr11ct c~~ ~e shown to eXist, a 
State statute will be preempte~ only to the extent of the conrlict~ 
s1nce "the proper approach is to reconcile the 'operation of both 
statutory schemes with one another rather than holding Cthe State 
schemeJ completely ouste"-'." DeCanas v. Biea, (l976) lt24 U.S. 35l~ 

*1 351~ rn. 5.-
However~ petitioner has not seriously suggested that an actual 

I 

conflict exists between the California and federal laws. Those 
laws do not expressly make compliance with both impOSSible, and 
neither California nor the federal government has definitively 
and conclusively applied those laws to the present applications. 

!I The severa~1lity clause round in Section 5593 of the LNG 
Terminal Act constitutes State statutory recogn1tion or this 
prinCiple. 
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~ ~e DOE Admin1stra.tor's Final Opin1on and Order. issued December 30. 
1977~!1 CO~itionallY approving the Oxnard s1te~ is expressly ~ 
exclusive approval of that Site alone. Largely because of 1nsuff1-
cient evidence on the record~ POint Conception could not be 
considered in this Opin1on (Opinion at 41). However~ the Op1n1on 
clearly states: 

"DOE's deciSion today approving Oxnard does not preclude 
~~yone from pursuing an LNG project (including this one) 
sited at Point Conception. DOE is not disapproving any 
alternative Site." (Opinion p. 42) 

More 1mportantly~ the Op1n1on clearly states DOE's 1ntent1on 
to give full force and effect to California's LNG Terminal Act. 
The Opinion states at page 38: 

" ••• the DOE has determined it has the authority to take 
into account the procedures established in the California 
legislation for state consideration of an appropriate s1te~ 
and we choose to exercise tbat authority •••• " 

Moreover: 

"In the circumstances of this case~ and at least at this 
stage of the proceeding~ California should have an 
opportunity to decide whether or not tbe operation of an 
LNG faCility at Oxnard is aceeptable to it as a means or 
fac1l1tating tbe import and distribution of that gas to 
its citizens. Tbus~ pursuant to the Terminal Act~ as well 
as any other applicable California legislation (present or 
ruture)~ California will have the opportunity to we!gh and 
e~aluate the sarety and environmental characteristics or 
[sic) LNG site~ taking into account the prOjected need tor 
gas and supply thereof." (Opin1on~ p. 40) 

The Opinion makes clear that its conditional approval otOxnard 
does not necessarily exclude Point Conception or any proposed' .site~ 
in part because or the policy expressed in the President's National 
Energy Plan which favors siting an LNG term1nal away from densely 
populated areas~ and in part because ot the population density 
criteria and consolidated site selection process established by 

the LNG Terminal Act: 

Paclndonesia LNG Company. DOE/.ERA Op1nion No. 1. (M1meo~ Docket 
No. 77-00l-LNG) (December 30~ 1977). hereinafter DOE Pinal 
Op1n1on and order ~ or Opinion. 
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ft~he California site ~creen1~g process now un~er way 
may, ~y July 3l, 1978, the dea~line fixed by Californ1a 
law, ~duce a site that is also acceptable, or even 
prefe~able to Oxnard. Tbe DOE w1ll cooperate with the 
State to settle on a mutually acceptable site by that 
date. Unless that effort fails, the DOE finds no cause 
to exercise its authority under Section 3 of the 
Natural Gas Act 1n ~1sregard or the legit1mate interests 
of the State of California to participate in the Site 
selection process." (Opinion, p. 8.) 

DOE quite clearly recognizes that it does not automatically preempt 
Cali,fornia: 

nSi~ce it is clear ••• that DOE is afforded a degree or 
latitude in asserting its jurisdiction over 'Section 1 
type' issues such as Siting in an 1mport case, it 
follows that DOE has discretion in such eases to deter
mine whether and the extent to which a state has a 
legitimate interest 1n the siting issues and should 'be 
deferred to in whole or in part to resolve those issues." 
(Footnote Omitted; Opinion, p. 39.) 

Actual conflict is therefore s1mply not a basis for asserting federal 
preemption. 

The test .for the second inquiry, regarding Congressional intent 
to occupy the .field, was well stated by the Supreme Court in Florida 
Lime, su~ra. In the absence of an irreconcilable contlict, the -settled rule, in deference to a State's legislative exercise or its 
traditional police powers, is: 

" ••• not to· decree such a federal displacement 'unless 
that was the clear and manifest purpose of Congress.' 
Rice v. Santa Fe Elevator Cor .~ 331 U.S. 218, 230, 

S.Ct. 11 ,l152, 91 L.Ed. 1~47. In other words, 
we are not to conclude that Con ess le 1s1ated the 
ouster o~ this Ca 1 ornia statute ••• in the absence 
Of an una~b1 uous con ressional mandate to that effect." -
373 u.s. at 1 -1 7 emphaSis a~~e~ • ' 

An ex~ation or the relevant federal statutes and the ease 
law interpreting them demonstrates no "clear andman1fest purpose 
or Congress" to preempt State regulation, even concerning matters 
Within the State's traditional police powers. 

288 



--.~p-......... _ .... '~""~" ' .. ~ .. , .. -. - .. -.-.. -.-.-.~- .. ---------

A. 57626 et ale AMP 

~1X~y repeatedly states that re~eral regulat10n or all 
~ales or tr~sportation or gas in interstate or foreign commerce 
is exclus1y~. We agree that Calirornia cannot approve these 
transactions; B1Xby has pOinted to nothing in the Cal1rornia 
statute that would alter this conclusion. Rather~ B1X~y assumes 
that the exclusive federal jurisdiction over transportation or 
sales necessarily gives the federal government exclusive juris
diction over the siting or an LNG term1nal~ without presenting any 
rationale supporting the el~nat1on or this distinction. We agree 
with the starf that BiXby's argument presupposes that references 
in the legislative history or the statute~ the language or the 
statute itself ~ and the cases interpreting the Natural Gas Act~ 
which all deal with aspects or sales or transrers or natural gas~ 
must be read to include the very dirferent and distinct concerns 
related to siting and constructing a terminal. We also believe 
that Bixby'S "exclusive rederal jurisdiction" argument is unfounded; 
we find no eVidence that either Congress or the courts have intended 
sales~ transrers~ or transportation in interstate commerce to in
clude siting concerns. 

The Un!ted States Supreme Court has clearly held that the 
Gas Act is not preemptive of the entire field or regulation 
or natural gas. In Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co·. v. Public 
Service Commission of Indiana~ (1947) 332 u.s. 507, the Court 
upheld a State regulatory commission's assertion or authority over 
certain sales of gas be~~ transported through an interstate pipe
line. After a lengthy reView or the legislative history, the 
Cou:rt concluded: 

"The Act, though extending federal regulation, had 
no pu.-pose or effect to cut down state power. on the 
contrary, perhaps its pr1mary purpose was to aid in 
making state regulation erfective, by adding the weight 
or federal regulation to supplement and reinforce it in 
the gap created by the prior decisions. The Act was 
drawn with meticulous regard for the continued exercise 
of state power, not to handicap or dilute it in any way." 
332 u.s. at 5l7-5l8 (emphasiS a.dded; Citations omitted). 

289 

~ -



A. 57626 et ale ;J1'2 

To the pipeline company's assertion or total federal pre
empt1on~ th~Court replied: -

nIt WQ~ld be an exceedingly incongruous result if a 
statute so motivated) designe~ and shaped to bring 
about more effective regulation~ and particularly more 
effective state regulation) were construed in the teeth 
of those objects) and the import of its wording as 
well, to cut down regulatory power and to do so in a 
manner making the states less capable of regulation than 
before the statute's adoption. Yet thiS) in effect) is 
what appellant asks us to do. For the essence of its 
position~ apart from standing directly on the commerce 
clause) is that Congress by enacting the Natural Gas Act 
has 'occupied the field)' i.e. the entire field open to 
federal regulation)... Xohe exact opposite is the fact. 
Congress) it is true) occupie~ a rield. But it was 
meticulous to take in only territory which this Court 
had held. the states could not reach.n (332 u.s. at 519) 

The Supreme Court's interpretation or Congressional intent 
was even more clear in a second Panhan~le Eastern decision. There 
the Court stated: 

nWithout entering upon another reView of its legislative 
history) (footnote omitted) sur.fice it to say that the 
Natural Gas Act did not envisage federal regulation of 
the entll~e natural gas field to the limit of constitu
tional power. Rather it contemplated the exercise of 
federal i?ower as speCified in the Act) particularly in 
that intlerstate segment which the states were powerless 
to regulate because of the Commerce Clause of the Federal 
Constit~tion (footnote omitted). The jurisdiction or the 
Federal Power Comm1ss1on was to complement that or the 
state regulatory bodies (footnotes om1tted.)n 
Pederal Power Commission v. Panhandle Eastern Pi e tine 
Company~ 7 u.. 9, 0 - 0 • 

The alleged nman1fest purpose or Congressn to totally 
preempt all aspects of natural gas regulation also does not appear 
in the ~elevant sectiOns or the Natural Gas Act or the eases 
1nte:-pret1ng them. 

BiXby rirst argues that Section 3 or the Natural Gas Act 
preempts State regulation. Section 3 gives the FPC (now. the DOE) 
the authority to grant or deny an application to ~port or export 
natural gas. Nothing:1n the langua.ge or Section 3 rerers to site 
selection or construction or facilities. At the same t1me~ the 
LNG Terminal Act is to regulate site selection and construction or 
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a terminal. It ~oes not purport to regulate 1mports or exports. 
B~y nowhe~e has presented an analysis of why "1mportation" 1$ .... 
equivalent ;0 "siting and construction." Bixby'S case for pre-
emption under Section 3 appears to rest entirely upon the leading 
case or Distrigas Corporation v. Federal Power Commission, (D.C. 
Cir. 1974) 495 F.2d 1057. However, we are persuaded that D1str1gas 
and its progeny, including the aforereferenced DOE Opin1on, 
affirmatively demonstrate that Section 3 does not preempt State 
sit1ng legislation. 

Xhe Distrigas case arose when the FPC attempted to assert juris
diction over Distrigas' LNG terminal facilities after having initially 
~etermined that the facilities were exempt from federal regulation. 
Brierly summarized the Distrigas deCision hel~ that the authority 
or the FPC to impose conditions over 1mportat1on or natural gas is 
broad enough that the FPC could, in its discretion, attach to an 
!mport per.m1t terms and conditions relat1ng to fac111t1es. The 
Court round that the FPC did not automatically preempt state regula
tion, but did have discretionary regulatory power over suc~ 
tacili ties under Section 3" which could be exerCised by imposing 
facility-related conditions on permit authorization. 495 F.2d at 
~064. Tbe Court stressed the "elastic" nature of Section 3 juris
Mction: 

"Under Section 3, the Co~ssion's authority over imports 
of natural gas is at once plenary and elast1c. It may 
authorize imports, as it CLid in Opinion 613, subject to 
no conditions whatever as to facilities and SUbsequent use; 
1t may deny 1mport author1zat1on altogether. So long as 
its conclUSion is reasonable ••• ,the Commission may also and 
qU1te properly a~opt a position somewhere between these two 
poles, granting ~port authority but subjecting it to 'terms 
~~d conditions' that it fin~s 'necessary or appropriate' 
to the public ~nterest." 495 F.2d at 1064. (Emphasis a~ded.) 

Thus. the "plena.~" Section 3 jur1s~1ction to impose regulation is 
discretiOnary. and does not in·itself compel a finding or preemption.~ 

O~ equal s1gn.1.t1cance is the standard put ~orth by the D1str1gas 

Court by which the FPC ~hould decide whether to exercise ~ts dis

cretion to 1mpose conditions on racil1ties: the FPC should consider 
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whether "sueh regulation eannot or will not~ as a practieal matter. 
~e 1mpose~ ~ the states •••• " 495 F.2d at l064. 

In th:;present ease. DOE's Final Opin1on has expressed that 
agency's determination not to preempt California's sit1ng jur1s
c1Let10n: 

n(Q) T.be authorizations grante~ herein will not take 
erfect as to any racility~ or operation or any part or 
any facility. until all necessary Fe~eral, state and 
local authorization as to that part of the facility, or 
operation thereof. have been secure~, including the 
appropriate authorization from the California PubliC 
Ut1l1t Co~ss1on unaer the State's Liou1f1ed Natural 
Gas Terminal Act or Emphasis ad de • DOE 
1nal Opin1on and Order, pp. 62-63. 

This express condition is signifieant evidence that no federal pre
emption is present. and substantiates our View. expressed earlier. 
that DOE's s~~atements in the body of the opinion relat1ng to siting 
and construction of a ter.minal indicate DOE's firm intention to 
deter to California on these matters. (See this Decision. pp DOE 
F1rJ.a.l Opinion an~ Order, pp. 38~42 .. ) Section:3 or the Natural Gas 
Act thus prOVides no ~as1s for finding federal preemption. 

Bixby also argues that Section 7 of the Natural Gas Act pre
empts California's LNG terminal sit1ng legislation. This argument 
is apparently based. on language 1n Section 7(c) stating that no 
ft~terstateft gas ~acil1t1es shall be constructed without a certificate 
of public convenience and necessity from the federal government. 
Prom th1S~ BiXby asserts that tbe federal government has exclusive 
siting jurisdiction. 

Eowever~ the existence ~ ~ or a federal permit requirement 
is not indicative. 1n itselt~ or the extent or any tederalpreemption. 

I 

In a ease closely analogous to the present one. the CalirOrn1a 
Supreme Court held that the State's power to impose reasonable regu
latory conditions 1ncludes the power to determine the siting of a 
rederally certificated facility. Northern California Ass'n. to 
Preserve Bodesa Hea.d and HarborJ Inc. v. Public Utilities Commission 

'{196~) 61 C.2d l26. 133. In that case. the Court arf1r.med the 
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authority or this Comm1ssion to pass upon the site or a federally 
certiricat~nuclear power plant. ~e Court rejecte~ a claim that 
tbe Atomic-Energy Act preempted such state regulation. 

The language of Section 1 supports this analysis. S1m11ar 
to the :1mplied authority or Section 3 .. Section 1 explicitly recog
nizes that the federal agency has the discretionary authority to 
impose terms and conditions on interstate racil1ti~S. ~is autbor1ty 
is not mandatory, and in the presence or reasonable state regula
tion, the federal agency can choose to not exercise it. 

Moreover, as with its argument under Section 3 .. Bixby completely 
ta11s to address the issue of whetber matters related to Siting and 
construction are log1cally and legally 1nclu~e~ within "sale for 
resale in 1nterstate commerce. ft Th1s type of issue was crucial in 

all or the eases BiXby Cites for preemption. None of those cases 
has held that the holder of a Section 7 certificate was exempt trom 
reasonable state regulation.~ 

'When the nature or the LNG term1nal and the purpose of the LNG 
Te~l Act are closely eXamined .. it becomes clear that the State 
regulation is reasonable .. valid .. and comports With the Congressional 
scheme. The LNG terminal is a huge facility costing hundreds or 
m1llions of dollars.. and Will ha.ve an impact on the environment 
for many years·to come. Every federa.l enVironmental law enacted 
~ recent years inclu~es either an intent to have ztate input 1nto 
the federal 4ecis1on making process .. or a ~1rect requ1rementtor 

**/ state per:n1ts.-

*/ -
. 

Bixby has cited eases (~, New York State Natural Gas Corp. 
v. Town of Elma (W.D.N.~. (1960) 182 F.Supp.l') in which a· local 
authority unsuccessfully attempted to prOhibit federally autho
rized construction. Those eases are inapplieable because they 
involved an actual (rather than hypothetical) and direct conflict 
between local and federal jurisdictions. BiXby cites no eases 
which say that a State may not subject federally authorized 
construction to reasonable and harmonious regulation. 

See the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). ~2 U.S.C. 
§4332; Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) .. 16 u.s.c. §1~51; 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act. 33 U.S.C. §ll5l; Clean ~ 
Act~ 42 U.S.C. §1857; Estuarine Act of 1968. 16.0.~.C. §1221; 

.. Deep",,!a!.e?" .. ?~rt~ Act or 1~74. 33 u.s.~. ~150l,,: , .... 
----.~------ ... -~ - ..... , ... ... .." - ...... _ .. _ .. -,---------_ ... _._--
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Even ~f Section 7 were to be found preemptive of all state 
regulation ~sed on its pOlice powers~ Bixby's argument must .fa11, 

because it~~rroneously relies on purely hypothetical tactual outcomes. 
F1rst~ Bixby assumes that because the LNG ~er.minal Act con

tecplates receipt or gas from Indonesia and south Alas~~~ the 
proposed terminal will in .fact re~e1 ve Alaskan gas. However ~ the 
appl1cants' proposal before the PERC 1n the Pac Alaska proceeding 
has not even reached the In1tial Decision stage. It the application 
is not approved~ no "interstate" gas would be involved~ and the 
allegedly preemptive proviSions or Section 7 would be wholly 
inapplicable. 

Secondly~ Bixby assumes that it a Section 7 or4er 1s 1$sued~ 
it will ~ contain an express re~uirement for a California per.oit. 
Particularly in view of FPC precedent and the DOE's .final Pac Indonesia 
Opinion impos:1.."lg just such a condition> this assumption is unwarranted. 
Moreover> an order containing such a condition clearly is not pre
ecpt1ve • 

S:1..~ce BiXby's constitutional argument is founded upon hypo
thetical fact situat1ons~ it cannot be a~sessed unless and until 
these hypotheses are borne 01.l:t. If any of them are not, Bixby's 
argument .fails. Certa.1nly at the present time, this constitutional 
attack cannot be sustained. 

We are persuaded that Bixby's assertion o.f total preemption 
over siting and construction or an LNG terminal has never been 
recognized> either by Congress or the courts. Without some shOWing 
that these matters fall w1th~ what Congress intended as transporta
tion or sale tor resale 1n interstate and .foreign commerce. Bixby's 
argument based on the Natural Gas Act rails. .' 

b. Federal Preemption-Pipeline Safety Act 
BiX~y .further argues that the federal Pipeline Safety Act~ 

which imposes man~atory m1n1mum satety standards on the interstate 
transportation or natural gas by pipeline. necessarily preempts 
state r~gu1ation of LNG terminal siting and construction. We 
~sa.gree. 
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F~rst. it is unclear whether the P~peline Safety Act covers 
~~ LNG reg~1!ication terminal 1n California at all. ~his act 
only regulates 1nterstate transportation. Or "pipeline". racili
ties. "Pipeline facilities" are defined as including: 

" ••• without limitation, new and existing pipe r1ghts
or-way and ~~y eqUipment facility, or building used in 
the transportation or gas or the treatment or gas during 
the course or transportation but triShts-or-wayt as used 
in this cha ter does not authorize the secretar to 

rescr1be the location or rout1n of an 1 e 1ne ac111tv. 
E:lpl'laS1S ac1c1ec1; 9 u.s.c. 1 1 

It ~s questionable whether the LNG terminal at issue is such an 
interstate facility. Further, whether interstate or not. tbe Act 
may not cover an LNG terminal. The pipeline Safety Act was ~1tten 
prior to the development or LNG facilities an~ was concerned with 
interstate pipelines. An LNG term1nal is not a pipeline. in a:n:y 
sense or the word. It involves storage, transportation, and process
ing or gas. Such a facility necessarily requires different regula
tions th~~ does a pipeline. A bald conclusion that the Pipeline 
Sarety Act governs the siting or this type of faCility ~s thus 
unwarranted.!/ 

Moreover, even 1! the Pipeline safety Act cover~ the 
Cal1fornia LNG term1na1. it is preemptive. if at all. only of 
safety regulations apply1ng to the facility. But under §S6l3(a). 
"safety" (risk to life and property) is only one factor to consider 

Petitioner s~ply assumes that "~~terstate transmission ~ 
facilities" are involved. This would hardly be the case even 
if the proposed terminal processed gas which bad travelled 1n 
interstate commerce. ~he Court in Tenneco Inc. v. Public Serv1e~ 
Co~~1ss1on of West V1rg1nia~ (4th C1r. 197~) 489 F.2d 334, 3~6. 
pointed out that the Pipeline Safety Act has preempted sarety -
regulation of "interstate transmission or gas by pipeline." 
(Emphasis a~ded.) In the instant case, no interstate trans
mission "by pipeline" is even proposed. 
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1n evaluating and ranking potent!al ~ites. All of the other 
concerns relating to site selection, which are primarily enV1ron--mental factors, are not preempted. Bixby fails to reeognize this 
distinction. Its argument merely assumes that because the Pipe11~e 
Safety Aet regulates actual operation and construction of an 
interstate gas transportation facility, tbe Act also regulates all 
aspeets of Siting. 

Concerning the proposed pipeline which is to be built from 
the propose~ LNG terminal, the question of safety preemption turns 
on whether the pipeline is interstate or intrastate. This is 
because Congress, while preempting safety regulation for interstate 
pipeline facilities, specified that "Ca]ny State agency may adopt 
a~ditional or more stringent standards for intrastate pipeline 
transportation if such standar~s are compatible with the Federal 
minimum stan~ards." (49 u.s.c. §1672(b)). 

At page 9 of their application to the PUC under the LNG 
Terminal Aet, the appl1eants state that the proposed pipeline to 

. . 
be built ~~der that Act would stretch from the proposed terminal 
at Point Conception, California to Gosford, California. It would 
therefore appear that the proposed pipeline is an 1ntrastate pipe
line expressly subject to state regulation. Indeed, no federal 
certification for this pipeline has been applied for; tbe applicants, 
and everyone else, have proceeded on the basis that the only pipe
line involved would be solely intrastate. 

Exce~t for Bixby'S mere assertion to the contrary, all of 
tbe evidence before this Commission, based upon facts as they 
presently ex1st~ ina1cates that the. propose~ pipeline is "intra-
state." We must therefore conclude that state regulation of·this .~ 

pipel1ne is not preempted by the Pipeline Safety Aet. " 
c. Burden on Interstate Commeree 

At pages 2223 of its Mem~randUm, Bixby contends that "(aJny 
lim1tat1on 1mpose~ by the State of California upon siting of an • 
LNG facility and the condition of population denSity of the locale 
is :1nva.li~ as an 1Jndue })urden on 1nterstate and foreign com:merce. tt 
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It 15 difficult to un~er$tand the basis tor B1x~y's assertion~ 
because B1X~y rails completely to identity the "burden" the LNG 
Ter.m1nal A~ would impose on interstate commerce. Apparently~ 

California's assertion of jurisdiction is enough. Bixby also 
mentiOns "the condition of population dens1ty criteria of tbe 
~ocale~" butaga1n tails to explain why this condition, wh1eh is 
a valid expression of Calitornia's authority to regulate under its 
police power~ poses enough or a "burden" to invalidate California's 
statute. 

Even it the LNG Terminal Act were round to impose some as yet 
unidentified burden upon 1nterstate commerce, an~ it is a rare state 
regulation which will not have ~ 1mpaet on such commerce, the 
1nClUiry is not over. Only an "undue" burden is impermissible. ~e 

U.S. Supreme Court has definitively stated the test to be applied: 

"Although the criteria tor determining the validity 
of state statutes affecting interstate commerce have 
been variously stated, the general rule that emerges 
can be phrased as tollows: Where the statute regulates 
even-handedly to effectuate a legitimate local public 
interest, and its effects on interstate commerce are 
only 1ncidental, it will be upheld unless tbe burden 
imposed on such commerce is clearly excessive in rela
tion to the putative local ~enef1ts. Huron Cement Co. 
v. Detro1t~ 362' u.S. 440, 443, 80 S.Ct. 813, 4 L.td.~ 
~52. It a legit1mate local purpose 1s roun~, then the 
question becomes one of degree. And the extent or the 
the burden that will be tolerated will of course depend 
on the nature of the loeal interest involved, and on 
whether it could be promoted as well With a lesser impact 
on ~terstate activities." Pike v. Bruce Chureh~ Inc., 
(1970) 397 u.S. 137, 142. (See also Great Atla.nt~e It 
Pacific Tea Company~ Inc. v. Cottrell, (1916) 424 u.s. 
366~ 37l-372.) 

.',' 

An important aspect of this analysis is the tact that the LNG 
Terminal Act ~poses site selection criteria based on environmental 
and sarety grounds. As stated prev1ously~ these are exactly the 
types of considerations contemplated and even reqUired by NEPA and 
the Coastal Zone Management Act. Furthermore, the per.m1tt1ng 
authority o~ tbe LNG Term1nal Act is a valid exercise by CalirOrn1a 
or its pol1ce power. 
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Severa! or the cases cited by BixbY utilized the balancing -test discu~~ed above 1n assessing whether or not zoning ordinances--
another exercise or police power--created undue burdens on inter
state co~erce. For purposes or this analysis, we rind the courts' 
rationales~ and not the outcome of the cases, to be most 1mportant. 
For example, 'in New York Natural Gas Corp. v. Town or Elma~ W.D.N.Y. 
1960) 182 F.Supp. 1, 5~ the court round that absent an undue burden 
on 1nterstate commerce~ there is room for local authorities to 
enact zon1ng ordinances under the state's police power. Bixby also 
relies heavily on Transcontinental Gas Pi2e Line Corp. v. Hackensack 
Meadowlands Devel0,Ement Commission (3d Cir. 1972) ~64 F .. 2d l358, as 
an example or zoning which impermissibly interrerred with interstate 
commerce. However, that case involved an extreme fact situation 
where facilities were already built and where local authorities were 
attempting to prohibit any and all new construction at or near the 
site. While the court struck such a zoning ordinance down, it 
reaffirmed states' (and local governments') authority to impose 
reasonable restrictions on interstate commerce through the use or 
zoning ordinances and the police power. 

Applying the rules or law set rorth in the above cases, we . 
must weigh the burdens imposed by California's siting legislation , 

.against the state's interest, including the environmental and other 
risks inherent in such a project as the proposed LNG terminal. 
Here, the burdens are small. ~he site selection alternative stu4y 
an~ state input are already requirements under both NEPA and the 
Coastal Zone Management Act. Since,no facility has been built .. and 
no ~~nal inexorable rederal ~ecision bas yet been reache4 on accept
able rederal locatiOns for a faCility, no undue interterence With 
1nterstate commerce can poss1bly exist. On the other hand .. 
California'S interest is clear and direct. T.be ter.m1nal, proposed 
to be located on the coast .. is a very large facility cost~ approX1~ 
mately 500 ~l1on dollars. Its cogeneration potent1al may attract . . 
industry. Its projected life is at least 20 to 25 years, dur1ng 
which it w11l receive at least two supertankers each week. More
over, it 'W:111 s1gn1ticantly alter its surrounc11ng environment .. 
:1nclud1:lg the temperature of the ocean around it. Safety problems .. 
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while great ~ are as yet poorly understood. It II known~ however. 
that an accident~ while not pro~a~le~ could k1ll thousand~ of 
people. F~her.more~ the presence or the facility presents 
California With a 20-25 year gas supply which will have a major 
1Mpact upon the state 1n many different ways. Given all of these 
factors~ Calirornia c~~~ and has~ validly exercised it~ police 
power without creating an undue ~urden on interstate commerce. In 
fact~ the LNG ~erm1nal Act may even facilitate interstate commerce 
~ecause of its integrated~ expedited siting procedure. 

d. State Constitutional Author1t~ 
Bixby further contends that the duties assigned to the Com

mission ~y the LNG Terminal Act are outside the jurisdiction set by 
the California Constitution. We must disagree with this contention. 

While Bixby recogn~~zes this Commission's authority granted 'by 
Article XII~ Sections 4 and 6~ BiXby has failed to mention~ much less 
discuss~ Article XII~ Section 5~ which states in relevant part: 

"The Legislature has £lenary power~ unlimited 'by the 
other proVisions o~t thiS constitution 'but consistent 
with this article~ to conrer additional authority and 
jurisdiction upon the Comm1ssion •••• " (Emphasis added.) 

The California Supreme Court has conSistently interpreted thi~ 
power to 'be of very broad scope. As long as the legislatively 
granted authority is "cognate and germane" to matters surround1ng 
the regulation of pUblic utilities~ the Court will not invalidate 
the legislation. Pacific Telephone and Telegraph v. Eshleman~ (1913) 
166 C. 640. The Court in that ease expressly' rejected a.cla1m that 
the Commission's power was limited to supervising and regulating 
public utilities~ thereby declaring that "cognate and german~" 
was a far-reaching concept. ~is holding bas never been overturne~. 

The Legislature's broad power to expand this Commission's 
authority over nonpubl1c utility .businesses (see, for example l 

the Highway Carriers Act~ Pub. Util. Code §§350l ~ seg.) and 1n 

a limited way OVer publicly-owned utilities (the Los Angeles 
.-

Metropolitan ~ansit Authority and the Bay Area Rapid ~ansit Distr1ct) 
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has consistently been upbeld by tbe Court. See Los Angeles 
Metropolitan-Transit Authority v. PUC~ (1963) 59 C.2d 863; and 
discuss1on~ Richfield Oil Corporation v. PUC~ (1960) 5~ C.2d 
4l9~ 43~. 

~be only ~uestion presented here is whetber the LNG ~er.m1nal 

Act is "cogna~e and germane" to matters relating to the regulation 
of publ1c utilities. We rind this ~uestion must be answered in the 
arf1r.mative. Even without the LNG ~er.m1nal Act~ tbis Commission 
would have jurisdiction over the rates charged ~y CalifOrnia gas 
corporations and the adequacy or their service. See California 
Constitut1on~ Article XII~ Section 1-9. particularly Section 6. 
Moreover~ Cal.Pub.Util. Code Section 1001 requires that: 

nNo railroad corporation whose railroad is operated 
primarily by electric energy. street railroad corpora
tion~ gas corporation~ electrical corporation. telegraph 
corporation~ telephone corporation. water corporation or 
sewer corporation shall begin the construction of a street 
ra1lroad~ or or a line. pl~~t~ or system~ or or any ex
tension thereof~ without having first obtained from the 
Commission a certificate that the present or future 
public convenience and necessity requ1re or will require 
sucb construction •••• " !I 

Tbe additional authority conferred directly by the Legislature over 
the procedure for permitting a site tor the LNG terminal facility 
~s qU1te clearly related to and an ext~ns1on of this C~mm1ssion's 
already existing autbority over intrastate gas rates. adequacy or 
service~ and siting and construction of any gas plant. Moreover. 
in recognition or the possibility or seriOUS future sbortages or 
natural gas. the Legislature's primary purpose for enacting the LNG 
Ter.m1nal Act was to expedite the sit1ng process. ~ part by giVing . 
siting authority to the state agency most directly responsible ~or 
all other state regulatory aspects o~ the LNG project. ~.Util. 

Code §5551. Any argument that the LNG Terminal Act is not "cognate 
and germane" to matters concerning regulation or public utilities -
simply cannot stand. 

Pub. Uti1. Code Sections 221 and 222 define ngas plantn and 
ngas corporation". 
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C. Bixby =Motion to Reopen the Proeeedins 
Bixby! citing Rule 84 of the Co~~ss1on's Rules or Praetiee 

and Procedure. tiled a motion on May 30, 1978 to have the portion 
o! these proceedings dealing With the anticipated berth availa
bility and the de~1gn of the marine faeilities at the proposed 
Point Conception LNG terminal reopened. Bixby requested tbat 
additional evidence be taken respecting the validity of estimates 
or adverse wind and wave conditions whieh have been put into the 
rec~rd by Western Terminal in support of tbe reliability an~ 
design of its proposed projeet. 

Bixby states that the LNG terminal which Western Terminal 
aesires to construct on the California eoast is designed to provide 
a dependable supply or natural gas for high priority uses. inclu~1ng 
residential and commercial space heating. It is therefore important 
that the termlnal be able to continue operating and to prOVide a 

~ reliable supply of natural gas at all t1mes--and especially during 
periods of peak demand. Bixby reiterates its contention that the 
project design must assure the terminal's ability to receive LNG 
from carrier ships on an almost constant basis during even the 
most severe Wind and wave conditions which can be expected to 
occur over the ~O-year life or the project. 

This motion is a repetition ot a Similar motion previously 
made by Bixby and den1ed by ALJ Doran on May 1.+. 1978. The :Bixby 
motion which was denied on May 4, 1978 sought to re~u1re Western 
Terminal to produce additional witnesses and all documents falling 
within several general categories, all of which related to the 
studies or a Western Terminal consultant. OS1. concern1ng w1n~ and 
wave concUtions at Point Conception. Although the instant motion 
does not expressly request the same relier~ it is apparent that it 
is. in tact. a repetition of the previous motion. 

Rule 84 re~u1res that a motion to ~eopen a proceeding "shall 
spec1ty the facts claimed to constitute grounds in justification 
thereof, includ1ng material changes of fact or or law allege~ to 
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--have occurr~d since the conclusion of the hearing." (Emphasis 
added.) The primary purpose of Rule 84 is to permit the reopening 
or a proceeding when new developments have occurred after submis
sion. Bixby's motion does not cite any such developments. ~s 
alone constitutes grounds for denial 0: the motion. 

Rule S~ also requires a party moving to reopen a subm1tted 
proceeding to provide, in its motion, "a brief statement or the 
proposed additional evidence ••• " it contends ~hould be added to 
the record. The motion contains only a very general statement 
that OIl 1 should be reopened "so that additional evidence can be 
taken respecting the validity of estimates of adverse. wind-and wave 
conditions which have been put into- the record by Applicants in 
support of the reliability and design of their proposed project." 
A further flaw in Bixby's motion is its failure to provide specific 
information concerning the nature of the add1t10nal evidence and 
its relevance. 

Further~ the present tiling states that B1xby premised its 
May 4 motion and this motion on the belief that the OSI studies 
were the foundation or Western Terminal's analysis of project 
reliability. However. Western Terminal did not directly rely on 
the OSI stu~ies for its analysis of project reliability. 

Western Terminal rile~ a response on June 28. 1978 opposing 
the motion or Bixby to reopen OIl 1 to take further evidence on 
~d and wave conditions at Point Concept1on. The response points 
out that Delft Hydraulics Laborato~'$ study or optimum berth 
orientation~ wh1ch utilized the questioned OSI data, reached -conclu
sions concerning ftdowntime" at the berth due to wind and wave condi
tions an~ the percentage of t1me that the berth is available to 
receive vessels on an annual basis. It was ~ a statement or 

'* project reliability or an analysis of the entire LNG transportation -
system, a concept ~ch considers many factors other than"Wind and . .. _ .. 
wave conditions. 

Accordingly, Bixby's motion to reo~en the proceeding for 
receipt or additional evidence respecting wind and wave conditions 
at Point Conception is deficient in both law and tact. 'l'be motion 
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~a11s to allege the occurrence of any "material changes 1n tact or 
law" since tbe su~m1ssion or this issue. Further, Bixby misapprehends 
tbe relevanc~ and significance or the OS1 testimony, data wh1cb was 
utilized to?determ1ne optimum berth orientation and not as direct 
support for Western ~erm1nal's analYSis or project reliability. 
For tbe above-mentioned reasons, Bixby's motion to reopen tbe 
proceedings is denied. 
D. Motion or the Indian Center of Santa Bar~ara - Compliance 

To CEQA of Request for Trenching at Point Conception. 
On July 3, 1978, intervenor Indian Center of Santa Barbara, Inc. 

("Indian Center"), riled a motion in the 011 1 proceeding pursuant 
to Rule l7.l(e)(1) of the Commission's Rules or Practice and Pro
cedure. The motion requested the COmmiSSion to determine whetber 
certa1n trenching and excavation work on the Point Conception Site 
involved a "project" under the California Environmental Quality Act 
("CEQA") and sought a stay of furtber excavation work pending a 
hear1ng on the motion. The Indian Center's supporting. POints and 
Authorities filed July 7 also requested that the Commission prepare 
an~IR on the trencb1ng and excavation actiV1ty before such work 
continued at the Site, although the Center did not specifically 
request that relief in its moVing papers. 

On July 5, 1978, the California Native American Heritage 
Commission ("NARC"), represented by the Attorney General, filed a 
brief pu.~ortedly as an "Interested Party" joining in the Indian 
Ce~ter's motion.!! This brief described tbe requested relief in part 
as a Motion for Rehearing on the Commission's order reqUiring 
further tr'ench1ng. However~ as the request for relief is styled~ the 
basic contention is that trencb1ng and excavation to ascertain the 
existence of possible earthquake faults at the Point Concept~on 
site Will irreparably damage property which bas religious signifi
cance to Native Americans and has archaeolOgical and historical 
importance both to Native Americans and to all Californians. 

!/ On July 27, 1978, the CommiSSion received a copy or the r1nd1n~
made by the NARC relat1ng to the ~roposed LNG terminal at Little 
COjo Bay near POint Conception. Tbeir findings relating to the 
archaeological an~ cultural resources and the religious importance 
or this area to Native Americans are sim1lar to those impacts 
identified in the Final EIR. Pursuant to the NARC's comments on 
the Draft EIR, the COmmission bas prepared a stu~y or tbe ethno
history of this area for tbe Final EIR. 
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• The controversy coneern1ng the trenching 'began shortly after 

• 

c. 

May 2. 1978 .• when, in response to evidence of the existence of a 
possible ~aUlt at the site submitted by intervenor Hollister Ranch 
Owners' Association, the Commission requested Western Terminal to 
perform certain trenching and excavation work by June Z, 1918 to 
determine the nature, extent. and capability of the apparent fault. 
Western Terminal already had done some trenching at the site when 
coneerned Native Amerieans began to protest the excavation aetivities. 

As a result of subsequent negotiations. Western Terminal and 
the Indian Center. as well as representatives of various Native 
American groups, signed an agreement dated May 14, 1978, permitting 
trenching work to continue with the implementation of certain 
mitigation measures, including monitoring by an arehaeologist and 
other interested persons. Western Terminal completed excavation 
of two trenches a."'ld, on June 9, 1978, submitted to the Comm1ssion 
a report by their geotechnical conSUltants (Dames and Moore) 
~iseussing the results of the on-s1te investigation. No rurther 
trenching activity has 'been performed at the site to date. 

On June 12, additional hearings in the OIl 1 proceeding began 
and continued through June 22 to consider the results of the 
trenching and the possible need for additional exeavation. 
Anticipating a Commission request for additional trench1ng, on 
June 12, Western Terminal Obtained a grading permit from the Santa 
Barbara County Department of Public Works authorizing further 
trench1ng at the site. On June 16, A~nistrative Law Judge Doran 
gra."'lted permission to undertake renewed trenChing, which the 
Commission requested by letter of the same date to Western Terminal 
(Exhibit "An to Indian Center's Motion). 

The Indian CenteT meanwhile had appealed the issuance of ' the 
grading perm1 t to the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors 
which denied the appeal on June 19. On June 20, the Center there
fore peti t10ned the Santa Barbara County Superior Court ror a writ -

or mandate compelling the County to seek,environmenta1 reView ~y 
the County Department or Environmental Resources prior to any 
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:further trench1ng. At the same time. the Indian Center moved. the 
Court for a temporary stay of any further on-zite geotechn1cal 
1nvestigat1Qn pending a hearing as to whether the grading perm1~ 
~-a.s granted: unlawfully absent approval of the Department of EnViron
mental Resources. The Court granted a temporary stay, but after a 
hearing on June 23, dissolved the stay order and denied the petition 
'tor a writ of mandate, on grounds that the sole permitting autbority 
an4 forum for environmental review was this Commission. 

On June 27, 1978 the Commission wrote to Western Terminal advising 
that no further excavation could commence until the Commission 
staff had met with Native American representatives to discuss 
adoption of measures to m1tigate the impact of the trenChing on 
cultural resources (Exhibit "B" to Indian Center's Motion). The 
meeting took place on June 28, 1978 but railed to resolve the 
problems concern1ng the additional trench1ng. 

On June 29, 1978 the Co:rmnission received a mailgram from NARC 
requesting a stay of further trenching pending the outcome of a 
N~~C meeting scheduled for July 8. On June 30, the CommiSSion advised 
Western Terminal 'by letter that no new agreement W1th the ~ative 
Americans had 'been reaChed, 'but urged that additional trenching 
following certain mitigation measures specified in the letter, or 
those set forth in the May 14, 197$ agreement with the Indian 
Center, be undertaken. Thereafter, the Indian Center, joined by 
NAHC, tiled the instant Motion. 

On July 6, 1978, Western Term1nal wrote to the Comm1ssion 
stating that in View of opposition by Native American representatives 
and unavailab~lity ot archaeologists to implement the ~tigation 
measures, the eompany woul~ defer further trenehing aetiv1ty •. T.be 
COmmission responded by letter or July 11 proh1'biting any excava
tion at the site until further order or the Commiss1on. 

As appears from the forego1ng summary or recent events. ~t 
does not appear necessary to a~dress the men ts or the instant 
Motion at this juncture. The only trench1ng that has taken place 
to ~ate is the excavation of Trenches Nos. 1 and 2 referred to ~ 

--

~ an~ approved or ratified by the May l~~ 1975 agreement between 
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the In~ian Center and Western Ter.c1nal. The Commission's letter of 
July 11. 1978 prohibited ad~itional trenching until further order or 
the COmmissron and. as a practical matter. implemented at least a 
portion of the relief sought by this Motion. Moreover. contempo
raneously with the authorization to perform additional trenching 
set forth in today's Order, we have issued and certified the Final 
EIR. For tbese reasons, we believe that the matters raised by 
the Motions are effectively moot. 

The Indian Cen~er contends that the trenching activ1ties con
stitute a "project" within the meaning or CEQA and for which an 
EIR must be prepared. NARC extends this argument to encompass 
~~th1n the definition or "project" the Administrative Law Judge's 
Order or June 16 directing Western Terminal to excavate additional 
trenches beyond the two completed pursuant to the May l~. 1978 
agreement ~~th the Indian Center. We need not reach these issues. 
however. since the F1nal EIR certified today amply considers the 
environmental i~pact or excavation and related activ1ties at the 
terminal site within the larger context or construction or tbe LNG 
facility. 

The F1nal EIR discusses earth-moving act1v1t1es. including 
trenching to pertorm the zubject geotechnical investigations, at 
pages 1-9 and 3-1 to 3-3. In addition. response to Comment E119 
addresses this subject. The EIR also covers arChaeolOgical. his
torical, and religious resources at the site and the impact of the 
project. including various types of construction activity. such as 
soil testing ~y backhoes. leveling or the earth surface, and 
trenChing. on these resources. (See Technical Report 8. "Cultural 
Resources" (especially pages 14-16 and 84-86). and the Final EIR 
text at pages 1-11 and. 3-41 to 3-43.) ", 

While we respect NARC's expression of concern in this matter 
~y the tiling or its brief joining in the Indian Center's Motion 
purportedly as an "Interested Party." we must question NARC's ~ 

stand1ng to do so. Tbe procedure tor an ~nterested person beco~g 
a party to a proceeding before this CommiSSion without tormal 
:1ntervention ~s 8et :tortb :1n Rule 54 or our Rules or Practice and 
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Procedure.!/ The Rule requires that an appearance be entered at 
w.o; 

the hear1n~, the effect of which is to submit the person to the 
Commission's jurisdiction and entitle him to participate in the 
procee~ings, inclu~ing making motions. See City of Visalia, 69 
CPUC 3l0, 311 (l969). NARC apparently did not request to· enter its 
appearance at any of tbe bearings in the OIl 1 proceeding or other 
related proceed1ngs. 

Secon~ly, questions or proce~ural compliance aside, we do not 
believe th2.t NARC is empowered under its statutory mandate to seek 
the relief requeste~ herein. Public Resources Code Sections 5097.9 
~ ~., the statute creating NARC, ~rov1des for the bringing or an 
action to prevent irreparable damage to Native American sacred, 
ceremOnial, or religious sites located on public property. (Section 
5097.9l:(g).) NARC's powers with regard to private land are l1m1ted 
to consultative and information-gathering functions. (Sections, 
5097.95(a),(b),(c),(h).) The site of the LNG terminal and subject 
trenching activities is privately owned land, and therefore, NAHC has 
no power to act under Public Resources Code Section 5097.94(~) or to 
jo1n in the Indian Center's Motion. 

For all of the above reasons, we must deny the instant motion. 

!l Rule 54 provides: 

"Participation Without Intervent1on. In an investigation or 
application proceeding, or in sucn a ~roeeed1ng when heard on a 
consoli~ate~ record with a complaint proceeding, an appearance 
may be entered at the hearing without tiling a pleading, it no 
affirmative relief is sought, it there is full disclosure or 
the persons or entities in whose behalf the appearance is to 
be entered, if the interest of such persons or entities in 
the procee~ing and the position intended to be taken are stated 
fairly, and it the contentions Will be reasonably pertinent to 
the issues already presented and any right to broaden them 
unduly is d1scla1med. 

A person or entity in whose behalf an appearance is entered 1n 
th1s manner becomes a party to and may partiCipate 1n the 
proceeding to the degree indicated by the presiding ottieer.w 
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As fu;ly discussed above» the Commission believes that the 
evidence or record to date justifies the issuance of a conditional 
permit to construet and operate an LNG terminal at tbe Po1nt 
Conception (Little COjO Bay) site. However, our above discussion 
clearly indicates that further investigations and hearings are 
necessary before the Commission would be 1n a position to issue 
a final per.mit for the Point Conception site. As a result of these 
furtber 1nvest~gat~ons and heari~gs regarding the Point Conception 
site~ it may be determined that actual construction of an LNG 
ter.mina1 at POint Conception may not be feaSible. For example) if 
further excavation at the POint Conception site produces conVincing 
evidence that causative faults exist at the site which would make 

'construction of an LNG terminal at Point Conception either impossible 
or prohibitively expenSive» this CommiSSion would not allow an LNG 
terminal to be constructed at Point Conception • 

~us ~ while we today grant a cond1 tiona.l permit for the 
construction or an LNG terminal at Point Conception~ we would be 
fundamentally remiss 1n our responsi~i1itie~1t we were to tail to 
address possible solutions to the problems that would be created by 

our 1na~il1ty to issue a final permit for Point Conception. OUr 

conclusions with regard to ~he need tor supplemental gas &uppl1es 
,ere uneondi tional. We cons1~er the nee~ ror an LNG terminal 1n th1s 
state ~y 1983 to be an 1rrefuta~le fact. Therefore» we place 
Western Ter.minal on notice that it the further studies and investiga
tions ordered herein result ~n a determination that a f1nal permit 
ror construction of an LNG terminal at Point Conception cannot be '. 
issued) we w1ll order; Western Term1nal to amend its ,appl1cation 
before this COmmission and the appropriate federal agencies (ERA 
and/or PERC) to include tbose alternate sites whicb would allow tor-. 
the rece1-pt of LNG to Californ1a at the earliest possible date. .,.. 

This·£ommiss10n will also urge all relevent federal agencies 
to participate Witb this Commission (~cluding the possibility or 
jo1nt bearings) to process the amended application as expeditiously 
as possible. ::- Ouract10ns are based 'on':the 'raet tbB.t· our' 
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paramount objective must be to insure the t1mely construction or 
an LNG terminal whether that construction is authorized and man
dated by ~ Liquefied Natural Gas Te~al Act or 1977 or 80me 
other state or re~eral law.' , 

" 
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-=-- XVII. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
." 

Based upon the evidence presented in Applications Nos. 57626 
and 57792, Ca.se No. 10342, and OIl 1, this Commission Inakes the 
findings and conclusions which tollow. 
Findings 

1. In compliance With Sections 5600 and 5601 or the Act, Western 
LNG Te~nal Associates (Western Terminal) su~m1tted Application No.', 
57626 on October 14, 1977 tor a permit to construct and operate an 
LNG receiving terminal near Point Conception on the Santa Barbara 
County coast. 

2. The estimated ~aseload natural gas supplies available 
to California gas utilities are as set forth in Appendix B. 

3. Commission Pl through P4 gas requirements, when satisfied, 
maintain employment, essential residential consumption levels, and 
air quality. 

4. The estimated gas customer requirements by customer class 
(end-use priority) are as set forth in Appendix C. 

5. Supply-reqUirement rela.tionships, absent supplemental gas 
supplies, are set forth at Tables 5, 6 and 7 or this deciSion. These 
tables are ~ased on cold weather, normal weather and warm weather 
years, respectively. 

6. Supply-requirements relationships, including base load 
supplemental supplies, are set forth at Tables 10, 11 and 12 or this 
decision. The tables are based on cold weather, normal weather and 
warm weather years, respectively. 

\' 

7- California cannot reasonably rely on zynthetie natural gas, 
liquefied petroleum gas, or Elk Hills gas as baseload supplies between 
now and 1990. 

8. Baseload supplemental supply projects for California includ.e 
Canaa1an "bubble gas" (gas surplus to the needs or Canada). MeXican 
gas from the Re!orma area or southeastern MeXico. LNG from Algeria 
as part or the El Paso Algeria II project. Indonesian LNG. South 
Alaskan LNG, and Alaska North Slope gas. 
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9. California cannot reasonably rely on receipt of supple
mental gas~upplies from Cana~a~ Algeria~ Mexico or the North Slope 

~ 

of Alaska to substitute for supplies of LNG from In~onesia and 
South Alaska. 

10. California cannot reasonably rely on the gas whieh is 
temporarily surplus to the needs of other areas as a substitute for 
supplies or LNG from Indonesia or Soutb Alaska. 

11. The estimated costs of traditional gas supplies to 
California are set forth at Table 8 (page 72) of the deeision. 

12. The estimated eosts of potential baseload supplemental 
gas supplies are set forth at Table 9 (page 73) or the decision. 

13. The estimated costs or LNG from Indonesia and South Alaska 
are comparable with the costs or traditional supplies to California 
at the prOjected date of deliveries of the Indonesian and South. 
Alaska LNG. 

14. Curtailment of natural gas eervice to Priority 4 customers 
~. has commenced in southern California. Without any baseloa~ supple

menta.l gas supplies~ gas service to southern California P2B~ P3 and 
p4 customers Will be curta.i1ed by 1981 (under cold-year con~itions)~ 
by 1983 (~~der normal weather conditions) and by 1984 (under warm 
year conditions). 

15. FUll' curtailment or California P3 and p4 gas customers 
will re~uire capital investment in alternate tuel facilities or 
over $200 m111ion~ direct loss of 90~000 jobs~ and over $116 million 
in increased operation costs. 

16. Supplemental ~as zupp11es.are neede~ to prOVide long-term 
baseload gas supply to California. The proposed importat10n'C!1" 
500 MMcf/d for 20 years from Indonesia will provide gas needed to 
meet California gas re~uirements by 1983. 

17. ~e proposed importation or LNG from South Alaska Will 
proVide long-term baseloa~ gas supply neeeee to meet Calirorn1a 
gas requirements by 1984 and 1985. 

--
18. Curtailment or service to P3 through P5 customers will 

adverzely arrect air quality in the San FranciSCO Bay and Los Angeles 
areas~ an~ delay air pollution abatement programs. 
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19. ~ past federal allocation policy has been to allocate 
~ecl1n1ng gas supply e~ually to utilities. base~ on customer 
priority. Gas diverted by fe~eral authorities to meet national 
emergency con~itions has subsequently been replaced without dis- . 
a~vantage to California utilities. 

20. California ut1l1t1es and this COmmission participate in 
federal allocation an~ pricing proceedings. Such participation 
asserts the right or this state to fair and equal treatment under 
federal allocation and pricing policies. The acquisition of h1gher 
cost new gas supplies has not. under past federal policy, resulte~ 
in loss of eXisting gas supply. 

21. ~he need to protect high priority gas customers in 
southern California by transfers or gas from northern California 
re~uires an increase in 1ntertie capacity at an estimated cost of 
$5 million. 

~ 22. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) and PacifiC Lighting 
Service Company eptS) should file an application for a certificate 
or public convenience and necessity for a new pipeline reqUired to 
increase the ability to transfer gas supplies between northern and 
southern California. Such a pipeline could substantially increase 
high priority gas customer protection from tbe interruption of gas 
serVice. 

23. PG&E should be required to· divert its P5 gas to the 
system of Southern californ1a Gas Company (SoCal), in order to 
protect So Cal 's P2B, P3 and p4 cust.omers from curtailment. SoCal 
should be required to pay back these volumes witb P5 gas when 
available to SoCal. 

24. Both PG&E and So Cal submitted contingency plans 1n the 
event of both sbort- and long-term interruptions of" LNG gas supply .• 
These plans, in conjunction witb tbe requirements set rortb in the 
decision, Will be sufficient to protect California gas customers . 
against undue supply interruptions. 
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. 
25. ~rtam1na, the In~onesian state oil company, has had the .. 

contractual right to cancel the LNG g~s sales agreement since 
October 0, 1977. 

26. ~he Alaskan gas pro6ucers have ha4 the contractual right 
to terminate 'their sales agreements since July 1, 1978. 

27. The prel1m1nary design for the Point Conception LNG 
terminal is based upon eXisting and proven teohnology. 

28. The preliminary design information submitted in the 
application is suff101ent for tbe LNG permitting and environmental 
review process .. 

29. The oonstruotion oost est1mates submitted by Western 
Terminal are representative of order-of-magnitude costs expected 
to 'be incurred tor the project in terms ot m1d-1977 dollars. 

30. The preliminary term1nal design will require modifica
tion during the design stage of the project to include mitigation 
measures required by the conditions of tbis deoision. 

31. It is necessary tor Western Term1nal to submit to the 
Comm1ss1on, prior to commenoement of construction, updated. cost 
estimates for the project. 

32. The cost monitoring plan or the staff, as described 
herein, is reasonable tor the Point Conception ~roject and fully 
meets the requirements of Section 5638 of the Aot. 

33. The safety and construction monitoring plan of the 
staff, as described herein and subject to refinement 1n Phase II ~ 

of OIl 1, is reasonable for the Point Conception project and meets 
the requirements of Section 5637 of the Act. 

" 
3~. The safety and construction monitoring plan as submitted 

by the starr will ~e expanded to include monitoring of environmental 
terms and conditions to ~e adopted as part of this pe~t. 

35. ~be cost of establishing and 1mpleme:c.t1Dg the· mon1 torj,ng -
program is most appropriately borne by Western ~erm1nal. 

36. The costs or designing and constructing the proposed 
terminal are, to the extent they are prudently ~curred, ~ the 
best 1nterest of the ratepayers; however, the action hereinafter 

·3l2 



A. 57626 et al. - bt 

taken ~s not to be considered as ~d1cative of amounts to be -inclu~ed ~-ruture proceedings for the purpose or determ!n1ng 
just and reasona~le rates. 

37. Western Terminal and its sponsors (FLC and PG&E) have 
the a~ility to finance the PacIndones1a and PacAlas~~ ~rojects 
including the Point Conception terminal. 

38. Project rinancing, as proposed, is in the pu~liC 1nterest. 
39. Delay of a decision to issue a permit ror an LNG terminal 

will lead to a risk or loss or gas supply contracts ror gas from 
Indonesia and south Alaska. 

40. Delay due to selection or a Site, other than the applied 
ror Site, will lead to the risk of loss of the LNG gas supply 
contracts. 

41. Delay due to selection of a Site, other than the applied 
for Site, would greatly increase the capital cost or the project 
and there~y would place an UDJustifiable burden on the ratepayer 
or may even preclude financing or the project. 

42. Selection of a Site, other than the applied for Site, 
will lead, at a min1mum, to a two-to-four year delay before a 
terminal at anyone or the alternate Sites could be operational. 

43. Severe environmental impacts would arise at Rattlesnake 
Canyon due to construction of a massive breakwater, bla.sting or 
offshore pinnacles, greater throughput of seawater for vaporiza
t1on~ and the inability to av~1d significant cultural resources. 

~4. The project, as proposed, would have a significant 1mpaet 
on air quality. 

45. Mitigation measures which substantially re~uce the air 
quality impact of the project are feasible. 

46. Further hearings are necessary to esta~lish the extent 
to Which air quality mitigation ~s necess~ and feasible. 

~7. The project. as proposed, would have a sign~ica.nt .a.ct ~ 
on marine biology due to fish and plankton entrainment. An uncer
tain level of 1mpact would result rrom the discharge or chlorinated 
organic compounds with the cooled seawater. In addition, commerc1al 
utilization of kelp and fish at the Site would be hindered. 
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48. ~sh entrainment can probably be ~tigated through the 
use of a "eai$son type" seawater intake system. 

49. No feasible method exists for mitigating plankton entrain-
ment. 

50. The 1mpact on kelp associated resources can be largely 
~tigated by minimizing the size of any safety-related exclusion 
zone and by considering kelp harvesting ana fishing needs in 
planning terminal operations. 

51. Impacts caused by the discharge or chlorinated compounds . 
can be reduced by the use of anti-fouling coatings and scheduled 
maintenance. 

52. Significant terrestrial biology impacts will result from 
the construction of the proposed pipeline and access road. Minor 
impacts on terrestrial biology will result from the use of terminal 
site acreage. 

~. 53. Terrestrial impacts due to the construction of the pipe-

• 

line can be minimized by realigning the route to avoid rare or 
endangered species and sensitive habitats. 

54. Terrestrial impacts caused by the construction of an 
access road can be minimized by chOOSing an alternative route which 
does not re~u1re major till ~ the coastal ravines. 

55. Terminal site impacts can be mitigated by acqu1r1ng 
habitat or equivalent value and maintaining ~t ~ a natural state. 

56. This project will sharply contrast with the undeveloped 
setting of the region. The powerline and access road as proposed 
will impact views rrom the coastal terrace and GaV10ta State Park. 

" 

57. Visual impact of terminal structures can be reduced 'by 
camouflage painting, proper landscaping, and by part1al.1nground-
1ng or the tanks. 

58. Visual impacts or powerl1nes can })e reduced With careful , 
alignment, use or ~xist1ng wood poles, or underground1ng • 

• 
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59. Visual impacts of the access road can be reduce~ by using 
tbe 25-MPH H~llister Ranch roa~ alternative or other alternatives 
to be studifd • . 

60. The project will conflict with existing land use tren~s 
toward recreational and low density residential uses. 

61. Construction activities will bring a significant tem
porary in-m1grant population to Santa Barbara County and place 
additional demands on the housing market. Residential devel?pment 
on ranches adjacent to the site will be adversely affected by the 
project. 

62. There are known archaeological sites that will be affected 
or, in some cases, destroye~ by the proposed terminal, pipeline and access 
roa~. Development of the site will adversely affeet access to a small 
portion of the Point Conception area for Native Americans who place 
religious significance on the vicin1ty. 

63. Significant archaeological sites at the terminal site can 
be largely avoided by shifting the location of project facilities 
1500 feet eastwar~. 

64. 'l'he proposed pipeline route can be realigned to avoid 
significant archaeological resources. 

65. Impacts of the access road on archaeological resources 
can be reduced by using the 25 MPH Hollister Ranch road alternative. 

66. Adverse environmental impacts of lesser significance 
will occur in the areas of topography and SOils, bydrology, noise> 
~ine traffic, public services, induced development, an~ onshore 

transportation. 
67. Various mitigation measures re~uired 1n the eonditi~ns 

discussed in Section XIV will substantially reduce many or these 
environmental 1mpacts. 

68. Further study is required to' dete~e the access route 
having the least adverse environmental impact. 

69. Further stu~y 1$ reCiuired to determine the powerl1:ne 
configuration having the least adverse environmental ~pac~. 

70. The proposed pipeline corridor bas the least adverse 
environmental impact. 

7l. Tbe project's impact on safety is minimal and accepta~le. 
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72. The development or the Point Conception site does not 
appear to b~surr1c1ent incentive to attract ~ndustry to such a -remote loea .. -tion. 

73. The project will consume significant quantities or elee
tricity. however its net energy 1mpact will be a major inerease in 
gas supply to California. 

14. Western Terminal's marine operations plan shows that no 
marine vessel transporting LNG'will be required or ~ermitted to 
pass within one mile or an area of population density of ten persons 
per square mile nor within four miles of a population density of 
60 persons per square mile. 

75. Staff's propo·sal to require Western Terminal to construet 
the LNG storage tanks on bedrock seems prudent but requires further 
evaluation. 

76. Western Terminal's plans for the eonstruction" operation 
and maintenance of a 34-inchpipeline from the proposed LNG terminal 
at Point Conception to Gosford, California, indieate that Western 
Terminal will construct, operate and maintain that ~ipel1ne 1n 

accordance with the provisions or General Order No. 112-C. 
77. The stafr's recommended site approach routes for LNG 

vessels to the degree they are eonsistent ~th sound ~rit1me 
practice, Shoul.d be adopted. 

78. Su~ject to Finding No. 77, the staft's recommended mari
time equipment and procedure requirements will reduce the risk 
aSSOCiated With LNG vessel traffic in the Santa Barbara Channel 
and should be adopted. 

79. The proba~1l1ty or an acc1'dent involVing ten or mor~ 
casual ties at the proposed site is approximately one chance in··lOO 
million years at existing population levels. 

80. Tbe probability or an aceident involving one or more 
casualties at the proposed Site ~s one chance in 1 million years 
with the existing population level. 

81. Western Terminal's security plan, when implemented as 
. proposed" will prOvide greater security than at other LNG ~acllities~ 
will approach that employed at nuclear plants and Department or 
Defense installations" and will serve to deter and protect against 
sabotage attacks. 
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82. W£Stern Terminal will obtain liab1l~tty insurance covering 
thir,j partY: property "'amage and personal injur1es 1n an amount not 
less than $50 million per occurrence. 

83. Western Terminal Will require that each LNG vessel which 
is used 1n the proposed project carry protection and indemnity 
insuranee or not less than $50 million per occurrence. 

84. Western Terminal's insurance plan is a~equate to protect 
the public in the event or personal or property damage resulting 
from terminal operations. But Western Terminal's ultimate liability 
in tb~ event of a mishap could ~x6~~~ th~ $50'~11ion policy limits: 

85. ~he probability of an a1~lane penetrating a er1tical LNG 
system at the propose4 site is approXimately one chance per 20.000 
years tor LNG pipelines~ one chance per 100.000 years ror the LNG 
tank roof and one occurrence per'l~666~700 years for the LNG tank 
sidewall. 

86. The probability or a tank. pipe or tanker being'penetrated 
by a meteorite is approXimately one chance per 10 million years. 

87. The average annual probability or one or more missile 
fragments penetrating an LNG storage tank. pipeline or LNG tanker 
is less than one chance in 333,300 years in 1980 and declines to 
less than one chance in 2.500~OOO years by 1987. 

88. For purposes or determining the reliability or the pro
pose~ LNG transportation system berthing will be precluded if any 
of the following conditions exist: waves of six feet or greater. 
winds or twenty-five knots or greater or viSibility or one ~le or 
less. 

89. 'While' evidence or record does not support a rind1llg..:tbat 
long~eriod swell activity could seriously ~pa1r operations at 
Point Conception. further on-site observations are appropriate and 
should be ordere~. 

90. Based on available data opt~um ~erth. orientation at 
Point Conception appears to be within the sector or 225° to 255°. , . 

91. Wb1le annual weather related downttce at Point Conception 
may exceed 17% dur.1:cg some years. average annual related downtme 
will :rall within the range or 0% to 11~ during the 11!e or the project. 
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92. The projecte4 level or weather related ~erth downt~e ~s 
accepta~le~nd will not seriously 1mpair the project's a~1lity to 
deliver the contract quantities. ' 

93. /The threat posed ~y soil creep~ landsl1d1ng~ flooding~ 
erosion and liquefaction at Point Conception is minimal. 

9~. While we find that a high degree of conservatism is 
appropriate in the design~ construction and ope~ation or an LNG 

, 
facility, the strict application of NRC siting criteria to those 
activities is inappropriate. 

95. The geolOgic criterion for identifying areas of high 
seism1city~ which is critical to the siting and design ot a safe 
and re11a~le LNG f~cility~ shall include activity in· the late 
Pleistocene period. 

96. The Arroyo fault is an active fault. Further g.eological 
and geotechnical investigation is required prior to any conclusive 
determination or the nature and length or the rault~ and the 

~ associated potential magnitude and ground acceleration of the feult. 
97. Currently availa~le evidence indicates that the Arroyo 

tault is not causat1ve~ i.e. capa~le of generating a 5.0 magnitude 
or greater earthquake; but rather it is a secondary rupture result
ing trom seismic activity on a nearby signiticant offsbore fault. 

98. Pending receipt of further geologic and geotechn1cal 
inrormation~ we may conclude that the predominant seismic hazards 
to the Point Conception site are the North and South Branches or 
the Santa Ynez fault as well as the F-l rault. 

99. There eXists the possib1l~ty ot a 7.5 magnitude earth
quake~ with associated bedrock accelerations of .6 g to .68· g, 
occurring on either the North and South Branches ot the Santa':Ynez 
fault as well as on the F-l fault at distances of 3 to 4, 5, or 3 
miles respectively from the site~ 

100. Prudence and the public interest dictate that the LNG 
facility ~e designed to withstand and continue operation after . 
occurrence or that earthquake which would produce an ~tensity ce of earthquake ground motion at the site that has a very high 
probability-on the order of 99.5%--ot not bei%lg exeeeded during 
the 50-year service lite or the racil1ty. 
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101. To assure a high level or plant safety and ~nvestment 
protection,_Western Term1nal should be directed to design and 

construct ~ortior.s or the terminal to withstand ground motions at 
'the s1te associated with an earthquake on the North and South 
Branches or the Santa Inez fault as well as F-l fault or that 
earthQ.uake which has a probability or occurring one time in 10,000 
years (10-4 per year). 

102. Caution dictates that the critical components of the LNG 
facility should ~e designed to withstand a maximum earthquake or 
Richter Magnitude 7.5 using a ~edrock acceleration-t~e history with 
a max~um peak acceleration of 0.1 g (gravity) at the Site. 

. . . . 

103. Utilization or two levels or earthquakes andtbree 
categories ot equipment for purposes or seismic design incorpo
rates a prudent level or conservatism into design and allows tor 
safe and relia'ble operation ot the LNG terminal. 

l04. Regulatory GU1de 1.60 response spectra, properly scaled 
to the peak ground accelerations recommended tor the SSE and OBE, 
should be used in the design or Category I and II structures~ com
ponents and systems. 

lOS. In accordance with Appendix B of 10 eFR 50, a quality 
assurance program should be established that assures reliable per
formance or all Categories I and II structures~ components and 
systems in their respectively-defined seismic environments. 

100. A reinforced concrete mat should be placed under tbe LNG 
storage tanks~ unless careful analysis proves it unnecessary. 

107. Western Terminal s:h,ou1~ demonstrate by appropriate 
analysis or test that the inner an~'outer LNG storage tanks 
resp~nd indepen~ently to seismic excitation or that the 
potential tor tbeir interaction has been conSidered in design. 

~08. The only trenches which have been excavated at ~he site 
are Trencb No. 1 and ~encb No. 2 referred to in the May 14. 1978 
agreement between the Indian Center and Western Terminal. 

~09. No turther excavation or earthmOVing activities have 
been undertaken at th~ Site to date. 

no. NARC Md not enter an appearal'lce at the hearings ~ 
OIl 1 or any rela~ed proceeding. 
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111. ~e Point Conception site is the only site where an LNG 
terminal could be constructed and operational in sufficient time to 
prevent curtailment of high priority requirements tor natural gas~ 
thereby ~1nta1n1ng employment~ essential reSidential consumption 
levels, and air quality. . , 

" 

112. POint Conception is the only feasible Site tor which a 
permit can be granted that Will allow the securing of the Indonesian 

, 
and South Alaskan gas supplies. 

113. At the time 'operation of the term1nal commences~ Western 
Terminal's proposed site at Point Conception will fully comply With 
the population density requirements of the Act. 

114. Subject to the terms and conditions of this dec1sion~ it 
is consistent with public health~ safety, ~~d welfare to construct 
and operate a terminal at Point Conception. 

115. Subje~t to the LNG safety standards to be adopted in OIl l~ 
it is consistent with public health, safety, and welfare to construct 
and operate an LNG facility at Point Conception. 

116. Present and future public convenience and necessity Will 
require the construction and operation of the proposed gas trans
mission pipeline from the Point Conception terminal facility to 
Gosford in Kern County. 

117. It is not feasible to complete construction and commence 
operations of a terminal at Camp Pendleton~ Rattlesnake Canyon~ or 
Deer Canyon in sufficient time to prevent significant curtailment 
of high priority requirements for natural gas as defined by the Act. 

118. A terminal at the Camp Pendleton site would not be con
sistent With public health, safety~ and welfare because it would 
conflict With military operations, does not qualify under population 
density requirements of the Act, ·1s near areas of extensive, public 
recreational use, and may preclude the operation of the eXist1ng 

, ",-:' 
nuclear facility at San Onofre. (A. ter.m1na1.' 'at 'the Deer!:,a:nyon s1te-~-" 

, . .. .. -, .. - ..... "'~--... 
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woul~ not be consistent with public health~ safety and welrare 
because it is inconsistent.with the remoteness criteria required by 

Section 555_? or the Act ~ in that the public parks boar<!er1ng the 's;~~ .:. 
would put ~ransient public users in close prox1m1ty to a terminal. 
Also~ the cost or constructing a terminal at Deer Canyon is exor~i~antly 
expensive • 
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119. A terminal at the Rattlesnake Canyon 3ite would not be 
consistent with public health~ satety~ and·weltare because ot tbe 
hostile m~1ne env1ronment~ the excessive capital cost or construc
tion,the potential preclusion or the operations or a nuclear facility 
at Diablo Canyon an~ because it does not meet the legislative mandate 
or remoteness spelled out in Sections 5550 et seQ;. 

," 120.' Impacts caused by the placement or an LNG terminal at 
Point Conception are necessary and acceptable in order to locate the 
terminal in a "remote" location as required by the Act. 

l2l. The construction and operation or the proposed facility 
will not produce an unreasonable ~urden on natural resources~ 
aesthetics or the area in which the proposed facilities are to be 
located, air and water quality in the V1cin1ty~ par~~~ recreational~ 
and scenic areas~ wildlife and vegetation~ historiC sites~ 
archaeological sites~ or community values. 

122. The overall level or environmental impacts associated 
with this project are moderate in comparison with other energy 
related projects of sim1lar value. 

l23. The benefits of the project outweigh its adverse enV1ron-

mental impacts. 
124. The procedures used to prepare the EIR were in compliance 

with CEQA and the State EIR Guidelines. 
125. The Draft EIR was prepared in compliance With the require-

ments of CEQA and the State EIR Guidelines. 
126. The Final EIR is adequa~e and meets the requirements or 

CEQA and the State EIR Guidelines. 
127. The terms and conditions recommended to this Commission 

by Santa Ba~bara County (Appendix E) should be accepted~ modir.ied~ 
or rejecte~, to the extent indicated in Section XIV of this 

decision. 
128. In the event a rinal permit cannot be issued for the . 

construet1on and operation of an LNG terminal at Point Concept1on~ 
Western Terminal should be required to amend 1t~ application before 
this Commission and the appropriate federal agencies to include 
those alternate sites which would allow ror the receipt or LNG to 
Californ1a at the. earliest possible date. 
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'Conelusions of Law 

1. C~n~it1ons Nos. 1 through 12, 15, 16. 24. 25. and 26 
recommende~ by the CCC in its t1nal report to this Comm1ssion are 
eontrarr to the general intent of the Aet. Eaeh of these conditions 
will cause delay in eommencement of terminal operations that will 
result in significant curtailment of high priority natural gas 
requirements and ~eletion or modification of each such term or 
condition will avoid or significantly reduce such curtailment. 

2. Cond.itions Nos. 9. 10, 11, 14, 23, 25" 26. and 27 recom
mended by the cec in its final report to this Commission are not 
based on substantial eVidence" conSidering the record as a whole" 
and deletion or mod1f1cat1on of each such term or condition is 
required. 

3. Condition No. 13 reeommended by the CCC in its final 
report to the Commission is contrary to the specific language of 
Section 5637 that requires the Commission to establish a monitoring 
program to ensure that the LNG terminal is constructed and operated 
in compliance with all applicable regulations adopted ~~d terms and 

conditions established. Modification of this condition is required. 
4. Condition No. 28 recommended by the CCC in its final 

report to the Commission is contrary to specific language in 
Section 5637 of the Act and modification of this condition is 
therefore required. 

5. Each and every condition recommended by the CCC in its 
final report to th1s CommiSSion which requires approval by the cec 
or some other agency prior to the commencement of construction or 

, 
operation 15 contrary to the general intent of the Act to make this 
Comm1ss1on the exclusive permitting authority for the appl1e~·, 'for 
LNG terminal. 

6. Congress has not 1ntende~ to grant 'federal agencies 
exclusive jurisdiction perta1n1ng to the Siting" construction an~ 
operation or the proposed LNG term1nal. 

1. ~ere is'no manifest Congressional intent to preempt 
harmon1ous state regulations perta1ning to the Siting. construction, 
and operation or the proposed LNG terminal. 
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8. There 1$ no actual conf11ct between existing federal 
-=-an~ the LNG Terminal Act or 1977. laws .. 

9. By enaet1ng the Natural Gas Act, Congress intende~ no 
manifest purpose to preempt harmonious state regulation ot siting, 
eonstruct1on, and operation of the proposed LNG terminal. 

10. The Pipeline Safety Act ~oes not preempt state laws 
regulat1ng LNG terminal siting an~ construetion. 

11. The LNG Ter.m!nal Act or 1977 is not preempted by federal 

law. 
l2. The LNG Terminal Aet or 1977 places no undue burden on 

interstate commerce. 
13. The duties assigned the Commission under the LNG Terminal 

Act of 1977 are cognate and germane to the Commission's responsi
bilities to regulate public utility gas companies. 

14. The Commission has the jur1s~iction t'o permit the siting, 
construction an~ operation or an LNG terminal in California. 

15. Bixby's motion to reopen the proceedings in OIl 1 presents 
no new tactual allegations or material changes or taet or law and 
should be denied. 

16. Bixby's motion to reopen the proeeedings in OIl 1 to 
present additional evidence is without merit and should be den1ed. 

17. The Commission has complie~ with CEQA With regard to 
additional trenching by issuing a final EIR which covers trench
ing and related earthmoving activities. 

18. The Santa Barbara Indian Center's Motion should be denied 
as moot. 

19. NAHC laeks standing to appear and join in the India.%? 
Center's motion. 

20. The Commission certifies that the Final EIR has been 
completed 1n compliance with CEQA and the Guidelines, and that the 
Commission has reviewed and consi~ered the information contained ~ 

in tbe EIR. 
Because of the urgency nature of the Act and tbe necessity tor 

conduct1ng bearings relating to the conditions set forth in the 
decision, this decision should be effective immediately. 
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XVIII. INTERIM ORDER -IT IS 9RDERED that: 
1. Pursuant to the Liquefied Natural Gas ~erm1nal Act of 1971: 

a. Western LNG Terminal Associates (Western 
Terminal) is grante~ a conditional per.m1t 
autnor1zing 1~ to construct ana'operate a . 
liquerie~ natural gas' terminal at Little Cojo 
near Point Concep·t1on in Santa . 'Barbara County ~ 
California." ... .. . 

b. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) 
an~ Pacific Lighting Service Company (PoLS) 
are grante~ a permit to construct and 
operate a pipeline and appurtenances 
thereto necessary ~or the transmission of 
the regasified liquefied natural gas from 
the metering station at the outlet of the 
terminal over a l12-mile route to an 
existing pipeline near Gosror~ in Kern 
County~ California. 

2. Pursuant to Section 1001 of the Public Utilities Co~e~ 
PG&E and PLS are granted a conditional certificate of pUblic 
conven1ence and necessity to construct and operate tbe pipeline 
described in Ordering Paragraph 1.b. 

3. ~e certificate herein granted is subject to the follow-
ing proVision of law: 

The Commission shall have no power to authorize 
the capita11zation of this certificate of public 
convenience and necess1ty or the right to own~ 
operate~ or enjoy such certificate of publiC 
convenience and necessity in excess of the amount 
(exclusive of any tax or annual charge) actually 
paid to the State as the consideration for tbe 
issuance of such certificate or pu~11c convenience 
and necessity or right. 

4. ~e authorizations granted in Ordering Par~graphs 1 and 
2 are subject to tbe te~ and cona1t:1ons adoptee 1n Sec'tion LTV . 

or this ~ec1s1on. 
• 5. ~e Commission starr is directed to establish cost, 

env1ronmental~ and safety a.nd construct10n monitoring programs 
tor the term1nal and pipel1ne construction autbor1zed herein. 
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6. W~tern Terminal shall reimburse the Commission tor all, 
costs 1neurt'ed that relate to these :proceedings after July 31, 
1978, and for all costs incurred in establishing and implementing 
the monitoring programs described above. 

1. Western Terminal shall submit to the Commission, ~rior 
to commencement or construction, updated cost est1mates, tor the 
total project. 

S. PG&E and PLS shall, within lSO days after the effective 
~ate of this order, mo~ify existing interties on their respectiv~ 
systems to provide a capability of diverting to the SoCs! system 
from the PG&E system on a best efforts baSis up to 500 MMcf/~. 

9. PG&E, and PLS, shall, within lSO days after the effective 
date of this order, file an application with this COmmission tor 

. . , 
a certificate of PUblic convenience and necessity for a n~~~~~outh 
pipeline system hav1ng the capability of delivering up toJ-:J.oo ',:\'. 

'~:. It 

billion cubic feet annually. ";"'-'.;).4;)" 

10. PG&E and SoCal shall, Within 90 days after the effective 
~ate of this order, modify the mutual assistance agreement required 
by DeCision No. 85189 (to :protect Pl and P2A serVice statewi~e) 
to provide tor best-errorts delivery 'or P5,natural gas trom,one, 
system to alleviate any curtailment of P2B.. P3 and plj customers on 
,~he other system and to proVide for repayment with P5 gas to the 
extent such P? g~s is available. 

11. The motion or the Fred H. Bixby Ranch Company to set 
aside su~mission and reopen the proceedings ror a~d1tional evi
dence on wind and wave eonditions at Point Conception 1z denie4. 

12. The motion or Fred R. Bixby Ranch Company to dismiss' 
these eonsolidated proceedings tor lack of jurisdicti~n is ~en1ed. 

l3. The motion of the Santa Barbara Indian Center to ::-equ1re 
the preparation or an environmental impact report prior to addi
tional trenching at the site is denied. 

14. To the degree permitted 'by federal law, Western Term'nal 
shall design~ construct. and operate the facility in compliance 
witb relevant COmmission safety standards to be a~opted ~ OIl 1. 
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15. ~rther hearings will be hel~ ~n these proceedings to: -
~. Establish the extent to which air quality 

m1tigation measures are necessary and 
feasible. 

b. Evaluate the environmental and economic 
~pacts or the alternate access roa~s 
and select the appropriate route. 

c. Evaluate the seawater alternatives 
heretofore 4iscussed and select the 
appropriate system. 

4. Determine the environmental an~ economic 
1mpac1:s of alternate electric transmis
sion line routes proposed and select the 
most ~Lppropria te route. 

16. Further hearings will be held in Phase II of this ~roeeed
ing on the issues of (1) Western ~er.m1nal's proposed ehanges ~ 
seismic design cr1teria~ (2) the staff's proposed general order 
on liquefied natural gas safety standar~s. (3) rer1nement or the 
staft's proposed safety and construction monitoring plan~ (4) addi
tional seismic evidence required by Conditions 36 and 37~ an~ (5) 
a~ditional wind and wave evi4ence required by Condition 32. 

11. The Executive D1rector of the CommiSSion is directed to 
tile a Notice ot Dete~nat1on tor the project. With contents as 
set torth in Appendix G to this 4ec1s1on. With the Secretary tor 
Resources. 

... 

18. In the event a final permit cannot be issued for construetion 
and operation or an LNG terminal at Point Conception. West~rn Terminal 
shall submit an amended application to this COmmission and all 
appropriate federal agenCies which shall include those alternate 
Sites which would proVide for receipt of LNG to California at the 
earliest possible date. 
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Alt-RB-1m 

~e effective date or tb1s order shall be the date he~eor. 

c,e 

Date~ at San Franeiseo . • Cal1rorn1a. this 3l.t 48.y 
or July, 1978. 

I concur: 
See attached opinion. 

/5/ RIC~ D. GRAVELlE 
Commissioner 

I will coneuxo in "art. 
/s/ ~II.LIAM SYMONS, JR. 

Coan:nissioner 
I will file & concurrence 
for myself and join in 
Commissioner Gravelle's. 

/ s / ClAIRE T. DEDRICK 
Coa:n1ssioner 

ROBERT BATINOVICR 
Pre s 1c1ent 

WILLIAM SYMONS, JR. 

VERNON 1... S!URGEON 

RICHARD D. GRAVELLE 

CLAIRE T. DEDRICK • 
Comm1~s1oners 
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e. 

RICRAPJ) 0. GRAVELLE, Commissioner, COncurring: 

I concur •. 

It is my firm hope that today's action by the Commission 

does not ultimately become a vain attempt to provide an essential 

commodity for the health and welfare of the people of California •. 

I am not optimistic, however, that we have accomplished 

anything worthwhile. S.B. 1081 (The Act) was structure~, 

in its critical formative stages, as much by those who, devoid of any 

record, had already made up their minds that supplemental gas 

supplies in the form of LNG were unacceptable for california, 

as it was by those who de£ire~ that the final decision be based 

~pon an evidentiary recor4 to establish the facts of the matter. 

Those who in 1977 claimed the clairvoyant Ability to perceive 

~ornia's energy needs in the mid 1980's shaped The Act so that 

Point Conception would be the only viable site that might be 

accepted under the statute. Point Conception was their choice 

because of their bel:i.ef that there were so many known or potential 

problems with the site that they felt confident no facility coul~ 

be constructed there in time to keep the Indonesian and South 

Alaskan contracts open - and that there was a great likelihood that 

no facility would ever be sited there. -
The Aet mandates a .emote site and spells out apecific 

criteria defining what qualifies as .emote. At the time ot its 

enactment, Western Terminal had only one choice to make for its 

application; point COnception. 
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The californiA COastal COmmi.sion eCCC) was siven the 

inherentl~ inconsistent task (for an asency with,its statutory 

responsibility) of nominatins sites other than that seleete~ by 

Western t.rerminal.. I commen~ the effort of the CCC.. Its labors, 

necessarily conducted in a self-destruct atmosphere, produced as 

good a selection of alternative sites as could be ~chieved by Any 

person or entity.. But what in fact ~o we have, bearing in mind 

the mAndate of .emoteness? 

Homo Canyon, which clearly falls outside the statutory 

definition of remoteness, is jeAlously gUArded by its owner, the 

0 .. S. Government, and is located in close proximity to A nuclear 

facility which the Nuclear Regulatory Commission tells us might 

cause the closure of the generAting plant. 

Rattlesnake Canyon, A site while not clearly outsi4e the 

specific permanent population criteriA of the Act CAnnot in AnY 

way be said to meet the legislative mandate of remoteness because 

of the heavy transient population existing within two miles of 

the site, also facing the same NRC problem that plaques Homo 

Canyon, and one which would 40 massive ecological damage th%ough 

breakwater construction and sea ~ttom disruption. 

Deer canyon, another site located between two state 

parks with a trestle carrying LNG passing over '0. S. Highway 1 

(This is re%nOte?) f where earth movement of mass:l.ve proportions are 

required, and where the naval commander of Point Mu9'U ur:ge~ that 

a facility there'would interfere with missile fir~g. 

We are left with Point Conception. ~te it is. Other 

problems exist there, however, that could and indeed may result 
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in what I feu most. ':he facility may never be built. It would 

be repe~ive to state here the problems with Point Conception 

that are-chronicled elsewhere in this decision. 

Why hAs this proceeding, this issue, Uken on such 

importance that it involves ~e myriad interests that have appeared. 

before us ana before the federal regulatory bodies that also 

address the s~ject of LNG. Because the subject is one th4t is ~sie 

to the future well-~ing of every Californian through the next two 

decades_ California is A gas depenaent state. It is also a 

9:~oW'in9 state with a vibrAnt economy that gobbles energy in 

increasing quantities in spite of successful And continuing efforts 

at conservation and alternate energy development. 

Some, those who manipulated the Act included, believe 

that stopping LNG development will force A lifestyle chAnge upon 

our citizens that they perceive to be beneficial. ~hese Are not 

the ones who bear the responsibility for seeing thAt California 

is able to meet its energy needs in the future, their interests 

lie elsewhere. As one Commissioner, with the obligation to· see 

t..'lat the general population and the economy, w~.ich is sometimes 

its slave and sometimes its master, will be able to meet their 

energy needs in the future, 1 do not feel the privilege of doing 

less than ex~m;ne those needs in the light of recent history. 

~o consecutiye years of drought did this state great 4amage. 

~ consecutive years of cold weather could do worse. WE NEEt> LNG! .. 
, 

WE NEED ALI. -.rB:e . GAS WE ON GE'X: certainly, there ue constra.ints 

on procurement. Safety, price And environ:mental impact are all 

possible deterrents. '1'hat is why ve are 4ealing with & regulated 

business. Public protecd.on in the way of aafety, price and 
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e. environmental iDlp~cta are legitiJM.te :olea of qovernment, . . 
but to work effect! vely we cannot expect either industry or the . . -regul~to;y bo4ies to play with a .tAcked deck. ·The Act W~. .uch 

~ deck. 

I sinc,erely hope that in api te of the he.ndie8.p we will 

be able to enjoy the use of LNG in C41ifornia by 1983. 

San Francisco, Ca1iforni~ 
July 31, 1978 
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'!be accelerated UJ:; te=rinal site approval ptoc:ess just c:atpleted 

by the State was c!esi;ned to assure that a %1!liAble gas supply ~ be 

~; Jahle at a time to be c1ete::mined d\lr:i:)g the ptooess. 'I1le action of 

this o:mnissioC. will have the op{:CSite effect. 

'nle results of the investi~tions C2l:ried cut in the ten m:xnths 

since tOO effective date of SB 108l are inccn:lusive ell ill matters. 

Gas is needed:between 1982 and 1986. Taking the XtQSt optUnistie 

predicticn of traditional gas swpplies w the XtOSt optimistic p:edie

ticn of gas needs, ~ ~ll r.m out of gas for California's S .. 9 xnilli<:n 

:residential eustaners by 1986. It will cost at least ale to tIr.O ~ 

dollArs apiece for those 5.9 xnillicn CI.lSt.I:rnerS to CCIlVe%'t to any other 

energy so:oe - sow or electricity generated by M1y~. In~

ticn air pollutia')., at least in the :tos Angeles Basin, w ~ly 
downwin:! fran SM F.r8tlCiso:>, is liter~y kill..ing people. Bul:ning' ~ 

or oil in Wu.striAl facilities can cnly exacezbate the situatial. ~ 

accept the "~gas" alte:mative is quite ~ly not a ~le g:N

e%lJTeltal ded sion. 

~ . Federal govealnent emt%'ols 'tJ&l gu SlJPPlies tnat Q,' ; fomi a 

needs to l1ugnBlt OI:D: d.i:n.inish.i.n supplies fran t%'Zdi tiCl'lal sou:z:c:es. 
But at this ti.n2 not only have := Federal cSec:isions been~, but there 

is no in:tiation to califo.rniA whAt the F~ govetlZtelt my ~. 

In fact, it is within the ~ of the Federal goveJ:llllEilt to strNlg'le 

l:oth the eo::rnaay of california w liter~1.y the people of Califomia 

th:ough its ~ to o::rntrol, <;as supplies 'co· the State. 

'lbe statl:te gave the Q:)astal. C'atmissial resp:nsibi' 1:ty to looate A 

site, b.tt bar.red that ~ f:can CXJD.'i~ en off-sb:=e site and 

~. tllat Point Q::n:ept:ial, ~ess of ita merits, be COlsMered 

in the fl:W.. ranking. 'lbe sta'b.lf!e requi:z:es tbe Fa: to at!Icpt the ~ 

carrniss5 CIl priori~ unless we find that signW.CZI1lt: gas c:m:ta:I.lments ~ 

:z:esult. y~, the statute did 1X7t aJ.lo,t exJUgh t1me for tb1s camiu;on 
'to o:asider Im'J other aitel:ut Point ~ SUitable &ita are 
aha:ply JJmitA!ld. k!I' the aeverity of 1IIeat:he:', w.i.nd, C'IIl:CXelt, aDd :tu;h 
==tal t:op:Jg:tattrJ .in the centJ:al ~ 1XXrthez:n parts of the coast 
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and by the 4en&ity ~ Ql the t.e:.,erat:<e ~ coast. 

Neve:rtbeless, five potent:ial aites wm:e ~ by the Ccastal. 

o::mniasial. LDa Varu was later rJirrrinat:.ed wben an active earth

quake fault was ~ m it. 

It is apparent fto:n the data 6evel.oped by :both o::mn.issiaw that - , 
fNerJ s;te amhore is pl.a9ued by safety ~ of ~c and ~ 

wave/weather CCI'ldit:ic:ns and with serious o:I'lflicts with fish w wild

We resou:roes, cultural mld ~t.ialal needs. lW'1y of these pttlblc!ms 

WXIl4 :be reCuoed or ~ by tbe Rl~ of an approp:z:iat.e offshore 

sj,te. ~, the sta'b:te specifically::equires that the fi'rst site . 
~ be alShore. 'nUs shortsightec1 iOlicy Ms rD1 delayed and will c:cn-
tinue to delay a ~le operating ~ flac;'; ty in cw.fo::ni.a. 

But while the Coastal CatmissiCll was ~ these five sites, 
the PI.lblic Otili ties catxnissioc was o:nsidering the only cae :before us 

-Point~. 

Point Coooep'"...ion has unusually vUu4ble :fish ~ wiJd'; fe :resou:rces 
which. ~4 be seriously dama~ :by the p:coject., as shoo1n in the record. 
~ :tX:ky reef-filled :near shore oU'ea is exuaotd:inarily rich in muine 

life w S\:IPPOrts ~tMti.al c:a,,,~ and reaeatiaW. fisheries. 

I<elp Beet 32, in t:'le area of the project, is the :est prcductive o::m-

e me%'Cial kelp bet\ in the state. 

Point Ccaoe?tion itself is sacred to the OIlifo:miA ~ 'tribe 
a."Xl has been declAred by the ~ as a site ~ch "has had. %eligious 

m'lC! spiritual signifiC2nCe since tine im:t8tcrl.4l .. " A fezWble ~t.er

native site exists at Pendleton web such xesources ~ not be ir

r~y &Imaged. 'lhi.s is clear in the COast2l c:c:aission :reo:d. 

Ccntin1XJUSly, since 183S, Po~ Ccaoe?tiCll has b!en known to 
rnarlne=s AS the "Cape li)m of the ~if:i c .. " ~ stxa19 ph:ase is 

still used to:!ay in tre Pacific Ccast. Pilot, the offic:i8l u.s. GcriJ

e;cICent doonent advising mar.iners of a.tl r.at.ials. Cales of 70 knots, 

lasting thtee Cai'S W nights, have l:Ieen frequently described CNer 

the years. ~ Point is the ~ pl.aoe of 'bD ~ oppos~ 

coastal o.raents, resultlpg in tl]mll.e:nt and tmpreClic:ta'ble 8M. c.'C:Ilditia2s . 
as 'Well as 'Vf!:r':/ rich'mar.lne l.i.fe.. wave bt:ighta m:e 1nfarro.:s am::o; 
both fishel:men w surfers. :aut <5esp1te official. publicat:Lala &Xl :ec:atd 

of 200 years of P5d fie Q:Iast l1a'I':igat::i.cc, there ~ to be too: little 
, 

eviCe.ooe 'in the record for tbe Po: staff to either ~ cr %eject --
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Is thls the place to loc:ate a majar ~ ~ for vessels 

1,000 feet lmq, ~ CIlly 35 feet and eaxxying a bigbly fl""l'OOble 

ca:go weigh1:lg m:c:h less t:ban we.ter? 'lb!se ships act: like ¢gzmtic 

Ails, difficult to ~ by all maritime~. ~ p:ov1de - . 
rei ~:--gas wpply of 1.3 b.Ulicn cubic feet per d8f, ,190 of tbeae 'VeSSels 

DUSt be ~ each yeJJr. Bc:w elm a port with weather aM sea cx:.Diitic:m 

like this l::e expect:.e:1 to ~Oit' re1iahJe delive:z:y? ~ a ~ter 

})elp? 'We don't kncM because ~ of a ~ter w.s ne"Uer 

<:onsidered. ~ Because the ~lieant.s SJr:l they 6::Il't need CI:Ie W 
th.is o::mnission did not have ~ evidence :in the record of wind and. 

, --
sea co..,.:titlons to c:hallenge that CXXltention. SO the ~ omer 
~es a ~ear study before c:::on.struc:+"..ion czm begin. But, the d:re 
fratre set forth in the o:der allows cnLy ale yeJjr before st2srt of c:al

st.r\.le't.icn. 

Point Conoeption is looateCl in the lZCSt teeta'lically active po:z:t.icc 

of the Califomia c:cast. ':Ole Point itself is sur.rounde4 by major active 
fa\Jlts 12 miles to the north, 5 miles to the east, ~ 3 miles to the 

SO\.lth. Seismic: events of 7.5- magnitude ot' s:reater have occun:e:1 in the offshore 

area twice with.in the lAst 175 years. Actial CI1 these :faults is tl'lrusting 

the block of land O'l which the site is located. ~ = ~, warpirlg 

&ld ~ its S'tJrlac:e. FoJr active ~ faults Ate visible cc 
the surface of the site itself. 'It;ese fAults ~ not seen by the lIiPlJ.-
eMt's geoloc;ists. Cbe was ~tified :in stuiies cz the site :in April 

1978'J:J:! other ~logists; the .appliCMlt and cur =nsultant then cSet.ected 

the othe.ts. 'lbese facts are in the reccm. -
Is this the area in \oJhic:h to loc:.ate a major :i.n:lust::ri.a ~ for 

a highly ~le CMgO, \ttlich mJSt be transpXt.Ed in a massive c::yoc;enic 

pipel.ine fl:a:l the ship on a trestle ~ly a mile lalg', ~ en a 
highly seisaie sea botton to three ayogenie t.anks 240 feet in ~ 

Md l45 feet high? Will S1JI!:h = a.ssort::ent of int.e::a:xmected st:ur:t.'!J:es 

survive an ~ W perMps a 'taUt!mli of even half the SO foot 

t:i.&l ~ uscdated with the ~ of 18l2? Will this be A 

rel:iable IIOUrCe of gas SlJPPly fer ca.lifo:mi.a? 
~, ~t will all this cost the gas users - the d.ti'lenS of . 

Califomia? ~ no mstake, this is a bill which will be paid by the 

pmJ.ie. Mlat will it cost to make the st:N:tures ~ resist=t, 

~ that its tQSsi.ble? 'nlere is DO answer :1n the record. lbr.t will it 

cost to b'i'd a dock aDd trestle to·1d~ the forces of wiD:1, Ilea, 

~ and t8'1TYlnis? ~ 18 !2'anBWer'~~_recxxr~_d_. 

--



e· 
And t!Yt!D U all tbue quest1aw are anT ,ered satiafac:taz:1l.y ard 

~~y, the earliest poIsibl.e date fer ~ is 1984 CD 

the ~ l:a ~ -.X'8OaI!';;,;;;;,;;;;.;;;d-.. 

But ..-bat if acme or all of theae ~ axe &f!~ negatively? 

We v.U.l Esv. DO m::; tex:m1Ml 1ft 1985. We wlll bave wasted iIDOther 'bO .. 
years t:ry.l.1lg to put bm'W.c!a al a ~ :;:a:oject. 

1M statl:te ~ that the PO: aceept 'the site pdarity ~ 

dete.xmined and appz:oved by tbe Ccas1:al carmissicn, unless ~ :flnd: 

•••• with xespec:t to each bigher :rm'll<ed site that 
it 15 not fee.s~le to c:atplete ~ and 
eawW!uO! operatials of the te:z::m:i.Ml at such higher 
rMke:i site :in sufficient t:i:te to prevent significant 
~l%nent of high ptiority :r~ts for nAt:.'Ural 
gas m'ld that a~ of the l.t;INer ~ site will 
significantly reduee such. CUt'tail.ment." 

~ priority ~ places Q.II:Ip Penlnetx:n and Ra~ ~ 

befo:e Point Cax:ept.:i.al. We have virt:r.1Ally no eviderloe :in the :r:ecem CIl 

...tU.c::h to ~ a ~ tl1at Point Ct1noeptia1 c:cul.c1 be b.2ilt before 

either of the other two sites. 'nle %eCXoltd o::ntzUns statecelts to that 

effeet, l:Iut DC pz:oof. Camp Pendletc:r1 ;is located in an area. of t:rzI.1'X:II.li 
W!ather lind sea C:OI'W:t:iCllS, technically JcrDIn as "the dold.r\:ms." 'nle 

seismicity of the area. is Jax:wn to !:Ie of both a diffe:ent type w fee

quenc:y than is faxed ~ the central coast. Its marine resoutt'eS ~ 

not be severely affec::ted by the p1'Oject. It rII:l'f l:e mx::h less time

~ mXt mJCh less disrl:ptive of other resources to lcc:ate a 

1:.el::rLti:W. thel:e. It 'IJ:JaY xesult in a mx:h zzc:re :reJ; able gas scpply at a mx:h 

lower o:>st than tIrrJ other site. But 'We den' t lcncM that because 1:here 

is :no evidence in the xec:o:td. --- - --- -... ;;..;;.;:;;;,;;;;.;. 
~ Ol:der A.yS it ~ take untll 1987 to c::atpl.ete a te:c:ninzLl 

at Camp Pendleton. BLlt it inclu:5es an unCIe:r::Dea pipeline, the ~ fc:r: 

a l:IteaJ(water at Point Q:zc:Ieptoicn. If that pipeJi:ae is not:. ~, the o:m

pJ.et.icn 4ate walld be 1985.. If a brea]cwater is x>eecSed at Point ~ 

the o::m:pl.eticc of the pz:oject is un) ilr.el.y to ccx:ur at all. 

'nle a'lly substantive reua'l ¢veD far :eject1D; the Ccas1:al o:m
miss; al'. ~ ~ - 0Iz:p PerX!l.etal - is that the ptopezrty l::IeJm;s 
to the QU.ted· Stat. Gow:a,'ert WW:h v.Ul D:It ro.eue it cx1 -..oul4 not 

allori o:m.iderat::icl1 of it .1n the Em. 

• 



• 
lb:> is the 'Qcited States GcNealteut W:lich. owns SO, of the land in 

~? It 1& cur gcM'iXl'lbJt.. ~ is 10\ oftbe pc:p.llatial -
of the 0lUtec! States. It has the e;:uiV8lent ecxxxm1.c val,oge to the 

aeventb. -.altbie:st nat.1al en earth. It hcs 45 l%p:reaen~tiYeS :in the 

Cc:a]n::sS' of the tlDited States. It is the largest ~ state in 

the natial. 
~ the inte:esta of the State of Califaz:nia be di snn.sec1 as 

noth!nq? C'4n '4IIe ao.::ept t.'lat the 4ed.sicn not to :release 120 of the 

125,000 ~ at Cmtp PendJ.etcn is ~le? 

~ m"'.SWer is "N:)" 1 '1b! deeisicns. of a single b\.lrea'lx::t'aey, 1:0 

matter hew unwilli."'lq to bend, &"e rruc:h m:re susceptil:?le of reversal thlm 

the decisiCX'lS of Mture. 

Another ~ind1ns. porC,cn of the statute lIle a:r:e ac:t.ing' ~ states: 

~ Ccmnissicn Wll not issue a pel:mit :fQr exa-
struction " operation at 1m! site unless it fi:lds 
t.iAt to clo so is CXI'lSistent with pt:blie health, 
safety and weJ,fa.re • • • • 

It is el~ £rem the :ecotd that such a dete%::ninat:i.al emmet :be 

maCe en Po:int C'.alceptial. It is :r.ct cJ.ea:r fran tre :recx:a:d that such A 

dete%::ninaticn ~ not be ~ cz 0m1? PenCleta1. 

I believe that Mtt:ral gas ~ iIq:crtant far Califo:nia: that we do 

need a re1; liNe: 94'S port. Na'tme itself has exclu:5ed Point cax:ept:ial. 

'%he very least that this a:ztrtd.ssicz ahoI.1J.d do 1s ~ llCticn to be¢n 

the px:tX:eSS of authorizing another site at Qmp ~ kIy ~...ing 

the appliClmt to ame:nd its applicatic:ln to inclu:1e Qmp~.. At 

least llCre years ~ not then be wasted Vl.ile Polnt Caloeptien ex::luc3es 

itself. 

Szm P'rand 80'>, eaiifc:a:nia 
~y 31, 1978 
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Law, for California·'Fam.:·Bureau· Federatl.on; Robert R:. 'Talley,~ for 
Western Division, Naval, F.ac,ilitie~··Engineerin&- CO~na,.U •. S: Navy; 
Allen B. Wagner, At:torney, at ,La~,. ·-for University of" Ca.li'fornia; '. 
Ber5ert· A. ' W'aterman,David:long,. and W •. Hamey Wilson, 'Att'orneys: 
at Law, for Southern· ~acif:ic TransportatioriC~pany;- Joseph-:~-:::7;:':~' 
we:i:nstein', . for California-Coastal ,Commission; Joan ·Werner ana· Brad 
williams,,' for: San,Diego~ County 'Integrated .. Planning .Offiee;':.;Robert. 
Ja."t'Ies ~itaere, ,for. American Surfing.Association;'Burt"::W:tlson,. for 
&paign . Agains t: Ut'ility,$erviceExploitat;io1J.; .Davia.-wooaworth,~·:for 
Surfer ,Magazine; and .·Marc McGinnes., Attorney,·at~,·taw.,., ior,:Santa': " 
Barbara ,Indian 'Center tne . '... ....... ," '. _.:,.- ....... ', " ,- '.' _ ... , -':." 

. .., , ... " .. ~' .' " . ," :'", .... ,: ~ "~~ -: . -, .:." '. 

/"... ", .... . " "I .~ . 
• ~ • 'w' • ,,,, , I .1 " •• ' I". ... I , '._ 

••• "I .t 

",,'~_I .. ,,_ .......... ~._ .... ""_L., • ,. •... . ...... 

• " .............. , •• , ••••• ' ....... ,j "":'." -.. .... • '.,~ "': •• :~ '.' ":'"',:.:' , .. , .~: : • .'(:, ,.~. .:~ !:.'... .. ", I I........ ::: .~.. :~ "."f~r;:"'.':::: ,:. ,',. 

.,.·:,c:i:~:~:~~~:_~::.~':~~·.;flI:~~tt~~I·~~Ij~-~~_~,:i~i~:I~~lli~~~~ 
,'.~ .;::'/,:,"; .. :, .. ~" ~'~ .. :::-'''.~':(;~:,.,: .. ~~'~~' ',:_~:I, ~\.A .... -,:,.~,.::~'C<.I'~j/'~ I":j/~:: ,:':·J;:(~C~ .. ~: 

• *" .... -, .... ~ ... --



.~ . , 
' . 

. , 

e· 

'e 

A.~"DIX B 

Pl;ig~ 1 of: 2 

~SE 'U)\D SUPPLIES 

'On!::c Cnzc ~u'Onl~* 

(mero) 

Northern Southern 
~ , Ca1.iforni:l C.:lirorni:l . 

R&:ORDED 

1972 ,2774 2679 
197) 2695 " 2566 
1974 23;2 2398 
1975 2319- 2252 
1976 2222' .. 2132 

'1!STltlIATm' 
. . , 

" .. _._.',' . 

1977 2213 2058 
1975 2Q60 19ZB 
1979 1966 1765 
19$0 1876 1636 
"9';'1 .J. "". 1804 15?/ 
1982 171.J. w.e"; ~ 
19$3' 1700 l"96/ " ,I ~ ,. 

1904 1663 13:37~.' 
1,/85 1653 J..."?S7 :,: ': 
19S6, ' lJ..53 1236::: 
1987 

' ' 

UkO 1169':': 
1985 1125 1l31:· :: 
1989 1076 1088: 
1990 922, : .. 10:34 

* Base CnGe SupplieD includc 8uppl1e5 tr~ tr~d1t1onGl ~~rce6 
plUG expected. ~ul>plemcntal gtlD trom,solid. V(lnu" 'converI51oc.; 
the Rocky ,MOl.Ulte,1n3 a,cc1' Federal ofrshore Cal1:'orn1.a. " 

•• ,~j ..... '... " r~, ,' •. 
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BASE LOAD SUPPLIES 

Potential Supplemental Supplies * 

(MMcfd) 

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA 

Prudhoe Canadian 
Year Bay Mexico A15er13, Indonesia So. Alaska "Bubble Gas" - (MMcfd.J .. · 

T'''' .. 

1979 1 
1980 11 
1981 59 
1982 75 
1983 86 250 
1984 200· 93 175 250 100. 
1985 200 100 174 250 200~.:·· . 
1986 200' 111 185 250 200: 
1987 200 129 209 250 200' 
1988 200 119 211 250 200· I 

1989 200 121 215 250 200' . 
1990 200: 134 230 250 200'. 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

1979 7 
1980 42 215 
1981 160 215 
1982 190 215 
1983 ... 2'2'1; " ' ..... ', 250: 215 
1984 400 ... ·2'28· '.' 3:07:'" 25·0· .. .. . 10()' . 215 
1985 400 23:7 ' . " .. , ·3:13·'···· .·250 ··.200· .... 215 'r ' .. .. . .. , 

1986 400 243 311 250 200 215 
1987 400 25·0 2'96 250 200 215 
1988 400 2'65 291 250 200 215 
1989 400 265 285 250 200' 215 
1990 400 262 269 250 200 215 

* Does not include short-term supplements that may be acquired from 
gas supplies temporarily surplus to the needs of others .. 
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?h.r;e '2 01'.3 

I~A'!URAl., CAS RlXltr.tRE~'1'S 
. , ... ',. ,. , , ~ , !. 

Cold ,ioJ,.~.-t.h_ !e3%' 
". " .. 

(lo!Zo!C!d) 

: .1E=: : ?l+f'~ : r~ : p~ : ?4 : 'l'o::..ll : 
:,. 

~~~ Cal:iior.u'li. 
- - . ." 

... 
1977 1,112 151. lS4 2l,2 1,692 
1976 l,ll~ 154 l04 242 1,695 
1979 1,lZ$ 151.. .. 2()3: 242 . 1,72Jv: 
1980 1,119' 154 20;: ~6":. 1,712 

1981 1,130 J,5~ 203- 236 .. 1,72)., 
19$2 1,10: 1,4 ~ ~0.3: 2)6' ;' 1,734: 
198,. 1,lS~ 154 203 236.: ~. 1746' . , , 

1984 1,172 154 20;: 2;36· 1,769 
19~$ 1"lHe: 154 Z03: 236 

,0, 

1, 78l, 
' •• I" 

19&J· 1,201. 154 20,. 2%, 1~7r7. 
1987 l,VJ. 154 ~O> 23-0: " 1,.elJ.. 
19ee J.,2;9 151. ~C3- 2:36:' , 1,8)2 
19~ l,2;:~ 1.54 .. ~~ 

23'6, .: 1,847' 
1990 l:ZJrj 15!~ 2;;6,:: • 1,~2 , .. 

SO\!'t.hern C:.1.i.~o~ . 
"r ..• ··.'· .. , ...... , 

1977 1",9 l48 281 lJ..I.." 2,102 
1975 1~5Q6 l4$, ' ? ..... m,'" , 2,1:40: ... J.;J-
1m 1,574 J).J!' 31> ll3, ,',', 2,l4t 
1980' 1,5et :u.s 309, m:', , .. 2,151 

" 
. ;' .. ' . ~ 

1981 1,600 lI..8 :;09 113, . 2,l70 
19~'2' 1,619 u.e, 309, ~,":' 2,189 
19$3, l.,0)9 l.4S ,os. l.l:4 .' , - 2,209 . . 

1984.' 1,65e l48 :' 308. llS: :, 2,7..29 
19S5 1,671 l4S 307 llS: , . 2,~7. . " 

1986. 1,'/03 l4$ '}Cf7 1l5, 2,27; 
19~1 1,730 148 306 115- ' 

... 
2,299 

198$ 1,756- ll,£', 3~ l.tS. ' '" 2,326: . , 

1989: 1,78" 14S., 305' ll6' ", 2,:352' 
1990, l.309 l4B,' 305: lJ.()'." " 

2,~7..8. ,'- f·· 

" ~. " ' ,-, . ',.,-' ..... '.,:: " 





A.57626 et a1. /km , " "'.' '·l .... ~·.o;"" ,:' • . \ .................. ,' """, 

APPENDIX D e······ __ · .-... ,,, ... ~ ....... " ",--_."" .. --··-··-·-·~---·~-'··---·-~-'-P.ge-]:-of··49"--""·-"-'----~ .......... ".------

1" • .',. :~.' J ... 

FINAL REPORT EVALUATING AND RANKING LNG TERMINAL SITES 
• "-,I'. 

'" "'", .... " 
.. '"", ,I,} 

.• ,,~:. "','-.,.',/! Ij, .... ".,.' 

.. ",:.' " .' ~', ,~ 

',', 
. . ~"I' '''l' '. ' , • ""',.." 1, .,' . 

.,111 .... \, " .... 

". " ... '"~ •• 1. , 'II.:.!.:", .. ~·i'''.I·· ",,' 
"t, .. ,' •• 

On May 24. 1978. the ca1ifornia Coastal Commission adopted tne fol'owing . ~ 
r~nkins of potenti~1 LNG tel"lTlin~l sites: /:: 

,... ...... : ; .' , 

1. HORNO CANYON on C~mp Pendl eton in San 0, e,90 COU.nty where a. . ",-'';' ':', < ..... . 
terminal would have the .1e~st adve·l'"$e~·:'f.rripacts::.oricoas.t:a.'12.:reso'u:rc.es. ' 

w.· " 

2. RATTLESNAKE CANYON in S~n Luis Obispo County. <:~':.'.>:':::':' 

3. LITTLE COJO near Point Conception 1'n Santa Barbar~ County·~>.'.: >,.,:., . 
4. OEER CANYON in Ventur~ County where' a terminal would r.ave:··the' 

most overal1 adverse impact on coastai resources. ;:~:.,:.'. 

The COImIission e'iminated'·a·~fi'f.t,,1.tcs1t,e::;a:t·:CAS YA~:i~Sal!.ta 8ar.b.~'~~." 
County (Fi gure 1). due to the recent1 y ... con~; rmed.presence of .. .a small' .- " 
active earthquake fault passing through-,~the- s5te-:-:-A s"m,"Ta·r":fa'u.lt. 'h'as 
been identified at the LITTLE COJO site .... wh'i'ch is.'nevertheless:.r.eta'ined 
in the ranking because the LNG Terminal 'Act of 19:7 requires' . that: the 
Comm'ission rank the site seiected by 'Western LNG 'Terminal Associates 
in its appHcati·on.:~to,the:,Pub'ic Uti1it,'es' COrmlission' (PUC).:.· . .' '. 

' .. " . ". , .. ~., ... ~._-"'. ', ..... ,'''':., ." . .. ~ ...... ,.,;""'-'--~:.'. ~"'::"~..;.. .. ~' .6· .:: . .' . 
The Cormrfss;on aiso.'adoPted ·.th:i,rty;';one- tennS"··and...eond:itionS, de's'f.gned 
to minimize adverse::LNG·:terminal.impacts ~ ,at·.any. of, the-:-:'s'i'tes.·.on re
creation. naturalresou'rces', 'public views and other' resources protected 
by the pol .. ktes ... o"'·the Ca·lifornia Coastal Act of 1976. The Corrrniss~on 
is requir.edto·.submi.t a site ranking witl\ reeO!'llnended conditions to the 
PUC by:·May-,'3l- •. 1978 •. ' The PUC must then reach a decision On whether a. 

.... pe,nnit,shou1d 'oe' granted,-' for construction and operation of an LNG termina1 .. 
,at ·one.of the sit~s~bY:'Ju'y :31.1978. .-. ':',. ':'" 

" '. i • '" , \ •• : .. . r-" . . ,-

It· h~s be~n diffi"cu1t'to identify POSSi,b1e.::onshore LNG~ermi'~a1 sites on the 
'. ,1.100 milo long Ca1ifornia coast. The 'Corml;ssion evaluated 82 possible Sites. 

inc1uding 18 nominated·.by the public. and retained only five as potentially 
feasible Sites for.·f.ur:ther study and ranking .... Adverse wind, wave and' fog 
conditions. nearbY",urban 'areas, earthquake<faults and rugged land ru1ed 
out most of the .co~s.t ... for siting potentia1.ly hazardous LNG terminai 
oper~tions. Seismic· evaluations of the>1'ive sites resulted in discoverin9 
sma" active surface faults at two of them. and such faults may be found 
at the other sites after additional eva1uat10n. 

, . -----."I,'r ,1 • ....... , ... ~ 

..... -'-... -.... "-.---., .. "....---~--.----............ ~.-. ----------_._. ---._-------_._---
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The COIT'rni ss ; on contrc1cte~ wi th a number::"of 'cons-ulta nts-to-aS-$~·S't-fn-'-
technic~l evaluations of the sites, and correspondence has been rece~veG 
on the site ranking from ITI4ny feder~l and sute c1gencieS;t,,,env,i.rO!lrnent"i 
9rou~s, surfers t property owners t Wes tern LNG Term; na" "As'soc'f c1 tes-"a'n'C 
other interested parties. The Corm:ission he1d four.'Pub1:ic- heat):M95:.'in 
A:lrn near" the sites, to be rank.ed and ree.eived ':tes,time.ny "I"Om.A!~~re:, tna~l 
150 grOU:lS and 'i.nd:;v'idua).s.. , A final pubH.c /'Iea.ri,ng on. ,ttd:s "r~ort, .w,,~ 
held in l.os Ange1 eson May '1S t 1978. T.ne ·Pl"Oces·s· .e.~tab:l ;:shedby. :the 
LNG Terminal Act for. i dent; fy'fng • eva , ua.t fng., and rankingsi·tes. :.by ~tne 
Coas~' COll'l'niss10n has been an open Publicproc:ess. The record contains 
over 2000 1 etter:s and ,reports. corrmentin9 .on·ali, aspec.ts ,o.f,;:the .s~ te ran k ; n9 process" .'" ," '". "",". "" . 
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II. TERMINAL SITE RANKING AND FINDINGS 
'. " 

' •. ,. ' '. ': • " ,.J .~ ',':: 

,', "') , .... - •• > 
A. s~rtei Ranking: -

The Coasta"'Co~iSSion lIdOI;ts ':the "o"ow'f~g ~~nk~;g~:f~~"'.pOSS~b1e-''-. ~:'.-
LNG terminal s,tes., The, sites are ranked- in. order . ..: ,s'tar.t,'1ng:'wi.th·the site 
where LNG terminal const:ructi.on and operat'ion; wou1d" have, 'the~ 1:east :a'dverse 
impactsoT'\ resources'protectedoy the policies. 0", rthe.CaHfornia· Coastal 
Act of 1976. and, ending: with :the s';te. having' the, most. ·adverse·, imPacts:: 

I.' HORNO 'cANYON ;;" 'Camp 'P~ndl~to~" i'~' 'san~ 'OiegOcojnty" . : "~',"" ,~~ 
2. RATTLESNAKE CANYON in San ~uis Obispo County 

3. LIiTLE COJO near Point Conception in santa Barbara County 

4. DEER CANYON in Ventura County 

The Commission removes the LAS VARAS site in Santa Barbara County fro~ 
the ranking due to the recently confirmed presence of a sma11 but active 
earthQuake fau1t on the s1te. A similar fau1t has been detected on the 
LITTLE COJO s1te, and the PUblic Ut~'ities Commission and federal Department 
of Energy may not be able to approve this site given this seismic ~roblem. 
However. because this site was se1ected by the applicant Western LNG 
Terminal Assoeiates and must be ranked by the Commission, it is retained ~ 
in the ranking. recognizing that it too may be e1iminated from the ranking 
by the PUC or Oe~~rtment of Energy. 

s. Fi~dings on S1te Rankings 

The Commission adopts the fo1lowing findings and declarations: 

1. The Coasta1 Corrmis,sioT'l Has a Limited R01e in the LNG Project Decision. The 
LNG Termina1 Act of 1977 de1eted the Coasta1 Commission's permit authority over 
the construction and operaUon of california's first LNG terminal. Under 
the Ca1ifornia Coastal Act of 1976, the Coastal Commission had the author~ty 
to approve or deny an application for an LNG terminal on the ca1ifornia 
coast. The LNG Terminal Act rep1aced the Commission's permitting authority 
w'ith a more limited role. to determine by ranking. which possible LNG ter
mina1 sites would have the least adverse impacts on the Objectives of the 
Coasta1 Act and to submit that ranking to th~ Pub1ie Utilities COl'!'l'l'lission 
(PUC). That Commission has tne exc1usive state authority to make the 
deciSion on whether to approve an LNG project. based on overall consideration 
of the public health. safety, and welfare. The LNG TerminaY Act does not 
a1'ow the Coastal Commission to make a finding that an LNG terminal is-;Ot 
needed or adversely affects public welfare and therefore Should not be per-
mitted. ' 
The Commission recognizes that the project has nationa1 energy po1icy ~ 
implications •. and that the level of gas supp1y affects the State's ,., 

.. , 
~ 'j. 
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economy and :env1ronment .. : In '~aen~n9it$ f'inal""dedsion "on'~the"1'oc~t;on 
of an' LNG ~.tenn·fna.1- .. :thePUC 3s<.theState agencywn l' ct!· ,wfH :-~f 9h"~thes'e 
other. f~ctors ... Md"'w11l ~p..-esent 'the. s.tate Of' Cal i'forn:'f.~(in· "the fedcre1 
Pl"Oceedi'n9~ on:::this.'projec.t.: . -'~ , , . '-: .. ' ,,::,'~. :'::--" .. : 

" ,I ". ",' " . I ' "' .~'\:'~' ' .. ~ : ~' ,~I~ ..... 

2. All LNG Term~nal atArl $it~ WillCau$e Serious: !m a·cts,·,to"·Co'ist'il 
Resources. he Corrrn,ss,on inds that a ter an eva.uat,on o. potentia~ LI\ .. 
tel"lTl;na' sites 'aJ ong:the 1.100 m11 e~,1ong.:caHforn'fa.coas.t.and-4.f-ter.· in. 
te1'lsive eva' uations of five: '01' those sites .:..·tnel"eOis,,·no.'._PQs.s.'f.!>1-e-·refiote 
onshore termina1·site· tnatwou1d notcause .. majoradver.se,:·:'fmP4ets.:~to,.natur~l 
mar; ne 'andwi1 d1Heresources t pub11c"recreatfon,area's, a'nd :ott'H~r':':T'eSourcc) 
protected 'by the~ca1iforn'fa COastal :Act'of 1976. Condi'·ttons'·'fmpOs~;on 
the constructi.onand O'perationof a 'terminal: at'~each sfte:would he1 p"re~ 
duee. but will not "e 1 ; mina te; these ',adverse'f~acts. ,The 'ma'rfne ~erivi'ron~ 
ment in these 'remotecO'asta1 'areas :w11'·be·d'fsturbed by ·mas·s;ve·cO'nstruction 
act; vities p 'inc' udfng'trenchfng ~ b'f:asting, 'and ,pile -'dri'v;:ng .- .. Regtllar LNG 
t~nker maneuverings, fue1 oi1deiiveries, :·and·.tug and Hne ..b~at :act,iyity 
.,."" continuously ;:ntrude·nO'ise'and aet'fv,ty ~ntoareasused"by ·see.bi!"d~ 
and malm'la'S, 1'nei ud·1ng· 'the ··Ca Hfornfagrey whales.' .Onshore~· :beca'us'e~'al1 
sites arererrote andrelati,vely undisturbed"an I.NG termiM:1 w'fj'F alter the 
char.acter 0'1' the ·aT'ea 'andd'isturbva1uablew11dlffe pO'pulat:fons.:· .... ' The 
CO'rm; 5S ion urges the' Public UtfHti es' ComnfssiO'n to'give ,·thes·e· ad,VeTSe im
pacts heavy weight in ,its dec1s·iO'n whether to,approve~the'"prOPosed>{NG pre. 
ject. .' ",' •.•. " .. :.: .. :. . .•. :.. " ... ~~':._r.-~~~'~,~:<;': 

3. The Safety of LNG Operat'fons Rema~ns Uneertai 1. Section 5552.0'1' ,the l.t\G 
Termi na 1 Act or1977 states 1 n part:: .... ·...,.::, ___ _ .... > ... ~:_"".::~~:_' __ ~ '. . 

. "The L;eg'f-slaturefurther' firids·4nd. dec:lar:es, that ... cur.r.ent::uncerta i nt i es 
about tne safety ~of 1i:quefied'~natural,:gas.: requ·;·rethat:the,singTe: 
term; nat ·authorized'· 'by ·tn 1 s 'chapter be 1 ocated~ at a: :s:f.te :r~te: -from 
human poPu'~tion 'in ordert~ provide the maXiJrum possi'b1e" protec,fion 
to the 'pul>1 ic aga.'fnst,the·,poss:i:bil1:tyof· acc·fdent." . , ~ .. '~:',;, .. ~ 

• -4... ' \,,' ' .... •. 1 ..... , " 

To implement .th'ispol'1.cy ~ .the Ac.t l1mi;ts. tne ·.popu1a.tiO'n: c!ens.'f:ty" w1t~fn one 
and four . miles of..a tcmina1authorized',underthe Act.~ . TO: further mfn~mi%e 
ri sics, from.·' LNG terni na lopera. t'{:ons.~. the Act ·a.lsorequi resthe~ 'Pul>l"fc"'Ut i' it i es 
Contniss.ion to adopt regu1:ati ons. gOVerning' the ,safety' and:'eonstrueti'on~ O'f an 
LNG· termi.M1 and .,to, consult with ·.the O·;,v;>i~nl ofIndustria.ls.afety'~ and the 
Energy COr.:"lissfon·.. Atthefedera1 .1eve1,. the· Oe!)artment of Energy> reQuires 
an LNG t~':"'f"inal: opera,tor to,submi-t and recei,ve, approval~f a:" Final: Safet.Y 

. Ana1ysis Report- .pri"oT' ·to operatior, of the-terminal, and:safet'y: requ1lrements 
of tho U.S. Coast Guard, the Offi~e of Pipe1'fne Safety OperatiO'ns. the 

. Occupa ti ona 1'. 'HellJt~;. arid~ Sa:fety ' . .Jni-ri5 strati on:,·_and·:·otheT;'.'fed'era 1· agen,c'i es 
mus.t a 1.sO' be me.t:..· .. :. .: .:' .,' . ..' '" . , .' '. :.' : ,. ;: ': :. :~c ... 

,"( • • •• "' " • oj. , .' ,':=': :, .... ;', ':.. ',,"1 ('1,+ -: \ 
• '" ~. k " 

The .COImIissiO'n tnerefore. fi.nds that·:the. 'majorstate cons'f:deraMon:,01''''the 
saf.ety'factors: ,:in:L.;NG 'terminal sit'i ng·"deS'i,gn,. and: operation,' haS'·;been~: 
addressed' in ·the~ legis.la.ti.onan4 aSSignee! 'to the PUC.:·Sinee the~,sa"'ety of 
LNG termina1and tanker operat'fons is not with.in, the' Conrniss1on,'S legislative 
jUT1'sdict10n. on1y limited: study' was m/tde of' these"safety issues and, the pos
sible consequences of LNGaceidents to people. property and natural: resources. 
However,. the Coamiss'fon has. serious concerns about the adequaeyof'rneasures 
to prevent and to cope with LNG accidents and about the researeh;:'undertaken 
so f4T' to pred,~ct the consequences of. LNG spills.' 11res.·. and,:vapor'~c'oud 
dispersion (see Sta·ff Hotes~. The CorrInission recognizes' a"decision,~on trans
'porting LNG to,california cannot wait until the completion of 10n9 term 
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research projects on LNG riskS. ' 'The cOmn~ss'ion therefore urges the PUC 
and . Department ·,ofEnergy,. ;·f they-approve "a termina'~;, to<develop':'stri'ngent 
safety regulati.ons and a, moni tori,ng' ,program ,to ·ensurethat.:.L.NG-risks~to 
people and property are minimized. regardless ofthe:"remoteness"-:,of':the 
terminal location. In addition, the COrTrTli.ss.ion '"urges ;the- Coast-,Guard 
to institute a program to inspect the L.NG vessels for strwctural integrity 
and other,sa.fety risks, for the life of the,ves:sel., , :',.>," ._:,'~ -: 

, ..... ," " .' ,. 
.~ ......... __ •••• c-'. 

4. The Basis for" the Site Ranking Is the 'Heavxweightingof Coastal' Act 
Policies on Recreation", Pub1ic .. Access, Protect,on of Natural Resources, and 
M,nimizing Adverse Development Impacts. The LNG,Jermina1Aet requ~res the 
COIl1T1,ss;on to base, its site ranking on findings apply~ng the po·lic;es" 
90als, and objectives of-Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act .. :Most:of:.these 
poiicies provide for the protection and enha.ncement·of~pub1.ic recreation 
opportunities ,andpubHc access to and 'along the ·coas,t. 'for the pr.otection 
of vall.1able mari,ne.and wildli'fe resources, and 'for.mrni,mizi,ng adverse im
pacts of coas~1...-developments on pub' icviews. ·and the :characterof.: coasta1 
areas. The Comnission has given greatest weight to, these, poli.cies 'in r~nk
ing the sftes. Less weight has,.been given to,theCoastaLAct'-poHC'ies pro
viding for consideration of tenninalcost-.and.safety 'd,i:fferences;7"at"tM s'ltes. 
Although the LNG Tenninal Aet,restricts 'the nl.mlberofpe't'"fTlanent residents 
and, workers in the termi na,1 area ~the Corrmiss,i on finds. that vis i tor.s ~ campers, 
andtrave1ers wi,th;,n fourm'iies of an LNG terminal ,and. -to a :"esser<:extent. 
~ople and property-beyond, four miles, maya·lsO' be:at·ri·sk. -t:r.om,-LNG:ac.cieents. 
Therefore the "remoteness" of the sites from tranSients, permanent:popula
tions. and nuclear power plants has been considered in the site ranking_ 

" ' •. ~ .r~ • i' y~ .;: 

a. . S~i,sm; c ·S;,ting Criteri·a. In· _Oecembe~ .. the ,Corrrnfss ion: put)1'i shed 
criteria fo~, evaluating: possible :sites· for.:3n tNG,tenn:i'nal'~ :The:~se~smic 
criterion stated that no:sit~ would be.retai.ned· :for::the:.;ranlC'ing'.i;f it were 
on· or within 5~feet of,'an,.aetive:earthquakeJau't .. ~?ub1:5c, COlIITIent empha
sized that this' standard. wa'S not conservati'.ve-enough ... ' Although :.Nuc1ear 
Regulatory Commission seismic criteria for nuc1ear power plant sitin9 are 
not direct1Y,applicab1e-,toLNG, term;nal~s, for purposes of .. compari·son·.~ the 
NRC does not, Hc:ense nuclear .power p1a1'lts that lie upon .or are5n close 
proximity to"capable" earthquake faults.' The$e are"defj'nedas thOs~ with 
movement' wi,thin the las.:t35,OOO years or multiple movementsw:ithiA-SOO.OOO 
years, •. The NRC general1y- cons.iders as ~not .suitable· :site$ located w,ith'in 
fi,ve mi1es of a surface capablef4ult ,longerthan 1 .. 000 feet..::, Or..aft:reg
u1ation$ of the Department of Transportation's Office of 'Pipeline' Safety 
Operat·ions would· also· prohibit '.LNG· termi'nal 'siting: nea~"b, .capable~'fau1t. 

~ • " ,,'" ! ..... .• ~ 

b.Seismi<: Safety Considerat"ions Remove LAS VARPs~ f~o~th~' ,Rink1~n9. The 
ColTl'Tlission authorized its geologic consultants to trench,the:L:as, Varas-site 
(Figures 4 and 5) to investigate a questionable surface feature. The 
trenches at that si-te .. confi'rmed the presence' of a small thrust'fa'ult··that 
apparently' has· moved' approximate1y ,three' feet' at SCln'le' time: .w:ithin:the' past 
30,000- to SO·,OOO years. L.NG storage tanks .and· other critical.·com?Qnents 
at a termina' would be in, close proximi.ty ·to: .this relatively youthful 
fau,1t (Figure.S) ... There is a very good possib~.1ity ·o1.'·s1m;,.lar:· anc! 'related 
geolog.ic features on. the site. Because of .the possi.bfli,t~,-of future"sur
face faulting, at this. s1,te. 'andin spi,te _of the-:lOW' pr.obabi-11tyofa';.fai1ure. 
the ColTl'Tlission has removed L.as Varas- from: further: cons1 derati:on "IS': an; L.NG 
terminal site to-'minimize' ris'lcs. to persons and- 'property..;;..- ,'this action is 
consistent with, the.' s1ting,cri.ter.'fapubHshed:1n . Oecember. •. "".::.':,:' 

... " \ .. ,' "",.' ... ,. . ... ... ~. 
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The relOOva 1 of 'Las Varas from' the.,r~nld.n9- 1'5. ·,do~eeven~tnOu9h:-:.the, c:Orrrn'f S~ 'f or.' s 
own consultantsbeHeve "tl'lat desfgn feattJres can -m1'n'fm1'%e-r1'sks,' dtJe::to sf,:rM 
face, faul tfng.' "The COIrmi ssion . bel ieves t~t 'it ~1's ·riot::prudent~to'l'OCl. to: 
such a large 'and' potentially 'ha%ardo,US :1ndustr.ial' :faeHtty..on'.,a ,sne w~tr. 
known recent f'atJl,ting. '. .,.' '.'::, ' ,".:~," :. ~_",:: 

• ~" _ j ":':",.' , • .. ' \.' • '~ ... , .. ' , " .' 0-

, ,.Little Co 0 'Mus't "Se Ranked Oesite Se,rsmi'c' Problems: "Rte'ent: infornll!'o 
tion presented bygeo 'og1sts'emp oy~' by the 'Ho1.l i.ster ~RAnch.~.an·d cO!'''~'l'''meG 
by the Corrrnfss'ion's consultants.indi·cates. that ·the LfttJ'e ,Cojo~ (~oi.nt 
Concept1on) site has' a faI.l1: .. (Figure 11) similar to.,.thAt ,found'a't'Las 
Varas. Apply1ng,thesamereasoning and caution, wh.ich caused:the,Com1s:;io~ 
to remove Las .Varas would 'a1so meanel1minat1ng :theLittle CoSo s1te from 
further evaulation. However, the 'L 1que'ffed' Natura1 Gas. Termi"nal Acf of 
1977 ?recludesthat ac,t1.on. Si'nce,1t is the applied'-fo~ '.sfte., .. ft>must 
be ranked by' the Coastal Comn1ss1on.I11t· weren~t,for t~e .,re.qu'frements 
of tne legislation. that specific site wo~'d no longer be' consfde!"~. 

Botn the PUC ·~and.the.1ederal.:Oepa.rtrnent of EneT"wJOOE)};ave "re~tJc.sted 
Western LNG ·Termina1 'As~oc1ates to "further ·evaluate-.. tne~se·i'sm1'c 'Mza'rds 
at tne L ittl e'Cojo '·site. It:1s' pos~:1bl e, .after'mOre· eval:uat1:on',' ·te·rmi M 1 
design 'III'Ork. andposs.ibly sni1t1ngtl'teslte away 'frOm the 'fault -witl'l1n the 
same; siting area ~ that Western ',LNG Tennfnal Assoc'fates' could: convin'ce the 
PUC ~nd DOE that 1icensfng a term1na1'ttL'fttieCoj~ w()uid (be ;acc·e'Pt~~1e. 

~ '.,. - \ '. I • ~ .' ' "',' .,:" ... ,; • ' ,~, :.-

It is also possible that moredetaned seismi'cevaluat·ions'. 'inc1'udfn9 
trenching, at one~of the othl:!" three sites. i-"'ap.,r~ve(f; w1l''dfscover sr.'~" 
faults similar 'to those found atLas' Varas"and'''Lf:tle ·Cojo'. ;Ifth-eSe eol'l'rl'Or. 
fau1ts in ~Hfornia ·eoastal areas :area1so-<fiseoveredat otner:Sites. and 
if tMere 1s an overriding need for an LNG terminal site. a11 the sites, in
cluding Las Varas and .Li,ttle'.-Cojo,.shoul.d"be ree.vltlua·ted·,:to;:sel:eet· ... the one 
u pon~wh i chdes ;'9n .feat Llre5- can mi' n of mi %~ ,the 'rfs.l<.s::-'~Howeye.r~ "'a u:tno~f:za t ~ on 
to construct an LNG tenni,Ml on a :s.1.te .wi:th. an .. ae_t,iv~· 'suY1a-ee ;'(a.u~:t: nearby 
would be a significant departure from currently a·cceptec1.reg~,'a:tory)':practice. 

6. Adding FaCilities to a Terminal. 'The·Conrnission.·s'rnar1,time;'consu1tants 
indicate that Han ap~roved term+nal reaches the ma:ximum-:gas-;de1:·'{-very rate 
authori,zedunder tn\: LNG Term;:na" -.Act.l •. 3 b:1." ion.'.c,tJb;1,c. fee,t' per·',ddy. 
additions may be Ileec1ed ··to .the .tenninalto.,1.ncreasethe.re114b:i'Htyof LNG 
tanker bertnir'lg and un10ading (see Staff Notes) .:F'os~1:bl:e ;add·i:ti~ns: that 
migMt be cOi.sidered would inelude>d·fourth LN~ storage tank,· second· berth. 
or a bre~h!ater to protect the berthing area. In 'this' s~te ranldn'g"~ the 
Conrnission is. consideri,ng 'a:,breakwater only ·at the~Ra.ttlesnak~.~nyon site, 
and a breakwater·,.dt ·othe,r si·tes,par.t1cu~~rly·L '{·tt'e . Cojo.-;"wou:t·ck.l ower the 
ranking of suchs.ite...· , . ." , <': ~;~,,::-':,~,,;.~, 

- 'y '.' • '",. ,. ">- •• i- " .. - .. .' ~ ~ ... ~ .• ~.~ ; •• -, .. -L!.~.,I· 

.. The three opt,; ons· :forimPrO.v1.n'g.gAs, supply re' iabi"'{~y' ,thA:t.~ inv~' ve,,~ 
terminal -add·itions,are.not ,part .of-any appl.1cat10n..!here is .. no ./c/lear 
State- regulatory p'recess :f~r ,appro,ving·.,such add1.tionS: a·fter::.a: pe:nn~t':'is 
granted, under the LNG. Terminal Act.of 1977. If. pn;,posals .4re"ma~e:",in the 
future to· add facilities' tea tenn1nal.,a",1 atternati-ves and:,the1r.~ree 
of envi-ronmental 'damagesnouldbeevaluate<1.. The Comnfss.fon~ ur,ges:the 
lesis1atureand the PUC to develop·'a review and: appn;,va.'~,'proces.s· fo( 
terminal 'additions, an4 ·the Con1nission shou'd, have :Alfl!l.jor.;role, i.n: -:. 
sel ecting,an· :a1ternative and ·de.ve~.op1ng"te~ an~, cond .. i.t1on's: .... <:. :';'~: . . 

..... - 'I.,'.' " 

~. "" " ,'.., 
• ,I " .', ." ..-, ~, " _, 

'. ,'., ''''',. ',. 
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7. Homo Can on on Ca Peondleton 1sRanlc~d First ... The Conrni.ss~on··ranks e 
tne Homo, Anyon s,te on mp .~neton 91.1res ,ancL1j.f1rst.among tl'le 
four sites because construction andoperati.on ... of an ·lHG·terminaLthere would 
have the least adverse e.ffects ontheobjecti.vesorChapter30.f~the cal Hornia 
Coastal Act'of !976. The bas.isfor this ranking is· tna·t :a.Horno·.Canyon LNG 
terminal wouid have low advers.e impacts on public access. ~creation~ and 
natural reSources. and. wou~d.not ,be .inconsistent wi·th, 'most ·of the deve10?fT\ent 
poHcies ()f tneAct. l,t 1sT"an/(ed .first despi-te:statements<from ··the Navy 
and Mari'ne Corps that the s"ite would not be ava:f1able for an ~LNG ,terminal. 
because the mi11tary does notn·ecessari1y. ex·erd·se'fina.l, c:on.tro" -over the 
use offedera r property.. Federal property. is. not', .subject· .:to· sta.te .·author-
ized eminent domain proceedings. ... Constderation., of, 'nationa~ ,energy :priodt~es 
and a federal'LNG terminal si.t1n~, pol ;cY.tolo'cate· such, tennin'als,.where 
they wi" be least damaging to 'theen.vi'ronment:~hoWe·ver •. c()u,'d:;c:ause-
other officials in the e.xecut:f've branch·~.,f.nelud:i.ng' "the :Pie·si.den~t •. to- make 
the 'land, available:~ - -", : .... .. "- ., _ ~ ". _". ,~..' 

~ , -". • ,':' .<' .... • ." • • \ 

The Cormi.ssi.on ·recognizes tnat,unde~"both. the. federal: .Coastal.,Zone ~M,ana9emef'lt 
Act and -the' .Cal:t.fornia Coas~"-.Ac:t .,tlie·Cormissiort ·,does . not Iregulate,.' al'lds 
on thec:oastinfederal .ownerstr{.p • .' However~ thel.NG'T:ermi.~a,: Act o~ 1977 
express1ystates.:that the COIl'rniss.'!on ·shan study .. eva1.uate.,.·al'ld .. :,rank. "potentia' 
onshore sites 'for an .L.NG termi,na"" (Section ,.5oll) ,and, that uonshore", 'is 
defined as "any 1OC:Zltion, on' the mainland of-California .landward.of; ,the mear. 
high tide 1'!ne" (Secti'onS565). Thus the Ac:t requires an evaluation of a" 
potenti-ai sites resard1ess of: ~ite ownershi,p, :even :,though use,of-federal 
lMds fora, tenninal would have to be a federal decisi,on. Gfvel'l .. the smai1 
number of feas:fble,~i'i,tes. ·rema,1n·1ng after .. an,evalua.tion .. ofS2,:s1,tes,,·this e 
has ·turned, outto·.be.~a:p'ruden:t legi.slative,d1rective.:" .. ' ;: .... :::,.' .'; . 

• ~'.' .',,": .'I'~'. " ..... r:· 
Pub-He ·Aecess·and:Recreat'fon·; :A Homo-·Cal'l·yon ·tennina·'r'lioul(j· have;'more 
~averse impacts-'on coastA ,. recreation: and publ:;e' a'ccesS:'~tMn :a'··-Ra'tt1;esna Ice 
canyon 'or'Little eo:joterm'ina 1<a'nd'l ess adverse ;'mpact's' th~n :a~~··terminal at 

"OeerCanyon:. "<'",~:.,' ;."' .... :- .... , ... ": ...... :~ .:-'>' :., :<:;,,-':': 

'Pub1i'c "Aceess~:" The'HornouCanyons'~te js·ownecLand.;~used::byA:he -U.S. 
Marines and i·s not" open 'to 'the ptJblfe.' Vis5to.l"'!i can "reach~'it~by'wa'1king 
south along the:'b'each from ·San Onofre-"State Park, whien~extends':to'"!'bout a 
mile from the s'ite.'. but>'Marine 'patrols· prevent "public use:.' ':Recorrmerided 
conditions l'and: :18 W()u1d;'at a minimum,. 'preserve the existing"'pub"c 
access in the- ~rea, .. and,perhapS' increase i·t •. ' .... .'~ ' .. .'.. . .. 

r.. . "',., ',' .. ' ~ . '.I',' • ~' ~ , •• r' • ',. ~.~ .... 

,Recreation.' : The:term'i na}' S' 8700-foot " ong ··trestle would degrade the 
recreation ex~rience . for "some 'v;'s'ftors··at San Ono.fre'·S~te·Park.~but the 
most heavily used area of the park, popular for surfing; 'is :five mi:les from 
the site. and is divided by the large San Onofre Nuclear Power Plant. Boat
ing',from Ceea'nside' and San Clemente is' 'popular in; the·area:. and::tanlcer 
operations couid result in some·.restrict'ions.onboati:ng nea·r the-termina1. 
The OepaY'tment ofPa,.k$· and:Recreat'ion,ind:ica·teS:- that'on1y cl' ':Ratt1:es'nake 
Canyon terminal. of the-. other three-sites. would: 'c:ause les$ .. .adverse.~recrea ... 
tion impacts t~an a Homo canyon term'fnal.: In fact;, ·:the ·:Oepartrnent-did 
express hope that someday th'i's 'l~st majol"'b-lock. of :undeveloped"eObstal 
property in Soutt-Ien'! CaHforn'fa". campPendleton'~ might -t>e·a.p.ark tExhibit 
00502). Given the site's present 'use and:1ac:k'of ,ac:cess,,·however-;.~the e 
ConIni ssi on' finds A', Horno:canyon', tenn1'na1would' have 'a<l'owadver.se, :e1.feet on 
publiC: recreAtion opportunities if rec:ommended c:onditions are imposed by the 
PUC. 
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Marine EI'lVi~onment andtanc( Reso~;c~~~-::, ,.,' ':.:" ',: < .. ~- :, .. _. , 
.• "'. -. • , ~~ • 0.' '":~ '. '"",,,~.,: 

Marine Resources. A Homo canyon' I.NG tenniM1 'would have tOe least 
adver,seimpacts on marine resources protected by, .the·,PO.1,1:cie~; ~f"A:rtic:1e ~ 
Chapter3~ of' the Coas~1Act~ The lack of suitable- offshore', :r.o~k ,or reef 
bottom prevents the offshore area from sup~ort1ng more than intermittent 
Icelp bedsof<eompal'atfvely-1ow' importance.' A1thou9h"~he .. a,rea/supPQrts VE:T. 
good eormercial'and sport fisheries,.~rnost of, the':spec~es;'wh;ctva"'e,f'ished 
are not dependent··on nearshore features,~ such:'as'Ke1p:'bedsor 'rocky: reef 
areas. thatwQu,jd beaff'ected' by terminal c:onstruc:tion::and operation. the 
fishing eateh per unitof"effort·~islow. T~refore the,Oepartment'o'f Fish 
and ~me jl:Jdged the adverse impacts on marineresourcesas-1ess:S'fgnificant 
than at· th~ other 'three, sites (Apri!'·17. 1978;'''etterJrom'':Char' es::Ful1erton 
to the C~sta' COll'l'l'lission)...· ., -. _, __ ~"" . -,' " 

\ -~... • , :' .~'. ~J : .::. "'~,' t . , 

. Land Resources. Tneonshore w'f1dlife~resources :'ofthe"sfte."which con
sis': Of A naturalcoAstal'sageserub~corrmunity andare:of low:d,'iversity 
and abundance. are COlTl'nOn to the genera' area ~·Mnitaryactivities. 
mtinly vehie1e trave1 over the site. have affected the scrub communities. 
The·site 'is not'presently·inhabited by·anY'"rare·or'endangered species of 
animals or p1ants.a1thoughi.t is probably visited by' the ea1'iforl'l'ia brQw:'\ 
pelican. an endangerec1 specfes. and the white-tailed'kite. a'fully'protected 
species. The area ·is of re1ative1y 10w importanee to "rr.arine <bfrd and ma!lr.'~1 
populations. so the Department of Fish and Game' has conc1uded:that -'LNG 
faci1ities would' have the jeast adverse' impact ·o~ wHdlife spec'ies "of 
specia1concern .. than ,any other site. : ' - . ":' ' . : ,,'_': 

+ • '", ",;' I ... ,." ....... "I 

Archaeolo~l'ica"Resources., The State:Historic' Preservit'fon :Of'f'ice il'l .. 
dicates nO'cuttura1 and archaeo10gical resource~'are"'known:;'to.::'exfst at the 
site (Exhibit 00774). . ,',.: :., 

Land Useand.'Develoe.!nentPoHcies. The:'Camp ?end'eton M!!r,!ne::cor.p~ Base 
hasnel ped- to 1 imh urNn 'expans.ionfnto the1argest ,rema'fni'nfundcvelo~ed 
coastal area '1n' southern caHfornia.· The CoIl'l'l'li'ss1on,beHeves-that'open 
space is a desirable use of this l~'mnes'coastline'" 'an-d~1ts' 'conclusions 
on the si'ting of an LNG terminai should not be v1ewedasencour:a:gfng other 
kinds of deve' opment. The requirements of· the LNG Terminal'Act"could h~ve 
the effect of limiting possiblefuture·development within four'mile$ of tMe 
site. The lOO-acre site constitutes less··than .1~ of the"=Camp"Pend1eton ,. 
Marine Corps Sase and is not used for military operations. Testimony 
by representatives of' the U.S:., Navy and Mar;ne CorpS'ind1c:ates'-that a Horno 
Canyon LNG termiMl would" however,:eonf1ict with ampbibious.-mHitary 
training exercises considered necessary to mainta,'." 'nationahdefense pre
paredness (see Staff Notes). Th~ nearest beach at which amphibious landings 
take piace' is iess than' 2 ,miles south ~of' the site. ',butt"e 'Havy:~'1'ndicates 

, v~sse1 maneuvers·take place wh~,~etheLNG,tenn;'nal tr.est.le.,'wo,ut<f·be iocated. 
In addition. the Marines operate':a1rplane':fUght 'paths over.thes'ite. There
fore, if, an LNGtenninal is loeated at:thi's,camp<:Pend'l:eton,.s,i,te-~<vessel and 
aircraft maneuvering' are4S would ,Probably 'have·,to"be changed..:";",: 

"; "P' , ~ ~ '. . , 

Pub1ic Services. The Horno Canyon Site comes closest, given the pop
uiation restric~10ns in the LNG TeMminal Act, to meeting the coastal policy 
of iocating new industria' development in areas of existing industrial 
facilities. The site is readily accessible by an existing highway and 
railroad, and publiC services, including emergency medical fac:ilities. are 
nearby. Adequate electrical tranSlflission lines are within a few thousand 
feet of the site. 



A.57626 et a1. . . . 
~, " 

APPENDIXD. 
Page··14'.:of 49 

~iteration ot" Natura1 LandforTflS_, L i.tt'e landfonn alteration, wou1d be 
r~qu'red to prepare the fairly, level sit~. although'some-m1nima1"'offsite 
d,sposal of dirt may be necessary. 

, • • 1 V :~ 

Offsho~e construction Would' not req'u'fre,any"reef removal:orbrea~ater con-
struct, on.' '.' . '. '..' '.."" . -.. ' y 

" " . c. "' .. ,.', .. ' . "I. '-,' "' I', -,I, ".,." 

Pub1 ic Views. The relatively undeveloPed .and",oPen·;stretch::6f'~coast be
tween the san~nofre Nuclear"Power Plant and OCeanside provi,des:a,compara .. 
tive-ly uninterrupted .sweeping' view of the·ocean to:the·west and t:'ol1ing hills 
to the east alongheavi1y traveled Interstate 5. It provides visual re11et" 
from the highly developed Orange County-and San Oiego County-coastal areas 
and .. of thl! four sites. is viewed by tne most~op'e. ·Inxned·iately·adjacent 
to the southern boundary of the site is a scenic viewpoint on IS .. · A Horno 
canyon termina1 wou1d intrude a major industrial facility in the middle of 
this stretch of coast. A terminal would be less visually incompatible with 
the impOSition of condition 18, '~ich.requires· partially.undergrounded LNG 
storage tanks. but the.8.7OQ-foot long treste1.would·, be vi's'i'~1:e,·fT;"orn ImJch 
of the San OiegoCounty .coastal areas.. . ..',' " ."., .. 

Weighingth~ different impacts:on views ,:to and along the .C:oast.:at,,'the 
diffeT"ent sites ·is coml)1icate<1 andsubjecti:ve. ·While· the·view·along camp 
Pendleton's coastal terrace provides a sweeping .vista-for. Inters'ta·te 5 
drivers. the. terrace itself is generally fiat and not spectacular •. By 
contrast. the view of the coastal terrace at Litt)e Cojo,is·spectacu1ar • 
with bays and curving bluffs along the shore. and ravines.dropping·to sandy 
beaches from the steep canyons of the Santa YnezMountains~ However this 
Little Cojo view can be seen only by fortunate residents and visitors to 
the private .Hol1 ; ster and ,S;,xby Ranches and those 'whO··Cl!ln.reach tne offshore 
area by boat. while the. camp Pendleton v'tew is":s'een-~~by::60;;to .80.000 drivers 
a day. ' . - ~ :.: .. '" .' ':. ,':' ~ 

Remoteness., i~he. risks to populationconcentratil)l"Is associated wi.t/'t a Horno 
canyon.termi.nal seem ,rough1y-comparabl'e to:tenninal:s 'at:the·other-.'S"ites 
except at Litt1 e·Cojo •. , the· most distant 's.i.te·frocn, urban ":areas. : .. The nearest 
permanent populati.on concentrations to Horno C<lnyon"are.at least ten mi1es . 
away .. at Oceanside and San Clemente •. Some Marine barracks:.may have;to be 
relocated to meet population density standards within four mi.les~of the site. 
As with the Rattlesnake canyon site. and unlike the other,:two·.s>ftes. a 
nuc1ear power' plant is about five ,miles .north of the .. sUe, (see Staf.f Notes). 

, , ""."" .',. 
• . ' ~ ... ,.:: .. ' ~ ',. 1 ,""", !. -. ': .. ;.' 

The Horno:Canyon'site 1)rovides· the ,opportun.1ty for LNG,. ta~ker:~t,.affic 
to travel "outside the- Santa' Barbara' Channe1 . shipping -'anesshou1d;:,the 
Co~st Gu~rd determi ne that'such, a' route- l>rovi des greater: safety~'.' : 

, , • .' < • '. ,.~. ,'" :,.,.~,- .:,.~ 

Cost. The ?ub1.i:c Utilities ColTInission indicates that construction~'costs at 
'HOrno Canyon would be 'comparable : to thoseatL ittle"Cojo, ~which.:iS'.'currently 
estimated as, costi.n9aboutS47S~5min10n. Termi.nal constructi¢n':at both 
sites'would ,eostabout~:S250 .. 300 milHon less ·than:at.Ratttesnake·'and Deer 
Canyons ... ·The : Horno.,.Canyon .cost:would ,be comparatively'low because'the site 
is on a level coastal terrace and no brea~ater would be required. 

'. .,:' .:, . ._" _ < , .~, _ ~.:~' : .. ': _: .. '" .• ' :.: :- ". _ .,; :', -:: " c 
"" __ ~""'.""."·~4' _" .. ' .• -.... _-_......... .. 

. .J, .... ~;' _:'"'\ •• , . " :'- .... /" .: ,";( .. " :'~,l ":,; ,:':.;~, ,",::,: -: .~- 1<1 

" ,., ,. " .:' ~: - ", :", '," . " 

.. . , 
'. " ~ .... . 

." I','~'./ ... .' .. ' 
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.. '. ".' ...... ,-_ ........... -~ .... -':., -_ .... -- •... ,- ._--_ ... - ............ ,-.... _._ ........ _--. 
S. Rattlesnake Can on is Ranked Second"., The ' Comni,ssi'on .. fi nds th~t 
t1':e R:tt1.esn~k:e canyon $1te igures IInd"g') wou'd'ha-ve'-tne.se~ond .. , 

, least. adverse 'impacts on the objectives ofrl Chapter 3 Co~sta1 "Act 
policies. The bas-is, fOT..'.~this':ran,k'fng is tMt construction ~nd 'oper
ation of M LNG terminal-.;.at Rattlesnake Canyon woy1d have the leas"t'-, 
adverse impacts on-,pub1ic'access and recreation and would not be in- " 
consistent wfth most of the development policies of the Act. It is '" 
ranked second, bel ow Horno,~Canyon, primari iy because of the adverse 
impacts on Mtura1 marine and w;1c11ife resources~ which are more d1verse 
and abundant than at Horno Canyon and Deer Canyo~t but less than at 
Little COjo. Other adverse factors contributin9 to the second p1ace 
rank.ing include n'k.\jor ,a1teration of the offshore reef area by con-"", 
struction of a breakwater, an increased construction cost, accord,i.ns, '" 
to the PUC, of about $350 mi1 1 ion above, the Homo Canyon cos.t',1>0'tentia1 
damage to archaeo1ogical resources, and the .. ,gen.erally~mor.e· severe fog, 
wind. and wave conditions. ,If the PUC approves thiS". site instead of 
the first ranked Horno Canyon site, there would b'e an overall moderate 
increase in adverse im~ac!s~o:'! Co;stt.1 Act obj,p.,c,tives;-

"" ,.'" ' .... 
"-,' 

Pubiic Access and Recreat.·\o'rl,. The CormdSSi,on' finds that adverse impacts 
of a ~tt'esnak.e Canyon terminal on pub-1.i,,~access and'~ecreation wou1d 
be the ieast significant of <the four siteS:.;; ...' 

'." .. ~'UbHC Access. Pub".c acc~s to the' area is Proh~:bited by::a 
PG&E guard station which provides se'cur;lty for t~e Diab10 canyon ~:Nuclear 
Power Plant. Whi1e the other three sites.-;have sr:.ndy'-beac,hes',:at: the 
base of bluffs, theshore-,be1ow the ,bluffs at.tt,.;.s" site ;s ~teep':and 
rocky, without a beach. and'inaccess:f.bre:' ,r'" """ :,.'.' 

"c •• ,~ ____ ::'"~~ 

Recreation. The':Oepa~n-t"Of Parks and Recreation concludes 
that, of the four sites" this site would be"the least disruptive ,of 
ex'f.sting ~rk units and proposed development:'and acquisition,. Montano 
de Oro State Park is ,~ mi1 es north of the site, and Avila ~ach 
State Park is about ~m;'es southeast. The terminal wouid not be 
visible from either park or otheNise affect their use. with the 
exception. of increased construction traffic', on the Avna Road. 

~ tlial"ine E~~ironment and'Land ~sources. 1- 0
' ',' 

," 

. ",.-,. ... "..... '., .J~: "'\ 

," ",Ma ri ne Re'sources~ The Oepllrtment of Fi sh and Game concl udes.'.....' ,::. 
and the Corrmi ss:ion finds, that marine resources at Rat't,tesnake ~nyon' :-3. 

.. are very sensiti,ve, second only to those at Little Cojo. '.', The near$hore;' 
environment Supports diverse 4rId abundant marine Hfe, attho,ugn the'\, ~. 
repopulation of the area by the sea otter h~s depleted historic abalone 
and sea UT'chin fisher'f.es. Some kelp is present, and:the.'site aT,'ea ", 
suppOrts eo nrnerci a 1 and, sport fisheries for finfish."'espe·cially 'rockfish;' 
The area"is impo,rtant,"to marine birds and manrnais SinCe nesting and''-....-
rest1ngareas ,for cormorants. sea 11ons, and harbor sea's are nearby. "'/ 
and these wou1d>:be disturbed by construction activities and tanker 
operationS" offshore. :" 

"' ' ...... ~."~."' ............ -~ ... · ... --._ ................... ~ ... _.L ____ ... _ .... _. __ ._ ..... _ ... , ....... ,_. __ ...... _ ..... __ . ____ ~"" __ .. _, ....... __ . ______ . ______ _ 

.oJ' .... ~_' 
'r,' " r", 
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. 'Land Resources. The· Oepa rtment·, of 'Fjsh :and Game'~c:onclu4es>that ':~. 
adverse" .impacts on ',natura 1 resources' of'·a. tenni na,' at ~tn.1y-s1te:"wou.j~~ ....... ,_", ... ,.~:. .' 

. be mores1,gnificant. in general. than l\.t Homo canyo,{ ancr~Deer Canyon~~<, .'" 
and less s.igni fi cant than at'L ittle.Coj<>.Onshore;' the s'ite oft,self " 
is 'being cu1t1vated for bar1~y and snow peas. but, a":goodri,pa'r'tan~," 
corrrnunity of p'lants and animals.: a10ng Pecho Creek~wou'd':be-"una'void-
ably altered by construction. Introducfng:j,ndl.lstrja1:'ae:t,ivity onto 
this section oft~rrace in front .of~:the'gra%ed bl,(t:"-re1atively undeveloped 
Irish Hil1swouid dfsturb'th~ valuable long-'term ... wl1d1ife resources. 
Whi1e condition 7 would'm;,nimize disturbanc'e:to natural resources 
at .this site, the major·d1sturbancefi.;due"'to' the intrusion of industria' 
act5.vity,' with bright 1ights,r,'n01se. and equipment movements which " .... 
cannot be prevented. .' , , ,or" 

.' ,~ , ," . 
. ,.' ,. 

Arcnaeo10g1ca1Resources;·· The: State Office of Historic Preservation 
considers this s.1,tethe least preferred ... ;because at 'least four Chumash 
archaeological sites'1isted on the Nationa1. Register of Historic Places 
and" a possible ,prehistoric period eeremon1al shrine are', located on the 
site (E:xhibit 00774). This factor contdbutes to ranking this site 
beiow Homo,' CanyO'n, but it dO'es not cO'ntribute in a major"way to making 
it less adverse·;:than Little Cojo'or .. OeerCanyon. since those sites 
a'so ha veaT'chaeO' 1 09; cal resources, .though of . somewhat 1 es.s· s i 9n if; ClJnce. 

.... ~ " 

.. ' '..... ,'I 

Land Use'and Development Policies • 

.. 'Character of the Area. The Rattlesnake Canyo'~ site is on an 
isolated coastal terrace which is currently in agricultural use. 
Development plans have been discussed to take advantage of the scenic 
quality of the area. The character cf this stretch of ccast. however, 
has been altered by the ccnstructio~ of the DiablO' CanyO'n nuclear 
power plant about four mi1es north O'f the site and the cO'nnecting 
transmission lines and access road. 

Public Services. The availability of roads. utilities, and 
other faci 1 ; ties is a factor contl"1but~ng 'to ranldng.Ra.tt1esnake 
Canyon above Little 'Cojo and Deer,Canyon. The eO'asta,1 te.rrace·rarea· 
has already experienced a major constructiO'n prO'jeet~ the Diablo 
canyon Nuclear Power Plant~ and a bargeter.m'fna1. he!avy duty road,' 
electric transmission lfne.corridor, ,seeur'fty fences·.and'O'ther<.;. 
facf1it·ies are a1ready in place to serve the site • 

. Alteration of ~tural tandforms. _Con,str:uct;on of .. a large. _ '" 
6.700-~oot long breakwater cffsnorethe'site would 'be"a:: si~'ff1cant 
alteratiO'n to the rocky nearshore area. The rock breakwater would 
go over Santa Rosa Reef to, Westdahl Rock, and some blasting and re-

. ,-". ~ ,. "' ,-..... ..' 

moval of offshore reeks and reefs may be needed to insure safety 
for LNG tanker maneuvering_ After construction. however ,the:'Oepartment' -' 
of Fish and Game indicates .th~t ,the effect of the breakwater: on ... kelp.. ",,'~:,.' 
fish. and invertebrates would not be adverse.5ince-"the;br.eakwater~~'·.::·;,,~:::'':
wou1d provide substrate habitat for these:or9anisms.~"Theref.ore·the •... ,''',<':;;
~reokwGtej wo~ld·be-~,'major .. ·physfca"'·~landfO'rm alteration but~not" "',_; : . 
necessarily a .major naturall"tsources habitat alterat'ion;·thus~ this 
'factor"do~-"not"contri'bute--to-'chang1'ng'-the--seeond-p''''ace-ranIc'fng-of--'--'-" 
this site. 

, " 

• 
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ConstruC:tion·onshore.,at the "site '{tself would :~~Po~s.ibie~with,;~~ ~:>. 
nearly. ba~.,aneed .. cut,'"~nd ~:.fi II :apPrOach. ':mi.nimi'zi,ng the.,need ~for '-o,ff~. - . 
s i":.e 'remova 1: of ': d'i.~ :b1·~trucks.~, ' ... :' .. ,., ~ ': ~ ',~,,, . ~ .'::: ~ . .::; ~:.: ,~:~ '.: >:' .. : 

Public Views •. Th'e' ;ite';s ~ot 'vis'ibre -t~:the' P~b1 it ~c~~~'e :".~ 
it is in the PG&~.restri cted .ar.ea ,on "the ,':otber ,.,si,dt,·of, the~lr.i.sl'J )01-1.1.1 s 
from, Port San ,~Lui s..and :Av'ila Beach: This ,'contr'i,butes', to" a ',b i.gl'i-::ranld,ng 
for tne·site~ ,althoI.l9h,tl'le,.trest1.e .. ·br.e~kwater .. 'and LNG:tanker..operations 
wOl.li d be vi sible ,.'''rom ten' or more 'miles, .. away ~,at, Pi'smo 'Beach "arid ~the,:' 
recreation areas ,along the ·southhalf.,of, San::Lu~,s'Ob'is?o~Ba~<' ,,",,~:,,:, 

" . . ,,' ~ . ..' ~ ,,' t. .' 

Remoteness. The,s; te ; s~s im'i1ar.' 'fn,.remoteness a"d:,~pote"tfa 1 risks,~ :, 
to people and prOperty"as, the Oeer ,and.,Hor.no Canyon~sites "and . iess.~,,:, 
remote than' ~ itt1e Cojo." The ~tt1'esnake Canyon,"s1te' itse1 f. is', somewhat 
shielded from Port San Luis and: Avila Beach by ,the Irish 'Hnls~:but:.. 
San Luis Obispo Bay wou1d have no such 'protection from an'ace;'dent·'~'· 
at the berthing faci1ity. The number of people, potential1y .. at risk.: 
'inc1udin9 peI"!M.nent residents and workers. vi'Sitors.';campers~::and .. --·: .. , 
recreators. seems rough1y sim:i1ar to ,the number around. Oeer,and 
Homo Canyons. so,this factor"'does not"have a 'arge:im~ac:t'on:~this " 
site's ranking. As at Homo Canyon. a nuc1ear power'p~ant"is.,abou.t>' 
four miles north of the si.te •. and. the Nuc1ear", Regu1atory:COI'IITlfssion.
would have to find that ,L.NG termina1operations' at Ratt.1esnake"canyon 
pose, acceptabl e ri sks to,sa.fe., n~c1ear.'plant operation. before !)er,mitting 
th'is major PG&E' iiwestment,to,.produce'.e1ectric:ity' from' nucJear~.r.eacti',o1"ls 
(see Staff Notes). ," ....' '" . '.". ' .. '. ~ .. ~ 

The'" LNG· Unker' ro·ute"wou',d:not..cOme~ ~itbfn:'about-10' ~i~les:·:~:~~pu1ated 
areas. and the vesseY ,tra;fffC,in th~site area isre1at'ivelt·1ight.~ ,: 

<'" ~, • "" • .1 ".'.. ",,'. ,., • " ~ 

Cost.' DUe· to,' the, n~~~"to': con~t~t~,a $i75~m·i1lion .. bre'akwate~" a~d~'::','P 
i'1Ong cryogenic, ~ipeHne. the total constMJction c:ost, o,~a~ ~erminal :.: 
at this. si,te~ about$S80', mill i on:.accorc1ing~ to .the'PtJC.:wouJdr be:/'I'! gne'l" 
than,that, at' l.ittle '-Cojo or Homo canyon an(f"s'imi1ar, to, that;:,at.,Oeer.', 
Canyon .• wherela.rge., amoun'ts., of earth. would', have, to~ be move,c!~ to-:p~pare 
tbe s.ite •. ' . " "- ': -: ~." ,',:,,:": ,,::: :'. ~:, '; , ..... ":,~ ~., ~,<,~"; .~.~': '):~: <: ;~, .: <: 
-..... (. 

9 •. 1.1:ttle, Cojo"nea'r 'Poi ntConceptiori'i s-:Ranked' Tl'I1rd'~ .. ' :':::: -~,~ 'J. 

", ",' ./ <,~,~""·.r':··' ~ . ,~::' '.-"~j~' ~.:' .. -:-"-::. ",1:.,1':; .,."t-ofj::~I):: ''-'. 
The Comni 55 i on 'fi:nds. that., ot: ~th(: :four :'si tes. t ~the,i. i, ttl:e Coj.o.;S ;;te .. "~ 
(Figures. 10 and 11) wou1d have the third least adverse effects on 
the objective!) of Cha~ter 3 Coas~" Act poHcies. .TI'I;·s Tank'fng'" " 
does not take into account the recentiy confirmed 'p"~senee of a .... 
pote1"ltid11y actfve 'earthquake fault on 'the site', 'becaus'e -tM's." 

'fact wou1d "have cavsed,the Comniss10n to eliminate the:si.te;from: 
c:onsideration"'as 'it,-doeswith :Las. Varas.' 'But tneLNG:Tenninal;' 
Act 1"equires tha,t'theL1ttll! Cojo site be ranlced.The'bas,is ,for, 
ranking this. site third, is, that construction ,and operation .ofan':: . 
LNG terminal at L1,tt1e ,Cojo"W'Ould, /'lave the'most .si gTl1"fi cant :adverse 
impacts of 'the four· .$ i,tes, on :natlJr.alnsourees· and ~the:: compara.ttve1y: 
LlTIspoiled 'c.haraeterof. a 'uni.queand remote coastal:, area.:. especi'a.t1y .'(, 

,. 
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v~lued by surfers ~nd fiShe~n':' The \~1~ 410n9 thfs long. broad 
coastal terrace 4re spectacular. Little Cojo is ranked below 
Rattlesnake canyon because it is more inconS,istent with Coastal" 
Act developmentpol'fcies 4nd' wou1d -have a greater adverse':fmpact 'on~ 
natural ~sourees. Little Cojo "r~nks above Deer ,canyon' primarily":' 
because Deer canyon waul d 4ffeet far more -reereationaVuse~,of ',. 
the area and the landfonn alteration would be sign'ff1eantly.greater. 

. ".. . .. : , , '. ....1 • ." ,1".' - ,",., • 
........• - ~, .. - ... 

With conditions 'Z3through :,28, which prohibit 'a-seawater intake"system 
and electric transmission l-1"tnesat 'the site;'require 'parti'al "ingrounding 
of storage 'tanks. and prov'fde-for. pub1ic":aceess to ,the~area .. ,:the: " -' 
overa11 adverse impacts of a tennina1' at this site:would be'''moderately 
more severe' than at the 'higherranked"Ratt1 esnake-Canyon-Site. -but-' ," 
slightly 1ess severe than the lower ranked Deer canyon .. site. If 
the PUC does not impose the speeific conditions recorrmended 'for':a>~ 
ter.ninal at Little Cojo. Little'Cojo would ,be . ranked 'fourth. with ; " 
moderately more adverse impacts on Coastal Act 'objectives than " 
Deer Canyon. ,which,wou1d"then, be "ranked third;' , :--' .,~,',' ~ , 

" .,' 

. ,;. 
".' ... 

.... ., .. ', .~ ~ - -" 

PubHcAccess.' Onshore public access to the" site': area' is"'?revented 
by the 10cked gate pol; eiesof the Bixby and'H01Hster Rancnes'. -'S'u'l"fers 9 

divers and fishermenoreach the waters in frOnt of the site:'us'ing' boats 
launched at'Gaviota State Beach or' e1sewhere~ , If this-site is:se1ected 
for an LNG termina1 9 'condition'Z5 Wou1cl'-'pT"Ov1de n~ public access to'> 
the area. and to that extent would' further'-the- Co!st~rA't' oi:J:ject';ve':' 
of promoting" pub"ic access to coastar areas. : ,. : , :, :', "" <' , '~ 

.' " .' J "f ",.. :. 

Recreation. ,The,Commission has received testimony and hundreds 
of 1etters" from all over . california and,the world, uT'gfng,"pT'Otection' 
of the special'su'rfing breaks off the Hollister Ranch: ',A, "point;;, ... 
break" at the west end of Li.tt,1e Cojo Bay. is rated a"cl~ssie" break" 
and one of'the four best breaks, in Ca} i fomia. according" to- the Western 
Surfing Association. The' construeti'on 'of a trest1e:' at tMs'~"site and',' 
vessel, operations would not necessarily prevent:' ,or d,frectly inteMere 
with'surfing' at Little Cojo. and if such interference- does ,take: p1a'ce 
it would- be substantially mitigated by condition' 2t're~ufrin9 con'struction 
of equ; va 1 ent surfi ng breaks. But. the presence of the 4600-foOt·: 10ng 
trest1e would degrade 'the remote character of the Ranch surfing experience. 

The area is also,'popu't:ar ;-w:;.th, sport :and,:'eo!Tlnercial,':fish,er.men";~di.ver.s. 
and boaters. Heavy con's'tructi'on'traffic courd advers'e1y' 'affect' Gaviota 
Beach ,Sta:te Pa'r.1c .-wher.e . the' . Hollister ~acc:esS' . road ;:c:onnec:ts: ,to 'US lor. 

c-'I • • .. I :\.. I ' ... ' .": ':'".' : • "~I ~'.. "", r'"'" ". i i ' .. _ ':: :. ~.'. ~ 

Marine Envi'ronmen't and,.Landt'Resourees.·, :.' .' t:, ':·~·:··r,·,h .,," 
.... u __ • ',,_': .: •••• ,"". ':'.~:. _'.,:< ... ~:~, ","",;' .. '.' ... 

Mari ne Resources •. ' The ,Department of :Fi-shand, Game of denti:'ies.: 
the Point ConcePtion. marine en,vi'ronment~asthe::most :sens1t1,ve, 'of ,the 
four sites 'because 'c:01 d' .northerl,)' waters and warme-r ;southe-r.:ly:waters:: 
meet and mix there. Therefore the- area, is :.c:ons1de1"Cd"the·,limtt~'f'or-. ' 
the ranges of :'14: species 'of fi,sh and· 20-species of 1nvertebr.ates •. ,,' 
malc.ing.the ma:rine1"esour.c:es highly d'fverse.::~Jn·addi.t1,on.:' marine: :;". 
~sources ,a~' pa'rt1,eul ar.ly'abundant .tn'the area', due::to the upwelH"g 
of nutri en:t~ 1 aden:, co1:der., :waters-.':Comner.c1a1 ,'f'f,shermen, -from Sanu: ,:''': 
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B~rbara testified .,tnat .. tne waters of.f,l.i.ttle,.,Cojo .,p¥:ovi.de.one:.of tneir 
most productiv\~ ·fisni,nggr.oundS:~ . Tne '1al"gest and·.most. pr,oducti,ve 
ke1p bed off California~:bed#32.extends,along the s,ite •.. ':he,kelp 
is commercially harvested under.a 2o.year.1ea>e fr:om'the:.Oepar.tment 
of F'isnand" Game' and also serves-as ,·a :rich habi,tat "f¢r -associated, 
marine 1it'e~' The area near t~le site, re1ative1y undisturbed"by human 
activity, .;,s.,very,important to marine birds "and mammals .... It is 
be1 ieved . to .be-used:asa -stagi ngarea ,by' 'Cali fornia:9rey whales "dlJrin9: 
their migrati.ons along. the·,Ca' ifornia" coast., }dverse, impacts "of~ terminal 
construct; 00. and .. ,operat ion :at th; s s ;,te~wou' d be·,minimized 'by .t~e,; 
impos;tion .. of condi.t;oos 23 and 28 prohibiti,ng. seawater,LNG'.'vapor,i.zers 
and reducing damage to. tne ke1 p' resource;",but inajoradve1"Se,;mpacts 
would still be associated w'iththe intrusion of ;ridustri,al.activ.~ty 
into the nearshore area. inc1uding tanker, tug, and line boat maneuvering. 
shipping.fue~~oil,to.the~site~,and:'~g~tS:And veh~c'es)on~the trestle. 

. . ,"". t, ,-: ..... . ..' " '. ,',' ,,-".' .• ::~':~'~':;'>"~',.;':'.: ,: ... :' 
Land Resources. ,The wi1d~ He resources of the"site"itself~.~wn;ch 

;s curr~nt1y .used30r,.~C:a~:tle grazing.' areno,t s.ignif.~carit .• ·.~but because 
the large area around and in1and of the site is re1atively undeveloped 
anO·remote-, thea,rea: in·,general, and,particularly the footh.n1Sr-and 
canyons of the· Santa Ynez MoUl'1t3:' ns, .. a,re important",w.qdlffe::-h-ab:ftat. 
The area is. especially valuab~e for· birds"as large~numbe~s of:'oouble
crested connorants, b·1 ack·brants.~, and, pink-footed, shearwaters~,are't 
observed near";the, s·;te.::, The, 'i n:trus<i on, of large scale industr~a'::: 
act·; vity: i n,to, this remote.·s~ te woul d~" ,accord; ng·,to .. , Fi sh-and Game~, 
cause 9rea,ter.oamage~;~0 wild.'ife~popula.t,ions tl'hn wouJd::,term;na.)s::; 
at the ,three .. other sites. " :" .', , .. ', ::;'.r:~ ," ,:': c< 

' ."'" "' . 
'. '.~. ~,~."" :,'''' .~ ... ,I . '~}',,: ._.~:' ,". ' .. " ... :' ~.: ~. ~"'.,' : .. ' ',,'/', I~I·."'; ~f: :',:.." :"';,,1 

" .' Archaeo·' oS; cal Resources ':. rile. State H,istoric"Preservat.ion~Officer 
hilS stated that va'uab1e Chumash archaeolog';cal·resources':;Are found in 
the site area. The pruposed terminal site has been moved by tr.e applicant 
to avoid-some:.o..fvthese archaeo·709.ica,i s.;tes..:· ~'v_' A_., .. 

... ' .' .... '"'f " ," 

. Land Use and 'Deve1opm'ent Policies~' 
""' _, .• " ... ,_ ..... ,.1 , 

.. ,/ .. • <oJ 'r ~_. " 

, ",.- .... ,-" " ,."- -. 00 

• \ ' .. I .. . ' • ." 0 ..... 

Character of the Area. A Litt1e COjo termina1 would unavoidab1y 
be a maJor ~ntrus'on of an industrial facility and industrial activity 
on a .• lniQue aT"ea I'Iign1y valued for,.na.tul"al r~sources .• :":rhe..,enti!,,e. 
stretcn of coast from Gaviota al"ou'nd'-Po'int-Conception-to'Ja1-ama is 
the last .. major. semi-wiJo coas.t1.ef:t· ~n:"South~rn:, ca','i;forn;ia.",:,~,:,.)ts~ .. · 
magni fi cent vi ews and:. abundant wi" dlife-, make- .;,t- a ,un·;.que .. coa,5-ta.ll",:" 
expanse. lacki,ng' on:ly:' i-n 'greater pub1i,c ~se ,and enjoyment'of.the al"ea. 
Ho'l iste-r Ranch, to, the east' has been· subdivided' into,large' ~arce1:s 
of approx'~mately l:OO'aeres'.The lack ,of more extens..i.ve, resi-dential 
and corrrnercial.deve 1 opmen t f. ormo rethan' ten. mileS:: ,a round . tn.e' :s·; te 
and lack of pubHc. access has., preserved ·th,i's.: coas.tal',:area..in' a7i,I'i.gntly 
de,velo ped state - Sma 1<1 .. seal e ,deve.1 opmen·t near ,tne·s:.i teo i.ncl:udeS:::·M 
unused 0-;," storage. tank:and: a buoY' type marine"Oi.l:"term.ina1;·.;,n"U:tt1e 
COjo Say~' 'and: t~e .southe.rn Paci,fi,c·Ra,:ilroad . tracks along :the top>of 
the bluffs. ."'~.",,:~,>'" : ,:~;:.:~::,~. 

Pub1ic Services. As the most remote site. Little Cojo is also 
the most inconsistent with Coastal Act p¢Hcies favoring locat'ions . 
near ex'isting public services. The existing H01'ister Ranch road 
wouid have to be substantialiy upgraded to hanG1e construction workers 
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And equipment, the naturAl gAS pipe1'ine would hAve to PASS t~rOU9h -
sensit'ive areas 'in new rights of way, 'and emergency services.,in ,the .. 
event of an acc'ident Are at least an hour away. ' The: adverse"; impacts 
would be decreased by conditions 23"and' 24,reqviring .onsite·electricity 
generation to avoid new electric tra,nsmission lines.~and'm.in1mi:zin9 
alterations caused by upgrading the Honister Ranch ,road to the. site. 

,'., ,'",.1. '.' , '.. " ,r,-

A'terat.ionof Natura' 'Li!lT'ldfonns~ Thealteratfon"of-riatcira1' 
landfonns at the site would be m,'nimal since"the'sfte"is~a'comparative'y 
ieve1 terrace. 'A breakwater at this site h~.s 'not been.proposed~'by 
the app1'icant, 'and the COlTlTlission has reHed on -the laclcof'a break .. 
water;n rank;ngLittle'Cojo third. If'a breakwater,were'a:requ'ired 
feature of this si.te. theConYnission would"rank-it 'fourth;"after ' 
Deer canyon>' " ,.' .. , ,- ~ , _ ,: ", ,.:.,',~'~" 

Public Views. Since· the' public does' not': have-easy' access' to 
the Point ConcePtion area, a site at Litt1e Cojo will not visual'y 
impact, many peop~e~' On';extreme1y clear days, ·hoWeveY.',:;;,::the:'.terminal 
and trest1e would' be visible from'the Santa·B~rbara"Channel·coastline. 

. .1 •. ' ....... ,." ... 

Remoteness~ The L;tt'e';Cojo~site 'is by 'far' the'1fIOst:-remote from"" 
popu1ation concentr~t'ions. with' the Santa 8arbara area;about-40~m,'es 
to" the east and areas to' the north shie1ded by the,steep Santa Ynez 
Mountains. There, are-a few ,Ho11isterRanch residents;withinfour~ 
mil es of the s ; te, al'1d: there are no' campers ,travel ers or oth'er"; tran .. 
sients within ten mi1es' except for occasional "nearshore surfers, 
divers., boaters, and~ fishermen:." The LNG, tanker:'routes would also: 
be the furthest from popu1ation concentrations, barelY"entering the 
Santa Barbara Channe1. whi1e tankers to Deer and Homo Canyons would 
traverse the' enti re Channel, and, at· Rattlesnake::, Canyon."the outer 
part of San::~u.is Obispo: Sdy. ... . ... :.: : :,:'. ~,'::,,,' ,,':.' 

, .'., • I', ..... '.' I,: .: • 1, '~i ' ... ~ 

Gost. A L itt' e Cojo tenninal • "es.tirnated=to cost; about':$475:-mH Hon, 
wou1d be comparable to one at Horno Canyon and less than one at Rattlesnake 
or De C- 0 s ".. ~~-" ''':('-.'(I~'":'J'.{ .. ~,:.~, ~~.':":.: :':-r.~.~ er gny n • . ". "" ,,,," ,,"_,"'~ .' .... '".' _" _,>,,,,,. ,. , ,_.-,, __ 

"J. ',. J." ,j ..... ,'.,,' "','" 

,,' .. ,' v • '., .j 

-If .... ..... '/-." ","',' ~', ";I'~ 

• " ,,_ ,,' " • "J 

The COn'lTli ss"ion fi:nds" 'that~ 'an LNGterm'fnai at Deer' Canyon':wou) d have 
the most'~ adverse impacts on Coasta1 Act~ policies of:tne:' four , s'ites. 
and therefore ranks it last., The basis for' thi~ ranld,ng' i,s.that,"the 
Deer canyon site ,is inconsistent ,with CoastalAet development policies 
and is in a coasta·l area heavily used for recreation.:' The:'s,'!te "is only 
s1ight1y more objectionable than the third .. rankedLittle Cojo, s.i,te. 
primarily' beCause' of the' ,extensive 1and fonn 'alterat.ion, and·the~inter .. 
ferencC" with. pubHcuse' of the coast •. The, on1y favoral>le~·aspeets.:' 
to, having' a ,terminal at, this:-site, is its· mi,nimal" v.iew: ,impact..:by- .. ~' 
being ,located" in, :acanyon 'and .:its less' signi:!i:cant' and',valuAb':e'.~~ 
nAtura 1 resources., . (: '. ':. '-I .. (~, .'~~: :: 

~ . , . ,', (' ~ 

..., ~ .. ", ~ , . 
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Public Access .. ',., Ther'.Commission finds that of a1' four sites. ... . 
Ot~r Canyon is the most inconsistent with Coasta1 Act po'icies-p-r.o~-,,":~""" 
tect;ng public use and enjoyment of the coast. Pub1ic access and -. 
~·reationa 1 opportunities in .the genera' area ;nc1ude~wo neavi1y
vis,ite,d s.tate parKs. several camps.'.and the Pacific,.Coast Highway. 
Although the site itse1fis pT"iva,te1y owned. pub.tilc' access to the 
in,land canyon is possible for hildng, and the beach ;s easi1y accessil:l1e 
just,off the shou1der of the highway. It is, part of a recreation area 
in the·Santa Monica Mountains of ';ncreasi.,ryg importance to tne heavi1y 
populated .Southern California· urba'n'are'as. The construction traffic 
wou'id cause heavy traffic conf1icts on the narrow Pacific Coast 
Highway. during times of peak use, and the construction noise and 
lights 'and activities would degradethe·oatdoor experience of the 
a~proximately two tnousandch'ildrer(who use- camp's nearby during the 
surrmerand on weekends. ," 

.. Recreation. Point Mu~u Seacn State Par-I<. extends to within 
1:' mi1es.and Leo Carillo 6eaCh Sta:e Pa'~('to within 2~ mi1~s Of the 
entrance to Deer Canyon. A term;nal",a,t th,i s stte woul d not di rectly 
impact the parks. but it would' intrude"-on tne··recreationa) .. experience 
in an area presently untouched by i'ndustr-i'al developmen.t: These 
impacts would be mitigated if the 'PUC:-.,imposes.,condition-3r requiring 
dedication of added coastal land for p'ub,lic "u'se .. H ' The:offshore",area 
is used by sport fisnermen, boater, an4-,d'fverS. The site i.s ... part 
of the proposed Santa Monica Mountains "Nati~nal P~rk. / ~. ~" .. 

... ,~/ ......... "" 

Marine Environment and Land Resources. ~/ 

Ma ri ne Resources. The rna ri ne reso'urces offshore of .the Deer 
Canyon si te are judged by the Department ,0f"'Fish and Game to be~ of 
less si~nifit:an:e than the Little'Cojoand Ra,t~lesnake Canyon sites, 
but more significant than Horno Canyon. Offsho-re there is" scat'tered 
kelp, and the area supports significant cOlrrnel"cio.1 ai·.d sport fist!tries 
and recreational diving. but the fisheries are not. dependent on ,near
shore"kelpor reefs. The waters have been deSignated an Area o;f SpeCial f' 

Biological S.ignificance by the State Water ,Resources Control Board, 
but the Department of Fish and Game i,ndicates<that, the marine :resources 

~ at this site" while valuable, are less,signif'fcant/'tha:n tryo'se" at Litt1e 
,.. Coj 0' or· Rattl esna ke canyon. The s; te is along the mi~gra"t'ory routes of 

cal ifornia.,grey Whales and some marine: ,Di-rds •. " .<\\~""'''.~ .. 
, ,'"",,: :: ,::.:'~: '"""" ',:" '" ,- \>, ,,':' ........ \ .. 

,"' "" ,", ...... 
~ ... I>.~ '" ,'", ., ''I., • '"". 

Land,Resources. The wi 1 dHfe ;~and ~~p'ants in 'Oeer"canyon'· are ':. 
more diverse and abundant than those .at~the other three:,sites. since"· .... "'" 
it is a coastal creek habitat that 1's~ relatively und'istu'rbed:~~ On 
the one hand'. th:: p~sence of such wildlife and may;i-ne:resources near 
the heavi1y"populated Los Angeles area and the gT"Owing',;Oxnard''''Plain 
eorrmu n ; ties gives spec i a 1 va 1 ue to these resou rces:~: On,'the- o'tner 
hand. the disturbance from the heavily traveled Pacific Coast Highway 
and popular paries and the approach of the residential devel'opment of 
·northern' Ma'·fbu-·detra'cts-from"the-lon'g:;;tenn~S'f9ntfi'eance-of·"'the'S'e---' .. _····, .. · .. " 
wildHfe populations. Therefor-e".the ColT'mission finds the adverse 
impacts on natural resources of a 'tenninal at Deer Canyon would be 
moderate. 
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Archaeological Resources. A OeerCanyon LNG terminal would 
have ~dverse ,mpacts on ~rchaeol09ica' resources. The Office of 
Hi stor-{ c Preservat iO.n i ndi.cates .. there _.IM.}'\be-at .1.eas.t-ei'9ht::-CI'I~Sh~- ........ , 

--archaeoJogfca,.. .. ·s·'ftes'in<the site are'a'and eight·more nearby 'a.ne ,that /' ... . 
these re-sou.'rees···~re "somewhat'less s.tg" i fi cant tnan ',those- at' L i'tt1'e'", _. "" 
Cojo. ancrRattlesnake Canyon ....... -.::, ' -~_~ \ .' r J • 

..... ' .~ ,,~ I .,_" 

,I " "" -'., -............ 

. '" '. ' ,./.c<:',~ .. ,J''''::_'''' .... , ,0. I ' • .,. 

Pub1ic Services'. _ A~terminaX at"the;Deer..canyon . s;; te would be inconsistent 
with Coastal Actpoticie,s'·fav.o.dns'-Jocations-near existing deve1opment. Al
though ... road--.access exi's~s";:Hi.ghwai) would be severely disrupte<1 during the: 
cons~ruct.ion peri Od'.r····El ectri ca l--:-·transmi:ss i,on 11 nes wou 1 d be brought in 

. over the Santa .Me'nica Mounta1nS 'In new r-;:ghts-of-way and emergency services 
are a·· long d,i'stance' away. 
. ,.-",,,:,,~;>,,,,,. ".', 

... .- .. Alterat"ion of Natura1 Landforms .... ·· Prepari·ng this site for construction 
would" be a major earthmoving jOb involving f"1'in9 the canyon bottom ~reas 
.wi.th materia' cut from the ridges and canyon slopes. With condition 30, th~. 
extent of this earthmoving in the canyon wou1d be·"m.in.~m"ized. but even if :it 

. is fifteen mi11ion cubic yards to be fil1ed and cut,/the now natural,.. ""'..-" a 
cariion and sma' j intennitten.t creek,.woul:d be mass-.;:'vely altered •. ...Ne·verthe- .• 
1ess, the COITlTl;'$sion· genera"ly'tr,1es·'to::'minimiZe-" even small...grading associ-
ated with bu.'i,ld'ing···si'ngl:e"family' homes in the sceniC_Santi Monisa Mountains. 
and this mass"ive alteration"'contr'fbutes to the l,.ow..-fourth place ranking for 
thi-s.site. i ". ~ • ..-' 

" ' .... ,. '. ./ .,,-" 
Public Views. This stretch of/the Pacific Coast Highway has specia1 

scenic value. s,nce the Sant~ Monica Mountains drop down to the ocean here 
and there are many unobs,trueted views of the sea. The trestle and its 
road and cryogenicpi-pe1 ine would cross over or under the Pacific Coast 
Highway, which ca·n be heavily used on weekends and noHdays for recreational 
driving. The-~terminal Site itse1f would be she1tered inside the canyon" but 
the tre.stie and associated activiti,es would .be noti.c.eab,le1'rom POi,nt,Mugu 
Beach 'State Park to the west a'nd:'Leo 'carr'i'HohBe'ach~:Sta'te Park and~/the:.COunty 

.. line surfing area to the east~";' .. ,' . ' ... ' ." '" ',' ."- .. , ., .. , 
... "... ,'/fP'" 

.. ' •.•• ' V'~", ,\,' ,_ ..... • ,1ft~. I 

,: .,..,' .. :--"',." "T':' I :.. '~i ~"':':,' ·-"'I.'~~ 
Remoteness. The Site compares to Horno and'~ttlesnak'e~ Cl"lYons 'in the 
number of people potentia1ly at risk from LNG accidents. Such populations 
would include cam~ers at the ch'i1dren's. camps and State_Par~~,and..,tra·v~,ers 
on Pacific ,Coast Highway. TanJcets:;to:";the'~s~fte~u~d:"travers~thi--'Santa .. Barbara Channe1. ___ _ 

" ..... -:' .. ' ......... ,~ ,"'_ .... ,' ... ...,~~,,~ .. ,,". ; ....... " .. ,-..;, .. i
j 
~ ;::~.:'.~ •• :::>. 

~. Due. to t~e large amount ofearth~'movi';g~req·ufred;tO. pr.e~r:e'ithi's ... 
S1 te. tenr,,:nal construction costs ·would"b.e about S2S0.··mi1Hon·~hi9he~".tb4n 

.......... at .... t~e_.L:f.t~J.e_~Cojo_or.: .. .Hol:tlo canyon· ·:tennf.na ls'~.,·,:Wh'f1 ~'thi s ':fa'ctor fs '-gfven 
less we.i.9h~-by.-::the COrmlission. it ~ontributes to the low fourtn place 
rank;'n9" .. for,~.0eer.::Canyon • 

. ___ •• 'M _ ----,. ~ •• • ,.... .'-' .. _,., _" Ao ....... , ...... _ •••• ..-..., .................... _ ..... ~ ..... __ ._ •••• _' __ ..... _~_. ,.._ ...... --""_ •• __ ._._'~._' "~_'~_' ____ _ 

":' 1 ,~ ' • .. ' .... , , 
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11. SUImlt!!ry of Differenc:es bet~e~n: Ra~'k~d Sites. 

.. ' ........ ' .. 

" , 
" c., 

The,Cor.rnfssfon .fi'n'QS'th,at, a ::s.imp1;e' ,~nu'me.r:i-ea'1~' ranking'of ,;tne ";1ou'r : ,:: ::. 
possib ',e "LNG 'ter.mi n<ll ,'sites does..-no-t ',adequately. i ndfca:te the ~:<ti:f,"eren'ces 
in' coast4l 'r,esource 'i,m~4cts.between. the, sHes'. AltnoU9n."the 'Pubh,~,':'Y 
Ut'i1 'it'f es 'Corrrnfss fonrr.ay "se-lect ,ell ower- ran,ked' 's 'i,te,:on 1y';;f. ',ft ,"determi nes 
th'attOdo, o:therw,i,se .would resu,1,t ",:n'S-,i g:n,iHcant natural:' gas: ,curta~;:'r.ments 
; n Ca1 iforn 'f a. 'the' Coastai Corrrni 5S ion: J>e1 ie-yes: ,the;·pub1:.i'c, and<other ~:S:tate 
and feder41 agencies should be awa~ of how mUCh more desirable one site is 

o~:e~~ :a~o:th~:~.", «,' ~:'" ' "",,' ':'.,::, ,', ,':~':~': :, ~::':,;, ,;~ ,_';:,:'~:';: ;:::,,7 =,~~;~:: 
'Based 'on'fts, 'evaluatfo'n ,of' .tne~, four<·,ranked ,si~teS .,:as .condj;t'ior.ied,~/ 'the' 
Corrr."f:~:s i',on, fi nds'Jhat:tl'fe: "dlf(er~n(:e,s'~,tween" ,t'he, ,Homo': ~nyon;'~'Ra~ttr~sna ke 
Canyon', and' Lftt1 e Cojo s tteS:. a,'re' not· ,mi nor- or, sma'1~'l :." ',~" :' ::':' ~,::'~:'-, , ':' "~ " ,',',' ','" ,,' " .. , " ,,': :. ": ',",,' , ",: "<; 'J'~ ',: ',',:....,',"~ ~. ':":: ".,~ :,: 
Tn~ 'H9 rno Canyon',site, ;:s, on','tneCanlP: Pe:n~'eton: Marine~, COrps.:S~s.e,~an:d·:pl.lb~ ic 
use of th,e area is" prevented' by Mar.ine,.,patr:o's::,<rhe:.~r'ne: and:te-rrestr;a1 
resources a re' not'un fque ~ and are/ ran ked,th€:,', 1 e~s:t:- s 1 gn:Hieant' ,by' the :oe~a rtment 
of F,i sM' and., Game:. ,There, are' noknowna,rchaeo,' 09,i'ca l're-sources j n. th~, a rea;' 
The.s;teis. readily accessib.1e by ,an ex'st~.n9'.hi9hway. an<l'ra,i'road":;:~'and 
pub1i c servi ces a,'re, nea rbY9 L; tt1 e 1 and.fO,rm.,al tera,t.'ion wo,ll d> be::-requi red 
sinc:e'the,site. fs nearJy level. The',principal effect'~of..:a~:f'ac:ilitY:"at 
this location would'be upon the scenic quality of this las.t,:rema~,n;,t'l9:,'arge 
open space between urbanizing San Diego and Orange Counties. Ov~ra'1. 
construc:t,ionand operation .ofa, terminal,.at this.(si;:te:wo"1d,:catiSeCthe~1eas: 
adverse ,.impacts,on' the r:esources"p~ot.ected by, the Coast'~,F:A-ct:- '~~'''~~:':'J.: 

'T~e "~~t~;~s~ak{ C~nYo~.-, site" i s ~i~o:;:u~~,~~i,'abi e,-to' t~~": p~bh~~d~e':;~:~,~~ 
security ,measures ,for .,the· Diablo -Canyon nuc:l ear ,powerplal'lt and' i s. 'a1-s'o 
r:-eadi ly "accessibl e"by ~an',exi st ;.n9 road. wi th~~ubl; c services ,nea rby';:- ~.In 
other ,·respects. ,nowever~' the Ratt1.esnake, CMyon s,i.te would :be2si9ni;fican~'y 
worse tha1'1sitin~ .:an LNG terminal "at HornOcCanyon. :Th(l>,maei'r.le'.'resources a~ 

,Ratt1:e,snake Canyon are very ri,ch'and ,abundaryt, and ,breakwater.,·co~s:truction 
would (at least temporarily) disturb this habitat~ ,;The,e.ffect:of tbe ... seawater 
system ,on the marine ,bi'ota ;,s greati,Y', reduced, by ,the : COtm'lission.' s:,:condi tion 
thatw.;lrm diSCharge water ',from the nuclear "powe~ plant belJsed,,--:,"Ma'ldng use 
of the nuclear di.schar.ge water, ,however, ,requ;'res a ,long ·pipe-li,ne :,whi'ch wou1d 
add 'tot'ne d'i sturbanee of the terres.trial wi,' dlife • .' 'Therefore,:the :Jimpact 
o'n Matura,1reS'ources,;'s ,much grea.ter at Ratti esna ke Canyon- tha1'1, ,at, Horno 
Canyon. ,Unlike. the Horno,CanyonSite. va luab,1e' a rca heo-lo<) i'ca l "resou'rces are 
found at R'attiesnake Canyon, .wl'l,ich, ,wou'ld :be ,<1i ffku,':t to 3vo'i:<1 '.:du1'1:1'19<const r uction. 
Th~ Rattlesanke-,'Canyons'ite' ;,s, no'tser.-',Ved, by ra,;,1, and" equ~·pmen:tI',wOIJj1'd;, have 
to 'bebrought in by barge to Port San:Luis :and: ~n·,Av:i.la,.,Road .. ,t· Th!~".i:mpacts 
c:ontribute to the Corrrniss'ion's findfn'g that cons;derabiy more adverse impacts 
",i11 OCcur at the Rattlesnake Canyorl site tnan at f'ir:st-.ran,ked ,Hor;:no ,C4nyon . 

. "., ;", '0: LN.;I", I'~ .• " .............. : , .. , ... .' ..... :.: •.•...• ~",_., .:.~' ... ,-.I\ '''''' ... ~ •• , ... ! ....... _ .. , '..'," 

. .,.., "'. .':.:-.... ~ .... : . ~ ," .. "i'~': .'~ ~,;:~ r"":',,": 1'/ ,.",:.. '> ~:;" ",: ,; ~)~.~ 
The Utt'e'C~jo site haS':ma~~:of~ the:' saine 'd:isadvant'ageS:'ASj:Ra~t1esn~'lce 
Cc'!Inyon~: but it is', loca,ted :rerno~e' from' 'pub' 'f c~ 'servi ces"' ;r( art eve,n';, more;: 
sensitive-:marine environment:~:As, with the- Horn'o:and~RattlesnakeCanyon 
sites. 'pub' ; c access' to the onshore:' a:rea: O,f the" sfte-'~'s'~no(:noW' i>O,ssi'~'e. 
but the marine life' off Litt1e'Cojo is considered the"most't1niClue,~ abun
dant. and diverse of, all the sites by'the Oep'artmef'lt o'f--F'i'sh' and' Game~ 
The marine' environment in the- Point Conception a'rea' i"s'th'e·'mOst··.valuab1e 
because cold 'northerly waters ana, warmer southerly- waters:meet'"'and:,mi'x there, 
making 'it the range limit for 14 species of fish and· 20 ,spec"ies'''of-'inver
tebrates. In addition. Kelp Sed 23 ~s on~ of the most productive in the 
state and is a rich habitat for marine 1ife. Condition 22 prohibiting 
seawater vaDoriz~rs wou1d ~duce the terminal's impact on these resources. 
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but l.:o.nkcr,' tug and iine boat"rna~e~'~~r~~g~~~~;PPin9 fue'"0'i1 to the site. 
and operating a ternl'ina1 with its associated nOise and li.ghtS .. wou'd .cause 
continuing, and'pel"lTlanent di.sru!)tion of this sensitfve,habi,tat.: .Un'i.ke either 
the Homo or ~ttlesnakeS:ites.. a terminal at the 'L ittle Coj~.s,;te 'would 
result in, major changes ,to -the character of the 1as,t major ,sem'i-w'f1c1, coast 
left in Southern·Ca1:ifornia. The ·site'is located on 'a, w,ide .... sweepi.ng. 
open "coastal terr.ace providing: a, strfHng)anoramawrii,ch 'st~etcheS: ten mi~es 
to the east and' 'three to ·the west." , ,. . , 

" . 

As with the Rattlesnake Canyon site, va1uable archaeological' 'resou'rce~ are 
found in the Little Cojo area, which also has re}igious sign.ificance :to 
Native' Americans. and these resources' would be 'diJf'icult, to' ·a.voicrdl.lr:ing 
construction.; despitere1'ocation of-the terminal.' > The,'Sl,trf:fng breaks:, off 
Little Cojo are widely' recognized' as classic breaks providing areinote 
surfing experience. Altl".ough the 1.ittle Cojo site. has. some advantages over 
the Rattlesnake Canyon s1te beeauseit does not require ·a.brea'kwater as 
currently designed, would be more remote and cost less" a terminal a'f this 
site would be more ineonsistent,with the'development pO,1icies'ofthe:CoastQ1 
Act and woul d have greater adverse- impaet on natural resources.. The ~ 
Corrmission finds, therefore,: that the Little, Cojo'si~e is. clear1y less 
desirable than Rattlesnake 'Canyon; but. as conditioned, the'.d.ifference 
between 1.ittle'Cojo and Rattlesnake is not'as great:as,between.Horno.Canyon 
and Rattlesnake Ca~yon. .' . . "',: ,_; " :.'J;~" ;"~: ~ 

The Deer Canyo~,'sitewould have·major:adverse impaetson~:ne4~'y~al1 coastal 
resource categories:, inc' uding" recreation, vieWs ~ highway" capaci'ty for 
recreation and access, IMrine and terrestrial naturaL resourees, .and ... the _ 
natural canyon'landform. The marine,'resourcesof.fshore amon9p-scattered ke1p •• 
while less valuable than those at -l.ittle :Cojo, are 'consider~b1y)nore'"diverse 
and abundant ,than at Homo Canyon, and' the Offshore areais'~~desigriited 
Area of SpeCial Biological'Significance. The site ,'with ';a ":cryogen'ic. ' 
pipeli,ne crossing Pacific Coast Highway. is between·two,heavilyusedState 
parKs,andconstruct'fon acti'vi'ties and traffie 'would. se~ious'y,interfe.re 
witn recreational use ·of the Coast Hi'ghway. Massive"changes to: the :Ca'nyon 
bottom and its ripar'fanhabitat "wou1d be unavoidable since level construct~on 
pads 'would have to be buiTt. 1'i11'ing in the Canyon to the '400an'd' .. 600 :foot 
elevations.: However. after construction period disruptionS' f'fn,ish; ,a:ter-
minal wou'ld be most1y out .of pubHc view inside theC4nyon ,:anc!':,the Jong 
run adverse impact on the charaeter: of t~ Oeer,CAnyon' coastar ar.ea ,wou'd 
not be- as severe as at Little Cojo. Therefore, the Corrrn'i.ssion .. finds ,that 
the di'fference in adverse impacts "between !the L itt1e. Cojo 's'ite~.as conditioned, 
and· Deer Canyon wou~d not be major overal1 and .would·be,s'imiJar .'to: .. tMt 
between Rattl~snake and' t:.it~1e ,Cojo~' , ",' ": :~::"""~ 

. t"." ," " 
• .,.'. • " ," ,." '·.01 ..... •· ' 

The recorlmended 'conditfons are 'neees'sary to minimize and mitigate the 
adverse environmental impacts of a terminal at all four sites. In 
general., th~ cond.itions.:, malee a1'· the:.sirtes more., sUitablE;' .. a.n.d:,wO,uld not 
change the ranking., except forthes~te specif;c·~ondit,ons::,reCOlTl1'lended 
for the Little· Cojo s-f,te. If ~he' PUC does,: penni,t"the seawaterdntake,~ 
system. new, abov.e-ground, electriC; transmi,ssion lines- 'lnd full. use:: of an 
upgraded' road and if the PUC does. not'.mi-tigate adverse'impac:ts on.:surling 
and wildHfe, or. if a brealcw4ter:were. to De-; inc:1uded{,as,:.part::of. the:.~ 
project. then the· overall adverse impact 5<. of a' tennincl'l :at·,this· si:te;,';' 
would be, so-substantial that· the,· .. ComIission. ,would 'have"·r.anked:,;t.~1:ast~ 
below" Deer~: ~ny~~. ., .,. - '. '. ': . '"OC' ,'~ '.; :,;. :'-:' ~ - ". :.,;, 

., .,~, -. . . .~ '. ... ... :'.~~. " ,,:":":" ,::.:" ':".. , i:'I' .. ~: ;;~,~rj:-
'. , 



A .. S7626 et a1. /krJJ. 

III. TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

A. 

•• ' • ..I .• , 

The. LNG Term~nal Act of 1977 requires the_ColTlTl'issi.on .to ... reconornend 
terms and c~ncitions"'to.,.tlie··'pUC~fol'"·~inc"usion.'i,r.I arly':te'r:mina'j permit 
granted .Jby tI",:> -PtJC. -The Act rec;u ires' the 'PUC to ',mpO,se<these condi t ; Ons 
unless a cond',:tion jeoPlIrdizes 93S supply for highpriOr"fty gas customers. 
advel'"sely affects public health or safety. or is not sUPPol'"ted by sub
stantial. evidence'~: :'me' purpose of these·tems ~nd~:condiUonS';{s:to':'" ,~ 
ensu'I"e. that'· the construct; on ,and "oper.at; on of a terminal: :~t'My, rMked 
sitewi,j,1 be' in ,accordance':with'·the'poHc;es of'Chap.ter 3:·,of~the.C3~sta' 
Act. Tl'le only site which has at least some detai1,'on:'tem;'naY'configu rbtion 
and p1ans for construction and operation is Little Cojo, because Western 
LNG' Terr.:i na 1 Associ ates .,' pl'"epa red' an app1i ca·t; on' for:' H. The . o:t.,er,:~~"~:" 
three sites have o~1y,concePtua' desig~s:and configurations:and~1fttre 
deta i 1 ed·, planni n9,for~ construction or'operati-on ... "Even ;at,ti tt1'e Cojo"~' 
the deta;' s of: construction'have'cnanged. 'The: site 'i tseH,:was :':l:oved~: 
about 1.500 feet eastward to avoid,'aI'"Chae010gi;car:sites;':and,:,the-access 
roa~ location' and-design ,have beer.l:changed,:to,:,avoid damag"'n9='ril'ar,'an~ 
areas. In add; t; on~:: requ; rements of" the·' PUC:~ 01'" federa j 'agenci'es ~.ma'y{~· 
cnMge tem'i na 1 des.; gn"'ol"' 'operat~ on to~ cause,.,unforeseen;adverse:.'impae:ts 
on:eoastal: resources; '. ' ... :;," .. ,:,' '>-::~-'~ "::. ::',!,~"::;~;:; ':,:,:~ 

~'" .. '" ...... :':,', .:' .... ":: ..... I': ... ' ~:<~'" .. ...:;.~.:.:.::,r, ;':~': '"< .~.~~:. ,..~~::~.'I,:-: 

TheCommissi:on,;finds'::that; due':to a genera1:<uncertain:ty about~detaiJ17ed 
designs anc construction plans for terminals at each site. it is not 
poss i b 1 e i.n, ,many"cases ,torecot'!'l'nend specif.ic. terms and ,cond,i ti,ons: ,to~'" 
protect a number, :of coasu.1 .. resou·rces.' ,T.ne-refore' ,the' Corrmi'ss{on,,',::,;:~::,-

, recorrrnends 31, general. and "site-spe'cffi c: ,c'ondfti'ons: to 'the 'PUC, :that. p.rovi de 
'for Coastal Comm5ssi,onrev;:ew of detai1e'O, p1,an's 'Qeve1'oped"' bi"thea'~'pr;cant 
a'fter a: site ,.fs 'app'roved~ Tne condition's provide" 'for an, add';:tfona.r opportunity 
for the Coastal Conrn;ss'ion to ,develop "added s'~te'specl:fic cond5ti.o'ns:,should 
they be necessary ,to prev~nt ,or 'minimize damage 'to coasta.1resour:ce's';,protected 
by 'Coas:ta1Act poHcie~ . ,The general c:ondi.t'fons"a1s'o'set'9ufde,1 fn·es.: ,for the .. 
appli'cant to 'foHow;nprepadn'g detailed 'design., cons'tructfvn:.~:an·d:,.operating 
plans to minimize adverse environmenta1 impacts". Since the PUC; an'dnot the 
Coastal COrm'liss·;on. is the permit authority for an LNG t~rmi~a', the" recolTlTlended 
conditions" P"\,,"; de fo·,.: the' PUC' s ma kin9" find:i ngs~' to:': reject Corrcniss,ion cond'it; ons 
if they adverse1Y:, affect neal th' or: s:afety',~ jeop~rdize:' gas: supp1y"for:'hi 91'1 
priori ty users.' or are: not~ suppo,rteC' by substantia'j ~evidence~"':: ~~:: r;/: 

. :' . '~., .: .. ~.: ,~'::.r '. '. ~ .. '~ '. '~:".~:: ~ : . . :'~.," .. ' .::~: . .',_":,, ;,-.~,:.:' ~~~.:.. '::t":' 

.... '., ,:- .:.;. . , ,.' .,' .'.' ",' " ',...::.,. .... "\,I " • ,-": ~" • ..' I" .... • ': ':, ,:~' ...... .. 

B. Terms' and" Condition'S RecolTl'l'1el'lded 'For' A'l~Sites::. .:;"'"<,-i '_ '::',''': 

' .... I". ":', ""/,, ,',f' .'''',''-'' 
-' .~" '". <- t. t •. _'.J'" ' . 

• ' .. ~I , .' ~. 
"'J", 
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Condition l--onsnorePubl'i'c Access~ :Tenni'n~' 'oPera'tions 'shal'l,-:'not'commence 
unt,1 the Coasta1 Comm1ssion expresses in writin9 its satisfaction tnat: 

, (l·)The'~aCh·are~ 1 n' 'f~;;t '.01 'the:. t;rmfn~fh~s,;bee~ '~~~ored 
as nearly as possible'to- 1,ts'"o"'i'g~na" 'c~di-t-'ion~'''' '"v 

(2) P.,.eviousl'y,exi~t;n9 ,.publ ic.:ac~~~ to o~,':'a1on9"sa~d/ or.:,'- ~ 
rocky'beaches'is~not diminished~ -restricted~ .. or adver.sely 

, affected.'."'" "~""',. ":: . ,',',. J. ' , 

, • ,"~" ~ •• " • ' ' _ ' w • '. ' • ., ... 

"', ' ... ,:' :, .. ",:' ..: '. ': '., - :,., .' '" .. ~' 1,,)- ';',+ .:: '. 

Snou1d federa1 'or state law orregu1at;ons,.later.'interfere:with:PUbHc 
access, the:.applicant;'or its successor'~shan obtain··tl'le'certification:' 
of the, Coastal COITm;ss;on that'equivalent replacement.access or " right;· 
of way: has been "prov; ded, .. : ' " '. ,'" ',.' ,." .~. ~;. 

.. , '~., '," J , .. ~", 

Finding 1. ihe Coastal "Commission finds"thatCondi.tiorvl is, necess-ary 
to ensure compliance with Public"Resources',Code:(~RC) section:30212-;:: 
which requires that: new ,development shall,not 'interferewith:::exist'ing: 
pub1ic access; inc1uding,the use of-dry,sand,and·,rocky_coasta1' beaches, 
and PRe secti.ons 30220:and,:30221., which" require protection of:·coastal:. 
areas suitab1e for recreation.- 'A1though the'app1icant'has~stated : ,;' 
that a term; na 1 'at ,any si te wi" not interfere:. wi th" the" pub 1i c ri 9ht'> 
of access' to the seaand,a10ng,the coast, construction oftne- t termina1 
and placement of the cryogeniC pipe1ine could destroY"a:beach'iarea:-or:; 
otherwise block access. In addition. security measures which might 
interfere ,.wi,th pub 1 icaccess ,may, be imposed. by ,feder,a 1 "or '~state,-'agenci' es • 

.. ~ .~. ,- ", '.,,\ ," 

'"... ~ ." . 
Condition' 2~~Nearshore' Recreation' Access'~: "Terminar :operations' s'h'all: not 
commence unt i 1. the, Coasta1':":-CoTTlT1i'ss+onexp:ress,es :in .writ5n'g, 'i~s" 's.a:t:i.s·facti on 
that ope,rations do nO,t unreasonablyinterfe,re"with' nearshore ',rec,r.ea:-e,\onal 
activities, s.uch as 'boating,' surfing. or sk.indiving:':. 'Should federa1,'or 
state1aw or regulation 'or the unavoidable, resu1'ts.,,_o,f LNG madne, ope,rations 
interfere with nea,rshore 'recreatfon"tenninal operatiO,ns'shalJnot. take 
place until the Coastal Commission expresses in wMtfngi.ts'sati's,f.act50n 
that adequate equivalent .,.ecreational opportun'fties,or.access,'have: ,been 
provided in a: nearby 'location. ',' " . " ". : 

~, '. '.' 'r ./ 

Findine, 2 .. "The, Coastal Commission, finds that:'Cond·it.ion 2', isr:necessa'T'y 
to ensure" compliance- w5th, PRe, sections 30220 and" 30224.,.wh1cb protect 
wa ter ori ented recreat,i on, and encourage: recreationa'l'~ boat; ng ",~ A1 thougn 
the applicant nas indicated access would be restricted only in the 
immediate tanker bertning area, reguiations of the Coast Guard or other 
requirements of fede,.a1·or"state a9enci~s-,or p.'~eemen,t~of"the-:-tr.estl:e 
or other structures "cou1d' substantfa"yinterfere "with' nearsho're' 
recreation· and' access:. ".' - " _., - " ,,:,: :.:"'" ',', ",:: ,:' ','. 

, , 

• 

Cond i ti on3-'~~ri ~~Resou;'c~s': 'Const~~~i ~~ ~.: p~i o~ , t~'i~i ~~ ~~o~;· ~~ 
construction of the trest1e, berthing faci1ities. or the seawater~1ntake 
system, if applicable. the applicant or its successor shall contract for an • 
independent study (not done by in .. house staff) which includes the 1'o11owing: 
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A survey of the mari-ne'bio~~~ within a on~-mi1e circumference 
of the seawardmost part of the proposed trestle. 

(l) 

(2) A s~~'V~Y>~f th~-'~~i~e:b'iota:~nd e~'~s~~~;"~O~ddtiO~' of the 
intertidai area with,n one mile in each direction of the pro-

.: po~· .tres t 1 e:. :', . ,'; ".' , .:'; " ": ,.;- . :.~ ';':.') .:.,: ~: : 
:., ,",:: :" ,',.' : '.'.1 ", .. , • 1', " " , •• ,":,' ... : -'. L -.,.. 7~-' ~ ~ ..... :.' ..... :~ .. :' '~,:! " ;:; -: ~ I:, ;. ~:, 

(3) A survey and mode11 ing of the exis.ting: sed.iment trMsport 
system. 

Based 'upon these:~t~dies. which sha11 ~"s~~~t~~~ to;t;'e'C~~is~~on. the 
app., iCM,t· or· its .. successor. sha1-l , submit,:,to,~.the'·Coastal Corrrnfssi on ~ the 
~, ;'1'ol"'nia Depal"'trnento(, F,ish- and~Game·.·and·~·theState':LMds,.:.ColTIn~ssion an 
offshore facilities constl"'uction p1an and scheduie which Sha11 require: 

, " . . ,. .., 
.- ". -.- ,. . -, . ". 

_.,' #' I .' .. , - , .j .. ': • 

(1) 'That tt'\e tl"'est~e. berthing faci1ities. and seawater intake 
system,.,if app}icab1e. sha" be located:so,:tha1;~the'.r~:p',~c~_ 
ment,. function, .and associated ~ma't"i·ne,;oper.'a.ti,ons"wil' 'cause 
the 1east:'posSib1e bi010gica1damage.:and:wil1 inter.fere'~: 
to the: r:lin;mum, extent feasib1e. wi,th natur.al~sand~transport. 
Consider-at; on must be.'. given'to' useof:on1y·.one:constructi on 
corridor for. these faci1ities~ _ . ", " ,._ 

(2) ... ', .. '_ ... ,' , .. :I.,:'::'oi~::':\':.: 'I~ 

That the construction and placement of the trest1e, berthin~ 
facilities.ar:d ,seawater intake system, if aop1icab1.e,_take 
plac~ a~ :the t5me, of:ye-ar'which"wi'l 1 ,ca'use theJea:st-:'b-ip:--:: 
1 ogica1. damage •. if'consistent ~~d'th saf~~offshore"en95neer.).n9 
'practice: ... , ... , '-:" '. ''',:~:~,,: .... 

, .'''' .. -, .... ~ :':, ": '2 .. ,,' .~. , . ., '. , ...• "f~' ,:~ .... :, • -' __ " ' ... i: I~' ':' 

. (3)' ihat·:the"methods Of':o':fShore 'cons'tructi;OI'l:to:~ ':u~ed ~ar:e~:: 
. the ieast " en v 'ironmenta" 1y .dimaS;n;" fea5ible ~lnethods: .. :::t( ... 

biasting: 'is' '·i.rivo1ved /-techniqu'es stich .as'·,d,=infn9~.tampJ,flS • 
. and"sequene;:ng::of char-g'es "wHcn 'limitfish- k'i'l1s must :.be.~. 
used. ' "'. "", 

Construction "of .i.n-sea facili,;ties, sha1 lnot .begi.n.until. ~the.,<:oasta~~ :,Corm'l:i:Ss; on, 
after :consultat·ion::w'i;tn tne- '.Oepa,rtment·Of Fisl'l.:-and :Game·'a,nd;-tn.e':S:t:a;te.(tands 
Corrrni ssi on, ·has .. stated i n.',wriUng, tha'tsucn :offshore·construc.ti,on. p:"an:;and 
sch,edu"e complies wltri t.h.i.s conc1i:tio';.. ", :,.', '., ' .. ~ '. . .. :: 7'.:.~ > •.. 

Fir:ding 3. The Coasta i COIT'I'Oission finds I that th'is condition .. is., necessary 
to ensurecomp1iance with PRe'sections 30230,' 30231 .. 'and·;'30260,'wh.ieh 
require protection of the marine env:ironment, maintenance of..biological 
productivity,' minimization o"f'entrairHne·nt. and mitiga,tion.of .. adverse 
environmental effects~ . The co'nstruc:~ion and p1acement"of'the berth, 
trestie. and seawater system wou.1d have, significant adverse. effects 
on the marine environme~t •. Wh'i1e some. studies of the o_ffshor:e biology 
and the 1mpacts"of'a terminal have taken place; further site"-specit'ic 
studies are needed to determine final" facility' location: construction 
methods, and schedul ;n9.,in order to, m.inimize adverse. impacts/.on ,marine 
resources."'" , . " . " . '.,.... . .. ,,, 

" .:, .. ,' f:' ..' '-. ', .... ". ..1' t",' ... ,. ..,..'....~, 

Condition 4--Marine Resources: Seawater Intake anci Discharge System. If 
a seawater-1"ntake system is to be used'at a':site. the~app1icant'or its successor 
must submit to the Coastal ColTll1ission and 'the California Department of Fish and 
Garne the plan for the,.design and_ opera.tion of the system, t~, be used, which includes:' " '. . , . "'" . 

~",' ',,' ~. .," " ":. .. .. ... • "'.,' '. • _ n, ". • 

"'," .... '., . 
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• '11" , ' ., ", ~ , '.' ,. ..,,': • I : ,:. ':. \ .~ • ~ 

... . ':, .: ". /:" ",,. - '. ~.~ ", : ," '., -: ,; 

, 
.' ...... J 

'. , ....... ..... ' 
- .,. - , .. ,¥~'., 

(1) Use of the best available technology to prevent en~rainment 
. of' fishl; .:. ,; . .., ." '. , ''';,.:~ .;,'. ~ .. '. '.:"'" " ,~ .,,1, 

": .~ '". .~ ,'~. "':'.1 '. :"" 

(2) Use of altematives to ch'orinf:at,ion,>~ueh';>/as:mecnanica'" 
biologica1, or therma1 a1'ltifouling. unless' shown to, be 
infeasib1e-;,' " . '. '. "".' .. ,'" ,"''';,:: ,., 

(3) Provisions for maximum disperSion of the cold water plumes .. ' 
... i ,- ~ .", ' ... ,' I ~':', ';V:1: ~.', "''::" ," ~\: :.:<}::::..;. 

(4) Use' of any otner.;methods:· t~:· prevent·~ b·i o~ 091ca1 : dama g~~( c'auS'ed:' 
,by the .operation: of'"theseawater system.:·····;~"· .: ,<~ ." "":;" • .• ,'" 

'" ". ~.,' ',' ... , .... ",:0 ,: .:",~,~ ',,:::' :~',.I'· .:: ''''~~:' " ~ ".:~ 

(5) Testing. if possible, of a'1 aspects of the pr~posed system. 
. .~.' : • ." .' ,. .:' "': ,,' ". " t·· ' - ; " .. <:, . ': _ ,,', -'.: ~'~,,; ;~ :'. '. " _, : 

The 'p1 M:shall 'be::prepared in consul tati on' with the,: CCl~ ifomia Department 
of Fish and'Game~,Construction of·the seawater:'intake::syStem shal' not 
begin unti1 the"Coasta1 Comissi,on. after consu,1tation w'ith the C~';fOT"nia 
Department of'Fish.·and Game, has 'stated in'writing":that the submitted pla:'l 
comp1ies with'this condition"and incorporates ·the',~est,'avai1ab1e techn01cgy 
for r.1;nimizing adverse effects on marine'resources:',::Th'e::seawater syst~:n sha" 
be constructed and operated in confonnance with the approved plan. 

• .,..... ' ~ " , .. • -. ,. , .. ,' ~ ,J'" . . .. ,.~ . ~ 

Find'\n94~ ihe Coastal:Comission 'f~nds that Conditi6~:4:~iS necessary 
to ensure comp' ianc:e·~with PRCsections ,30230~ ,3023l, ,.and·": 30260, which 
require protection of 'marine resources'and water qua'5ty,.-maintenance 
of biological productivity. and minimization of entrainment and miti
gation of adverse ,environmental ,ef.fects., T.he operati,on "of thec:seawater 
intake sys tern, wi II ha ve substanti a' adv.erse .:effects on' lTIar-i ne resources, 
including JMrineman1Tlals ~ fish • '.larvae .. and plankton , ;tnrough iml'i ngement. 
entr:ainment. ',damage .fromanti:';';fouHng chemi,cals ".and . water:. temperature 
chMges~ ,..,.' . ,>- ': 

Condition ~':Ma'~i'ne Resources:" :Ope~ation and Impact"Mol'litdri-;~~'~:if:-:th~, 
appHcantor i,ts successors ~uses 'a,seawater "T'lta,ke :.system •. i t shar,lcontrac:t 
for an independent :(not ,'using in-hou,se sta.~f) 'five-yea'r ~ongoing~'ma:r.{ne:monitorin9 
system to ex~mine the effect of the seawater intake sy'stem'to'determine:' 

(1) ,The.effect of· the co~i~ater::discha~ge' o~ :~~ine=.b~6~;·;:~;->:-i~ 
.,' ,. , • • , •. , , ~ __ • T' L'. •• • 

• ,. . ,~ • • ., • ., .' , " "..... • ,- ro..... '"'' .~, ,. ,..-.... < I· ... ' <"' ... 1'" 

(2) The apprOximate, number," of" invertebrates. an~'·~1arger:{fs~- :~,;:", 
lost' due to entrainment and' imp,i~gement'~: .-.' .... : '-::: ' ... ".' .. ' "", 

, . ~. , .. ....' ", r . ~ , .... . 

The ,approximate number of eggs and' larvae.of' fish:and:: ..... : 
COlTII'Ierc.ia1: invertebrate species 1ostdu~ to·IllOr.ta1,~,ty : .. ,', :', 

,.within. the seawater system. . . , .: .. ,',"'> . '''' 
(3) 

., ,.' , . 
, >, ' • .....,.....--. ' .. ' " I ... ...,.. I :. no r . .., '-;'" 

Rate pf ~ete1'ltion time ancrsurViva1 for' each regular1)<; 't'~"~'" 
entr.ained larger fish and invertebrate species. . ,,>~ ~ ,.' 

(4) 

. " 
.".,. ".,.. , ,P 'I'"' .. ,.,' .' -~, ." .. ".. I· •..• :. ,','" ;,.~,;~ ......... :-": ,,.., ",' -:',., 

(5)' . The distribution;ofspedes wh'i'ch' ·4r.e:entrai ned; and:;:,:''':~<'' ", 
,retur'ned-,to' the' o' ~ean_ . . .. ' .' '. ".'. ,"." <: ,', 

(6) 

. '- ' . .,.~ ,''; ~- ':':' ; 

The' re'~tionship bet';"een- species entrainme~t' fn th~:'i~·i:ti,a1.':': 
years of operation and entrainment in subsequent years~ , 
as indication of dep1etion of 10cal species due to entr~inment. 
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The al'P,HC,M.'t', s.:~·a ,..1. ::'a1~o "im~rement' :'a: fi~v~-ye'a,'" '~r:in.e:'~~ni tof·~ng program. 
regard1 es'S 'of "",hether a "sealol"ter sys tern 1'S; "used;' ·whi.c·h S'ha" aceomj;)1 ; Sh 
the fo 11 ow; ng : . :: :." :;~' ~'>.?:, :' :,-: ~. ~,:: c, 

. (1): -Oetectfon ':ot::t~e' -extent ':a:!!d·"'~freq·uen'cy':Of,··occurence~~o.f.7,water 
. . 'qual ity impacts'''cue t'o' c·ha·.ngeO:=cond:i,t ;'o'ns::,,:,::, :;": ~;~ ~', ':: 

,,"; .• ~ ., ': .1:, -'P, ~ '.,," . .". ,",~. ~:: ~.<f,.,"":' ;:" ~' ..... ~ ,r " ', •. ~~ ,~:~~';,~'~~. 

, (2) . Oeterm;'nati on " of,:t~e effects~of ~CNG ·"temfna,l'opera'ti on$ • 
' .. - inc'hldf"9 :'movement' of:tankers ,~bunker(:fu'eVYesse"s,~·tugs. 

, ; n.e "boa ts. "and other" small :cra:ft :'o'n "keli' ',resources: :·· .. i 
' ... ' , , . ',. '~. ~.,,~.'" · ... .t;~I.: ,.' ~:: '~':"'v'" .:," :~: ..... ;.~·:t"":' 

(3 )::'. Determ'ina ti on'of' changes ,.; n :s~d ime!'lt··tr~nS'port : and resui t ~!'IS 
, ··ch~.,ges in marine-bi'ota.· "-::. ':. : ..... :,." Y":,,': :>~::~~ 

. ,.,' - '.,1'; . - '" " . .', . _. ",~ .' , ,." . ', ....... -, ! , ...... 

'w "' '....~ ' •• '1.", IV' '+. r •. · , 

A progl"!m tocond.uCt these:~mordtor';ns·'systemsandto",se'ect.'an 'ir.1de·~en~ent 
consu1 tant, Sha 11 be dev; seer'with: the concurrence'of the Ca ljfOr.'n,ia'" Oe;>a rtr.-,en-:, 

. of Fish and, .Game, and. the Stat,e l-Jatel" ,Resources Contro1 Board. Term;f'\~1 OJ;)e!''Cl-
ti ons osha 11 not ·corrrnence,un,t'if,~th·e."Coa.s,tar.·Corrrnfs;sfon~·~a:i .. s·tated--.::i:ry~ wri ti ng ";~at 
~he mOl'litoring ~rogram(s" com~i'1i with, ::thiscond:f.t-;:on':a:l'lc.:provtG~":f.o,r publish-
ing of resu1tsat reasona'ble·'il'ltervals.· ,:,'~:""":,' \',-: :;~.:;::":,":,:,~ 

• ", • - • • " .... •. I'- ,' ..... , ", _ , ~ • 

• , -'" ~ .. .' '. . ' ~ ," - .' -,' ..' '0 ,. : • ,_ '.. • ... ', • ' , .~ '~" 

Upon comj;)letion of the' "fi've'-year :·pro'sra·m(s). t·he'~Co'asta:.l\Commi:s.s ;;Orl, Sha" then 
determine the degree of monitoring tl'lat sha" fol low, 

• ~ " •• " ......... /- .:- ' ''', .":, "., : -', L "~ •• "', ..... • ' ... : ..... : I :: I , :: .~; : (, ~. ".: 1 

At any time, the Coasta1 Commi'ss:;on, afte·r:,con,su· ·ta.t:;·on:>with the State '.o:a<;er 
Resources Control Board and the Department of F; Sh and Game. based upon the 
resul ts of the: mOT'lho"rfng:.·may :reQu;,re 'Cha·l'Iges. i nthe>seawater system or 
other as~ects :61 "the 'LNGte-rm'i-nal opera·ti·onto-. pro.tec:.t;.the marine T"eSOUT"ces 
of the area:,': The:'appli'cant'sh'af1' i;mp~ement ·a-1-:'I"such.Changes. un1ess the 
Califor_nia Pub1ic Utilit.ies CorrrnisSion determines. after opportunity for pu~1'c 
comme,nt~· thaf suc'heha'nges- ,3. re· i nfe'as;,b le:;' ~.' ..... , ,'I ,.: ::'. :-~-:~ '.~ 

, ••• • • ,.1 - -, '.: ~~ '. :' ~. .':.:'~ -':. .1 :.: d>~ .' ,~ ".: ~ ? 

Finding S. The Coastal Corrrnission finds that Con~;.ti-on,5 ''i:s"neces:sarj' to enS:.Jre 
compHance with P.RC, sections 30230 and 30231, which reQuire maintaining and 
protec·t..; n9 'niadne r~s'o·u·""ces.'an(f :wa'te'r' Qua tfty ,:··and~:.P'RC: :secti:o'n 30268. 101M; eh 
requ; res mi ti gat; on of adverse env;·ronmen·taleff.ec.tS:~, :·An LNG termi na 1 authO:-
izec under the LNG Tel'"'mina1 Act would ce the first of its kind in Ca1ifornia. 
The magMtude and .. imp1 ;cat ions:,' of the: :,a.dveT"se ;mpacts;'of ope.r:ation of the se~
water syst~m'and of the mar'i·neoperat·;on:s ,a-t~a. ter.mi:na'.l::at any site are not 
yet known. An ongOing monitoT"ing system would provide informa,tion which would 
a1 loW' for 'mi:n,i.mi·z~ti·on, .:and:mi ti:gatior:t'o:f ,:adver,se e~f..ec:ts., of~term'na' operat iol'l 
on' the-lMr'ine ·envi'ronment.· .,.:"" . ':, . _ ' '. J " , '. 

Conditi'o~:' 6~~~~i~~.'R~~0~~ces:·' Sunlce~'ing 'Op'~i-ati;n~~~.':Terminal operations sha11 
notb~i'n until the,Coastal Corrrnission •. af.tereonsu.1.ta.tion loI"lth the california 
Department··fo 'Fish and.:Game~;the.'State Lands,Colilni,ssion.~ and the U.S. Coast 
Guard. has :approv.ed·'an· oil··spill"prevention .. and contingel'lcy p1an. The p1al'l 
sh~1l provide for. at a minimum: ' 

(1)',: "The:'rnOst' environmentally ~protective:method of.~oi1 refueHng and 
, .. "/' s~0:~age:< .,'. - ': '.' .~. ,,~, :., ";-, . "., . 

-C2F '" A'': pro~ra~'fO~' ·~~':~~f~tive:,o~-~ite" ~~~h '~ontainment and c1ean .. 
" '. up- 'system, 'ca'pab1e:: of hand,1in9"the.:maximum~ poss; b1 e oi 1 s~i l' 

a ssoc'; a'ted' with:· bunkering opera·t·.ions~ -
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(3) < A ·demons.tration, . .that· the .ptan compli'es ,wi,th a.1J. .regulati·ons 
.. of the .,U·.S ... ·Coas.t Guard •. E .. P .A •• or. other: .,resporisi.bte" ,~ 

federal agencies. . .. ".',.. •... , " " " ..... : 

Finding 6 •. The.-.Coas.tal Corrm'i.ssion .finds .that ,Condition 6. is necessary 
to ensure compJ.i·ancewi~th PRe section , .. 30232 p:.whi.ch 'requires protection 
against spillage of crude oil or other hazardous' substances. as we" 
as section '30260~.which requires mitigation of adverse envi·ronmental 
effects. The LNGtermi'nalappl i cation i,ndi cates .:burikering . operations 
wi" take place in ·the 'ber:thing area.: Even small-scale oil spills 
resulting from this operation could result in substantial damage to 
the marine environment at these remote locationsr .. A.1thou9h the U.S. 
Coast Guard and the ca1ifornia . Department of Fish: and· Game have primary 
responsibilities for oil spill prevention and clean-up. the Commission 
finds its review. necessary·to ensurethe"overa".me~hods·used.,for :. 
transporting the fuel.oi' minimizeprobabi.1ities of oi1 spills., . '. 

• 

Condition 7 ... ·~Land. Resources.: 'Co·nstr'uct:·ron.P~rio·r .to. ,con:s.t·r.uct50n' .. the 
appl kant or; its successor shall-con,tract for an Jndependen,t study.. :(no: 
conducted by in-house staff) to· be reviewed 'by the .Caltforn;,a Oepal'"tment of 
Fish and Game, of the flora and fauna in the v'~ln;ty of-the sfte~ access road, 
and uti1 itycorridors.· The study shall .include~ at. a!l1i~nimum<:., 

, , 

(l) The locati~n of rare'~~ endang~~~c1 "plant~·~r~~i~~';·O~·· 
potential supporting habitat.. . . 

• 1-.... 'r 

(2) " ~pp''i'n9 vegetati:ve hab5,ta,ts, ,~.r oth~~ ~ri.ti~.rb;'ot:i,( '" .' 
features'such as riparian cord-dors, ,springs.;. k.nown., .. 
nest;;n9. sites "and s'i.gnifican~', ·wa.te,rshe'cL~~ge~:~ion: •.. : ". 

• ~ '+. :~ 'r: . '... . .,"', . .,1 .", ," p- :- i: .. .- > : ~. "r -. : ' 'I"~ , ... ".. ~ ," 

Based on the resu1ts of thi.s·study, .the applican'.t,or ·i't:s, sUcce's.sor:: 
shall submit a constructior'l.p1an to the Coasta1CoI'lll11SSion-. "Th'is . .J 

p1 an. sha '11 prov.1'.de-- for:: ,". ' -, , . ~ f" .,.": ~)' .. r 

• " ," •• "J 1,',.',.,,,:: .. I :. ',.' .... '- ,I "'.'~ ~ ,,'- .. ~. I ~ ~-~'~:'''-/:''~:';.~'~-
(1' ):., Maximum), protecti on; affo,r.ded ,by, 'federal. ' law :,f.ol'"e'nd~ngered 

, p.1ant:and'animal·species.., ",' '" ....... ,',~. ~,.' 
.• . I.,'. " .",,' ,., •. ' 

. (2),:. Anoi,~e~n~"d~s't~mon',i:t~;in9:p~09~~~' ~nd requi',r~~:~~, .. th~,t, 
, construct; on :noise and dust be . kept ·ata lUi nimum. < .,' ,:. " . . " ." ... " 

. '-, ." ',',,/ 

(3) Maximum feas'i'ole' protection 'Of "ripa1-'ian:ve9etatio~ and' h'abitat. 
This shall inc1ude a prohibition 'ofa.1:1 .fi~ll-'ing ~anc1,'othel'" a1ter
ation of stream beds. as wel1 as pavin~ or othel'" construction 

. with'in. '50 feet of stream beds; or the limit -_o.f. Mpar'i:an:_'vegetation , 
whichever ·is greatel'", unless therei:s '·no other. feas.i.ble.'a1ternative • 
. Any groundwater pumping shal1 not 'be pemitted-to<dimi,rlish or 

"' harm 'ex'i·sti'ngwatel'",f1ows· or.:ripar'ian 'vegetation;, .. :" ,,~,:, 
. " "', ':,'. ',::. ',::.'~ ':; ',.... .. ,' 

(4): A"landscaping, ~lement ar~ived:at: ir. cooperation-with the 
affected county. which requires inso,fa.r,~,as feasible a .. 
balanced cut and fill. preservation and reuse of topsoil. ~ 
minimum feas·ib1e. dis.tul'"bance of· natlJ.ra.l,- vegetation and 
landfonnh:', replanting withna:tural.yegeta:tion. and disposal 
of fill.:if. any', in the,'east:en.vi,ronmen,~11y damaging manner. 
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(5) A construction schedule which wi" minimize damage to seasonally 
affected flora and fauna. ' 

. :.~ .. ,[~: :." •. ,:'" r~' ,: .. '.:,.~~" ',:':."',,'."' .. ,:' ~.: ~,:;',,:' ~ , .~, '~-' ,~. :~; 
" .', :-, ',' \. ", '. ...... ,", ...... 1-' ",,' I . "1 ~ ' •. ct,,~ ,.,' 

(6) A plaT'! for solid waste"disposaL to"include"disposa1 during 
operati.on •.. ar.dveo at in consu1tat;on,.witn. the.State So' id,'.Jaste 
M n ." n·' B rd-"" '. '. ~"-'.. , .. ' .. .,1 .:.. '".", ',,:~,~.! .... a a geme.. oa . ' .. '.. ... ._ , , ,~, ," ~ . 

• • ... ...... ' ~ ..... ' _, •• .., ... 1 

Construct.ionmay .. not corrrnence, unti1 . tbe"Coasta1_Commission, .... afte~ ~Ot:ls,u}:tation 
wi th the Ca 1i for.n; 3" Oepattment'of~ F,; sn and': Game~~ states"i n· .. wr.it,i'!9-that~the 
cons truct'; on, P' an' comp',; es _ w,; th . thi s:, con'dit'; 'on,andprov; des,,'the~. m, ~~i¥,um~feas ; b1 e 
di s turt>Mce· to': ,flo'r.a and, fauna:,:, n' the ... vJdn'ity' of" the: si ~e ',,: access:.ro,ads~ or 
utility cori-ido'rs'~: ,A1t construction sha11 bejn ... con.fol"TTlance"w;th·~t~e.c.e:r:'tif~e~ plan. 

• • •• • ~ • •• " \'. • •• _ ... •• _ _ u •• '~ ' .. " • / • / ',.. • .... ' •• ' • .,' 

r " ."..... .,,~. .I ,. r !.~ ,'.. -. ,/" , '" .' _I • r, ",' {' . " ,. .... ., ......... ~ "_,'''' 

Fi nd i n9 ,7 ~ The.:Coasta 1., COn1lii'ss; on' 1'i,nd$. th~t . Conditi,ori~7 .. _,; s/.ne,ce'ssa'r.y''' ~<: 
to ens ure, comp 1 iance w;·tn PRe section 30240 .whi ch.requi.res p-rotect ion .'" 
of envi ronme,nta"'y ·sensi,t i.veha!)i ta.tsand.compjati.bi li.tyo:( ::develo'pment~'.: 
in such areas. PRC sect~on 30231. wh;Ch,~requi"'es. .. pr.'otection,of:stfeams··",: 
and prevention of dep1etion of ground water supplies; PRe se~t;on 302Sr~~ 
whiCh requi.res min.ima' ,a.lteration: of land .forms., an.d PRe .. sec.tion 30260 ..... " 
wh~ eh. reCluires .mitig".tiO·n o~f ,,·dverse,.en,v:ironmen.ta1 effe.cts·.· )}l':':'::-~' ;::,-:,'~:. 
pot'entia' LNG te'rminal s"ite's are in remote Jocat·;ons·. tnat are· .. relat.tve'JY,: 
un'ofsturbed: and part, of environmentally sen$i'ti:ve"~ha~it"atareas.'.;:,·,e ." .. , .. 
Construction of an LNGtermirial an·d·.·assocfateo~ac·i1i.ties· wi'}:. exten .• -': :: 
sfvely a1ter exiS:.ting·1'and: forms an.d·.destroywi'ldl;:fehabi.tats: .. whiJ;e, ... ·' 
the. noise and industri.a,' acti,vi·ty wi.ll"disturb wt1dlife, P'opu'.at:iOns·.~· 
Ground water wi~hdrawals couTd lower the water .table an1' decreas'e" :, ,':~ 
s~ream f10ws and riparian ve~etation to the detrfment 'o'fffsh and'" •.. ' 
wild' He resources. Wh'iJ e ... s.ome inventories .of. flora and.~faun~ at, "f- ••••• 

possible si tes·ha vebeen made., some.. add·e·d,:S:i·te. spec'; fi c: tnvento~,;es:- ... <:: .. 
are needed 'to d(~tennin'e .the: e'x·act'Joc'ation·~forC'ons·truc:tion.·ac.ti.v:;.t·i'es:: •. :'·~ 
to minimize adverse 'impacts on.'terrest'rfa' 'coastal 'resources'.';·~·:· _ < ~,~.~.~ 

" , ... • t '" .. • '., _'._ '" ,J 

Condition S--La~d ResourceS! . ~:s' Pi 'eHne Ro~te~jhe.ga'S' ·pi,pel·i.ne~· .. :.::', 
route rom the tenn'lna. S'l.te to.the.gas..t.ransm1Ssion system·sna11~;:< ........ ' 
be the least environmental 'y. damaging. feasible:, .rou.te~ and 'shan "be' :.' .,.'~' 
constructed' in accordan'ce w1th a p1an a\)proved' by the' Coastar Corrrni'S,s'i·on'.: 
after conSl.lltation with tne Department of Fish and Game. The plM" ./, -
shan provi'de that:.. ....,'... .. . . . - .' . ---- ~~:~~~~~: 

,_ ." ',", •• ~.' """1,' ",.,;_ ._, -f-'~ ., •. ',--,.'~:.','~:'-"- .. ~',-""'~" , .• _~ .... ;.::'.:.""_._:.._T ...... ~ __ .... ,:-:-j'.-::;-;. 
(1) The·r,oute,.:Shal} ~pa:r.:alTel'.ex;st;,ng ro~d,or:.~p;pe'.'i,ne.r:.f9htS''' .:~ ~. 

oLwa .:wh r.ev r.:f'· ;·ble.· ,,' ":. ;: ..... ' " ... ", '.'_,.,.,.,J ,." ... c . y. e ,e.. eas ... ,.'.,' " -.'r ,_.". '''. '." ... , n' ... _ .... ~ .... ~~. 
'" • ,,- • .,., , - ' "' ........ ' ',I I,' • .., ~.""''' ..,' ~ ";' _1'-". • "1,/ ",'. '. " .... ' .. ,..... ..... (, • ,1, .. ..J 

,'- ," "~J.' .. ,'" :.,."",'. '''',,",:,' .'.-" , ....... r ":.... ' .... " •. ,'". '.",. il __ ... ,+.,,,,,,' .. :.,,,,--...(,,,,, 

(2) . '.T.ne r.oute :sha tJ:7be :surve'yed·.by.the .... Ca ~~~orn.~,a·,.De.P:a·r:tme'ryt;.. ~ ~, :~ 
f'F" 11" d'G '" '", ".;.""'~ .. ~ \, .J •• ',,' ..... ' ... , A- "v .. • .. 

. . 0 .1,s. ,an,. arne •.... '. '''. : ;:,::.,'; ".': ':".~;',~.~:,., .. ':':: ~~:,:',,~ :'X:~. 

(3) Pump stations should be iocated near existing roads • 
.. (..~ .. ".'. ':',. · .. ,...·' ... ··"'I·', ... ~· "','''''' ..... ' ... ,.."' .. , :-,"''.'" ~·-t·,''O .~f' '~'."'" :r,:':~ 

(4}:~" G.,.o~~d·:eq~iPme~t;:.Sh~~:Id n~t'· ;e.~ operated·:··off~th~; ~';l9nts::::::?;~)C; 
of:·way when~~.avo:idab·le'::·,."~ "",',.'" ":: .~'.--:: : .. ;:.~.,:,,: J';!:, .~::'-.~;':;':-="':~ 

• t
o

-" .;~ ,..; <~\I:~·:·;~,~:"~' "',..:·-'~~I::I;;(; .. ·'. I~!._,· ~ :~I, .. -:;:J'~:t~:· .. ·r~.-=- '.:-':·~!;~;:~':I"; 
(5) . R.ignts:.of,'way::;should be revegetated:,wi,tn,.na.ti.vesp'J.ant~species::, 

beneficia;" to'.Jw;;'Jd'ife; ~ '":' .. :: ..... ':':;':f;-: ".:':~ A:',~"::~ . ;::~~: .. ~;~;.:' 
... ::~ :':',,:-::::'.",:l :',/"',::' .. : :' I .. tr'.~' .. .""':· , , ...... ,:, ':"'j'::~."';~' ">'4" ,~." :' '-, ,,:.;:7 .. ~:'~!'::J::J'':-~;2: .. 

(6) Sidecasting,'of excess·soi·h,should:be proh'i.b;ted.··J'·::·'~"<:< ~"'; 
", . ',', ~'", ,.,< .:. .. " .. :' ...... ~:.'.,:~ .:.:: ~:.":.: ... ', : ... , I~< .. "; ":.1/; ~~~.).' .... ,':'" ~;.~.:,; .. \ .~:"':,. .. :J. 

(7) Maintenance of access shou'd be minimized .. i,n;~areas:·of val,uable, 
w11d1ife habitat. such as areas within the range of tne 
Ca'ifornia condor. 
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I, ' " .... ~' .I ••• , •• . , 

. ~,'I ~ ~ .. ' . "~ ," \ . 

(8) Public access to maintenance roads should'~'controlied 
to prevent.abuse by off-road. vehicles. ". 

" '. '. , '" ", ,,,,'," ,," .', .. ,.. -' ;.. -. ~' ~ ~'" " ,. 
,~ " •• , ••• ._ c'. . , • • 

All 9aS pipeline' construction , sha'l be in accordance:with' the 
approved plan. .. ,,',' ,,<::,," .' 

• ~ .' • .' ,,~ < • • • '.' .-~' • I.. '. . ..... '" 

Finding 8." The., Coastal ,,' Corrrniss;onfinds' Condition :.8" is ~,ecessary" to '_ . 
ensurecomp1ian ce with" PRC' section 30260, which' requ) res mitigation:, ~,,~" 
of adverse environmen:tal effects. The construction i. operation'. and 
maintenance of the gas pipe1in'e from any of the sites "to the' gas' ' 
transmission system could result in a major"disturbance'toplants ' 
and animals and loss of habitat (see Staff Notes). The gas pipeline. 
which could be more that 100 mi1eslong. is partof,the'LNGterminal 
under Section 5562 of the LNG' Termi'n~1 Act. ~Prudent se1ection :of" " 
pi pel i ne "routes and proper construction and m~fntenan'ce ""procedures 
cOl,lld minimize env;ronment~l dal'Mge. , .' ,', ,,'. 

Condition 9--Te,.",ination of Operations. Pr,or .t.o' corrrne'ncement:~of'op'era.~ions, the 
appl ; cant sha " submi t.a b,ond or othe,r'- assurance to 'the '~UC": ":' This' bond.o:r assur
ance sha 11' be adequate to prov; de for the remova'10f a.1.1 5 n--,sea' o,r: onshO,re 
components of the LNG termina1 after c~ssation of operati.on,"", ; rne.: removaJ, shall 
take pl ace in accordance ""wi th pl ans "approved b'y theCo.as.tal 'Corrrni ssi on after 
consultation with the State Lands Corrrnission. The plan ·shal1requireremoval 
of each terminal component· unlessCoas"tal'Act 'pol ic-ies wou"'d:a~l_ow, 'at:: ery~c"ourage_ 
retentiono,f "that component... " " "" .. " 

.J _.r" 
, , 

Finding 9. The,Commissi"on f;'nds Cond"iti,on, 9 necessa'ry to <ensu.re·. 
comp' iance with PRCsections'30211 ,: 30212'~' 30224. 30230'~' '30231',. . 
30232'.30240 and' '30260~- .wh·ich prOtect-acc·ess'. larid "and water ~,: ~ .. 
recreation, fish andwi1d1'ife; andre'Qu'ire m1tigati'on of adverse • 
environmental impacts_ Since ,all sites are in remote area.s, _ . 
with high value for, recreation·and f1"shand~wi'dlffe',ha:~,;-ta,t,:.:.-: 
al' major structures associated with 'an tNG termina1 sholJ1'd be . 
removed~"when no longer needed, to restore' the naturaJ~character' of, , 
the area~. '. ' .... "., -' .. " ... 

,'" """ 

Condition 10--Ree'acement of Lost Hab'itat. The appHcar.t':shatl "".",,~ 
prov1de _ter.-restr,al "and marinehab1tatequiva1ent in value to .. that 
lost, damaged oradverse1'Y"affected, a's a. resul't 'ofter.minal·" . 
construction and operation, including 'c'onstrLicti'on 'of uti1Ji'ty'" 
corridOl"s .. roads. Met pipel ines. The habitat aCQuired or protected \ 
sha1l be approved by the COtiITIission'prior"to :teryni.rial '''op'e~ati~n .. 
and sha" be maintained by the applicant for th'e1'ife-of':theproject. 

+' ... • ,. • 01" • ' ....... ' " :: '( .:' ... ::;: ',:i;,',,.J ',: 

Findin9 10. The Commission finds that Condition 10 is reQuired 
to ensure compl1ance with~ PRe sections 30230.~and·,3023Lrequi.r:fng 
protection and restoration of marine resources~::section 3024~ 
requiring protection of environmentally sensitive habitat areas, 
and section 30260 requ;ring:mitigat,;on of adverse"'environmental 
impacts. Construction and operation of an' LNG· ter.minaLand"',,., 
associated facilities will unavoidably result· in the destruction 
of terrestrial, and, mar.ine habitat even~withLthe most~stringen.t 
conditions. Equivalent replacement of destroyed h4bitat wi" 
zniti9ate such··losses."::" .... ' •.... :, ........ ",:' , .. :'':: 

',i' • 
""II i," ,-, ., . .' .~', , 

".,. .. • :~ I I ~' 
. ,,, 

, ' .... , " .... 
" .!. 

;', 
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Conci ti on l' ·-Ai r and Water. Qua' i t:r:. ,. Tenn.i,na lconstructi on:and.: '.<:' ',,,, 
opera.ti on,. sha 11 'comp),y, wi th·;the ,reCjuirements 01 the:Ai r, Resou~ces': . 
Boa'rd. the=Air ~ol1ution Contro,' Oi$tr"'ict~ the".state-Wa:ter r :.-.: .::', 

Resources'Controj 'Soard .ana.RegionalWater.,Qual1,ty"Control ;.Board "!J ~,,'~ 
to' the extent' reQuired by federai law an~·re9ulations. ' 

FindinQ ". The COlT1'Tlission finds Condition .11. necessary.to ... .ensure .. '. : 
com~' 1Mce with 'PRC sections 30231 "and '30253 'which protect ~~iy: .a1'l·d::"~· ,,'---;.'; 
water Qua';ty~Whi1e 'the 'LNGTenninal" Act"exempt,s ':t.he:f.ir:st' ~'~_._~, ~ .:~ 
Cal iforni3 LNG.terminal-'from all 'state agen'Cy 'permits 'except' th'a'C .. ' .... - :~~ 
issued by the PUC. it does not exem~t it from state permits requ'ired"" .. 

by federal. 'aw .. " .' ,,' , .. , .. "~:,.;':;~,,,:<:.~ .. ::~:S.:-\,~.:"":,,.':':~::~~~;'}:.:.::~; 
Condition 12-~Archaeo'o i~al-and Cultura'~Resources.- .Priot to.construetion the 
app , cant snacontract oran, ndepen entsurvey (not .. conducteo .:by~: {n~1'Iouse 
staff) of' archaeol 0;5 ca' MC{ cui turalresources.at'. the "approved LNG ,:temi:ria1 
site and pipeline route. This surveyshai'l be submitted·.'to,the,Stat'e Off-i,ee 
of Historical Preservation,; the Nat'iveAmerfcan ·Heritage.COtm'l"'S:s,ion:,.·and,~the 
Coastal Commission. If ani of these-agenCies determfne that ,such re$Ourees 
have been or are 1 ike1y' to be found at the $ite.~. const·ruetion,Sb411 ... rio~tco:nnerlce 
unti1 the Cornni ss i on ; after 'consultation w'iththeState Hfst'oe.i.c: "I='~cserv~.t,i or, 
Off; cer and the Nati ve .Ame~i'ean He.'".i tage.:COIMl'iss,ion •. has. .appr.o·veda.;)1·"n: Jor 
the protection of-thes'e:resources; .'-Such ·'planshallJnclude:.~ -.~ '.' ,"'~ . '.' 

• • , • ".... ,", • • , , .". • ',. _,. )', - ' •• ' ~ , I,... ..,I ., 

'0''' ., ' .. ", '.' .. . I' • " ',' .' ) ,." •• '~, '/'" ,., ~:', • I-~ : '~.'.':'. ~ ~::.:~ 'J 

. (I)' Const'ructi,on, ·method's.and'.f:aeiii't,Y, 'conff9u~at'{on ·tna.tAO-.·~t.<1,i stUT"'O 
~,ftes';_of' ,hi'stod:c~<a~'Chae01:o'9ica T ',' reti)f~~,~~~r"' ·pa)eo.n:'io;l :09:i:ea 1 

(2 ) 

, mpor,tane.e,;' , :','. :' ~ .. '~ '."" ;"", '", . ~ " ", ,. -'~ .', ~ " ..I ~ '. iJ \ ~:. :;": ::' 
' ....... ' ., ... . '/ ~' .. ,'\.' ." .... 

.• ~ ,.... _.- L ',' ..... ~., ..... ", , .... ',"" , ..... """ )~:. 'i"":", '~:".,"" .,_~I '~I,"':.: ':.~.:.~ .. 

It:a~ofidance of ,.such .. sites :.;s'.:i:nfeas.';ble:~ /~he',,:us:e:,~f t~chn'i:ques 
wh.i,Chw.o.uJ dbes,t preserve.,th·e sftesand ;o~jec~ts .. :fou,nd:.;i,n~:"th~m. for 

. t'utur,e. 's::tudy:"e.v.a luati,on ~ ~ot:: ~~elf9:i:ous:,us~.: ,~,;: "'f';~' )':' ': ~ ~ .. ~: 
('3)' . Acce.s:s'~: 'c'ons5stent' wi:t'ti' ~5ec'ur{ty.. 'and'. res~urc~,:~~o.t~c~i on~;~f~~~ 

'Natiye',Ameri cans: to' 'site's" ,o{, r.e) fSfou'f s:; gn~tt'fca.nce·."f·"'.' >::,'.' 

'. (a) 
• I .'.... .. .... • ... I " 

... "r' ., ' .................... '1""'~ ..... '·.'1 .. :.· .•. ''',_.,,' .. · ','; ;',"' :~/': :'.~:. 
A. p!,oce,dure 'for, ,h~'t5n9-construct i On when:: ,a rti.t'aets'· ,0.£ c.~1.~u,r~ 1 
or re1igiouS' significance'are uncovered ,,'n'd" for conS'urtat';on 
with the State Office ,of Hi.storJc, Preservati-on and 1oca.t,Na.ti:ve 
Ainer~can:': gro,upS.~ :an:d. ~;mpleiJ:,enta.t;'on, of. 'fe,~~i;b-1 e~.mi,t1:9~t}·on~~me:asures. 

'. .. ." ... ........ ,' .' .. ~. ,.,'" 

Fi nd i n9' 12'. The· corm,~ ~~'~ ~n: fri ncr~:~~~ ~,: ~~n~~~~:i:O~ ~ l;' '~.s;~e~~'~·~~·r~~ '::? = < :~~, 
.' t~, ~nsu~e comp~ ianee:w~th' .PRC· &e,ct'ion;:3.02~:·',~hi~h:reCju'reS::~,~' :, ':, f':~ > '~,':" ~~ 
m't'~at'onof adverse:"mpacts, on· arCh~eoJ09'~C~"" resources,.,' tN~> ~.,~,' ,~-:-.,,: 
term~nal.eonstruct;on'wou1d"affect- archaeoi09,cal'resourcesat-' -:., ~,::. ,:,'" 
three.'of the\:ranked·",s ites.,'· :. '" .. ". -::,::., :;'" ',:' '" .:>-:. w,::c", . _ ..;' 

L", ...... " '''',' ., ~, • • .1 ..... '.' ' ... ,.' '.' " : ... ,,:' ::':' '.:: ::1"" ........... ,. I" < • • ~ ~ • 

Condition l;'~Const~u~~'~o~':~nd' O~r!tion~: ~nit~r •. Th~.'·~~P; ~~a~~~~~:'~':~~nd 
" construciton"monitor:tofbe·jointly,se.1ected.by the Puc, and the Coast41'Corrm'iss'fon. 
The monitor shall~ensure:compliance wi.t/'r'the terms:and:conditions of'~"the';tNG 
termiMl permit .and of, the' certified or approved p,'anS'submi"tted'~pursuant:to 
permit condi,tions; "The:mon'itormayissue-~ a' stop '. order: to· the applfcant ;'ff a permi t 
condition vi~·lat'ion'i.s~~occurr.ing'or is Hkeiy .. to,·Occur,;~, The app1fcarirma'y' appea1 
~ny'such stop or.der.'.:to,the:'PUC •. The appiicant shall::a1:i'ow.:access'to/;the:"site 

" :;: .. ',""'.'< ,,'/,~ ".,. : ,"~ ........ ',' ,,',.,,~ ~-''',:' .. : ,- :,,; .. '" .. ·c:···.":"''''··'~}:·'.1'''': :;~I. "'l'~~:'/'>~' :.'\' ' .. ~ 
... '. '.., 

" I.~ •• .... ': ':':'::~: ", ;~ ... :, ..... ,.' .. ,,'.:".::,:.: "'~ ,;,~~.:,:,"';:~ ;',:~(~·~A' 
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and re' (lted: facHiti es, by:the men'itor andany::-pub1j.e-.agenciempioyee~,"who~may 
ass; st the 'IOOnitor.' inc1'udi ng representatives: of: the':~State .. H5 stor;', PreserveS
ti on Offi Ce. Department' of <i='fsh and Game. PUc.~ -a~d" the' Coas:ta 1 ,., C0ITI'Il5,ss,i on:: 
The PUC and-Coastal ·'Corrrn'i.ssion~lMy'jointly a9ree to~p'ace~the:moni:tor~:,. 

. " ... -'. '; '_" .... '.' ~. __ . I • 

Finding , 3. The ':.Cm'i'SS\o''; ~'Inds,that _Condi,tio~~ 13: i,~-~~~ce;~ar.Y::;':':,:···<··::·; 
to enS~lre eomp1i'ance,w,i th ~these ~permi:t ,.cOnd:iti'ons-and 'to,.;ensul"e· ... : '" .... ; 
that terminal construction ,'proceeds in' complianCe',with .·CoastaL :' .. ',' 
Act po 1; c oj e s ;' . . ,':' : . ,'.:. . .,', ... "': ". . 

• " ,_ .. , • _ ~, • ,,' _ • • ",... , -' .1 J ~'.' \ 

Condition 14--Geoi.ogiC Hazards. T~e app1icatlt sha'l fund the'-~p~'~atio~ 'df two 
independent term; na 1 des i ~m and-construction ,review, panelShto~assure:: tha,t:) the 
geo109'ical -hazar:ds at any PUC·.Hcensed site- be.tl'lorou91'11:Y~Auantif'ie(F~- trlat the 
construction -drawfngs and 'cal cui at; ons-be thoroughly ~ revi ewed ,·,and" that:,constructi Oli 
be inspected. ,The Geological 'Hazards Panel shall be~compri.sed .-of seven~'exper:s. 
inc' udtng two sefsmolo9'i s'ts. two eng'ineering. ~eo'to9ists. two geotechni ca"_~engirtee'!"s 
and a strlJctura' ,eng;ne~r. The Structural Pane' shan be-compri,sed 'ofy~ven 
experts, including two structuraT engineers. one geotechnical eng'i,neer".one 
engineering geolog.i·st, one 'mech~nfcal >engineer.,one electrica;l,engi'neer. -and one 
engineer expert in fire protection and safety :en9i.nee~in9.; The:member.sof eacl'l 
panel wou1d'beappo'i.ntedasfoHows:two .each by tbe.PUC ... Coas-taj,::-Corrrni.ssion, 
and Division of Mi-nes and -Ge010gy, and one by the Sei'smic: Safety Corrrnission. The 
applicant shall provide.thesepanels with a11 data.and in.formation used to determine 
the ge01 09i ca' haza rds at a' ~ i te : approved by the PUC and' the }i na" des; gn and 
construction· methods for a tel'Tl'linal at that 'site assoon~a:$ . .the data and informati~ 
are available. The Geologica' HazardS Pane1 shall 'provide the app1icant, the PUC .. 
and the 'Structura1 Pane'_ with its best judgrnel'lt on the character~of the geo-
technical ha.zards that might affect the,terminal. The Str.ucturariPane' sha'1 make 
reconmendations to the applicant a:"Id the ,PUC on aMy. modif.fcat1ons to the applicant's 
proposed terminai design, configurati"on 9 and 'construction'a-nd operation 
methods that the pane' feels. in its best judgment .. would mi.nimi,ze riSKS 
to life llnd property from geologic .hazards •. ' These j'ud9me,n,ts~ shall be pro-
vided in writi'ng to a11 interested parties •. Following a public hearino. 
the PUC sha11 implement or. impose .. suchrecorrmendations. on, .. the: app;1icant 
unless the PUC'rejects any paMe' -recorrrnendation pursuant: to' ,Condit'ion l5 • . ' '. .' ,. - " . ' ',-

Find'ins' 14. The Corm,i-ssion .findS'. tha.t':Cond'i'tfori: 1i:is n~c~~~ary to ensure 
compliance with PRC'section 30253 which requires- minimum' risks to 1i fe and 
property in areas of hi~h geologic hazard. The cOllstal areas of california 
are criss-crossed with major and· minor· earthquake ,faults:'.wMch present'~hazards 
to a possible LNG termina1.·· The: Corrrnission finds· that· two panels are:' needed 
because detennining.the,geotechn.ica.l hazards and. determining whatr~to·.do·.about 
them are two, di stinct and· di fficu1t tasks •. Seven,members:: are required,·-1or 
each pane' because the Corrrnission has learned in eval uating-.82, potential :. 
termina1 sites that experts in a fie1d can have dirferent approaches and 
opinions on how to estimate and deal with seismic risks. Therefore~ each 
panel should~, have, a, variety- of opinions represent.ed.·'.ThJs.·:compJicated:"'<. 
two .. panel re.view, system' is required because-- of the':eontl"oversy.: that,~has:, . 
fo11owed this: subject subject •. because the seismic' problem'for critica' . 
facilities in ca1iforn1a is extrerrely comp1icated •. and beeuase~the proposed 
LNG tenn1an1 would both, present potentialhazards",to.-peop"e~and property' - ~ 
nearby as wen as providing a, 1arge portion -ofthe':State';s ~energy'suppiy:'": .. 
The Comnission's structural consu1tant. H. J. Degenkoib~'has made exten-:-' 
sive review and recommendations on the seismic safety of LNG terminals 
which shou1d be considered by the applicant. the PUC and the panels. 
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opinions represented. This complicated two-panei review system is reQuired 
because of the controversy that has fo11owed thi,S subject,. because.)th~ seismic 
problem for critical fa:iHties in Ca1ifo,..ri.ii.i,s-extremej:y-.comp.l~'i:c.a.ted~and'" 
because the proposed LNG terminal would both present potential hazards to _ 
peop' e and propertynea rby, ,as we 11" as ',:,provid'tng ,li , . .1:arge :-:portion.:o'!~-the;,Stite· s 
e!"tc~~y supply. The ,Comm'issi'on t s'structura 1 'consultan,t':·H":,-J,.-:~0ege'n.ko.lb·~-ha,s. 
made extensive review and recorrrnenda'tionson the sefsmic.safety:'of:tNG':termint1:. 
which should be considered by the'app1icant. :the"PUC,"and,the"paneh. ,': "", 

. '," ': ~ ,,~ .. :.,,~ _ ."., ,_' :". I : '. I ,:''',... ,~:': I ,:, •. 'J ';-"; ',:':" c"" ,*.::,-.'-:; ... 
Condition 15--PubHc ,Utilities Comiss'ion DenfaFof.'Coriditions~':·,';Iri :approv~~o 
any p' an or other 'acdon requi red under these condit; ons , the -Coas ta 1 Corrrni'ss i on 
shall either issue:'wri'tten approval :withinsi'xty 'days~'of recei:pt Of'isuch plan. 
cr sha" denysuch'approva1.;a:nd spec; fy i'n "wri t;"g ·to ~;the'-lipp"i eMt:wha't'~ further 
terms must be 'included";n the plan or 'othe~~~ctfcin-'and"what-steps':'must~be take!'1 
to obtainapprovaL"'A fai1ure to do ei'ther within"sixty days-'wi'l'l'~result;in 
automat; c:wai Vel" cifapprova l 'requi'rements .'The':Coastal Corrrn'fss' 6ri)~~na n ~cons i dcr 
the feasibility. as defined by PRe section 30108, of the'proposed p"an~~o'r ", 
other act ion. '. . ,_,~: " ':" . .' ," ;" .:. ':' :.-:'~., ",,',,': ~ ~ _.. :.,' ':'., ,,:'~: '. ,:-.~.~ ~ ,:'2~:,,;, 
The appl i cant':may appea" anY.,'such'wri-tten "denial'to "the' POC.·' 'The~PUC may'- :' 
overrul e' Mydenia1' i'of ~:after)noti ce :c!nd·copp6rtunitY:Tor':pub1i!c·cor.;menf~~· :i't':; 
findS that'the further'-ter.ms:requi'r.ed·for approval:'" ""~'~:)"< ,., .;;."',' ~., 

,',,": -,.c::~·~, .. ' ...... ";, i'-' "'.J., '.'o,h'~ ....... ";:':' ~~(') .:~=·:""I.,:;"';,~:."":\':~' 
., .. .... .... •• : ~j 2 '": .:--:::~ ,L.~"", ~'. ::,.'- ,".' ,~I 

(l), . would cause detays-.in .term.fna10pera:tions'tha.t, w,i."1 'r'esu1:t r",,; . -.'" 
,n sign.i~ffcMt')eu'l"tailment 'of high' pr-iority' 9a,s::,requ~;:rements::>'::':' 

',and that".deletfon ,o.r: ~odi'f,;'c~t.ion,of :,the-' term,'w~;"T; avo:i'd~' o·r l ;.,'" ' 

s.i,gn,ificaI\t1.y reduce 'such·cumiJmen,t;.::'· or:· .: "'_.: .:-: :"; ".':'~ ::.: 
• ;~". : ~. ',I ,....... ,-', ...... :\ I ( : !of \'.' r • ~ • ,r' :; . -; ....... .~ . I ':;.~ ; ',' ':,.,,~,.., • r; 

(2) will adversely affect pub1:5c',hea,lih 'or safe.ty;: ',or .. - :''-:;', '?,':,.;',:.:,~ 

(3) ·'are<not:'svppor.tect: by.' .substanti'a':~evi,denee:. , .... ;: .,': .,.::-- " 'e'<' >":::"7' .';. 
",,:",.'.:"":',1,1,' :;:',~::rl~'lt '~I:.".~:.'I,/ ~ ... ,-, ... ~/:" ..... ~ .. "I'.;' ',r,,:: ";,'; "'T' ~:.I "., ..... = 1': ';:::', ,", .:/",' 

,~ I" ""'-,.~ ., ..... 

•• ' '., t ' 

"'\, , .... ..1:. J~ • :'A .. : I 

{','''J: i~J ~:''''',:;.~,·:'f.1 ... ':,J,',' .... :;:.~ ',' . :',''' ''''''::' ;;,1._ '.>r.:' ~,~, ;':.:'>;'j"'w \.I~: 

F1 ndi ng 15~ The Cbmmi ssi on' f,'nds: that~ Con'di t·ion~'15·'wi.i 1 'faeiJ.itate:;the:-·:·~':) 
constructionand',:operati on"'of' the termina1; in':accordanee:'wi th :the')manda'te=of 
the LNG Tennina1 Aet:or~~77~:whieh'·pro~des~'for:~:'a si~g1~'p~rm5t~is~ued;~by~:the 
PUC" and reQu'fres'cond',t,ons setby,·tlie Coastal Corrm'SS'on·'to~ensure compHanee 
wf:t.h· ,~oa.sta1 A~t<?o-ii c·'f~s.: ,.,~ e', ~::::;, ~ '. >: ,'.,:,' .. ' -'.~~ .... " .~ " :'.:~; ~'::::'; ... >:: ~,: ',-,r 

• J." .• ', ..... ~ 'n • ~'.~: ; ;,' 2 .. , .... :~-,~;: ~,,)":';" ~ ,. ~<_. 

Conditiol'l lS--Fire Protection. Prior to corrrnencement of.opera',t'i·onS~,.;;tI'le-:~pp1ieant 
or its successor sha'l prep~re a f5re p¥'oteet.ion plan for. the"affe.cted,area •. Term
i na1 operati ons: may--~n'ot ;,coimlence"unlil ·the,:·Coasta.1.'"COrmti.5s'i.on:-;.a.fteT.'~consultdtion 
wi th the a ffect~d~ Coun~y" fi re depa rtm~tj~,~t~e.,.C,~.l ~ fOr!"i~,;: Oe;la~~t' o:r::!or:e~t ry • 
aMd the Sta'te F, re: Ma rsha.1' ,:. has sta.tG:d ; n : WMt, ng ~hat· the' app~, cant,"s ,,1aM 
adequateJy" min,imizes' rfsks ,to 1 i'fe and. property from: fi re OMg5nat'in9;at :either the 
termi na 1 or the nea rbY',':are'a,:' . :.'. .' ,. .. ., .' ~ ,:' .,' '. ,', .:: ~'.. ::;"'.:..,:,; :':: 

. . .,., 'II ' ','. ',.~'" '. ,,' .. ,~ ····"-·' ... ~I '.";~-' ':: I ".l.>::~;' ' .. j?~~ <t":'~ 

Finding 16.', '. Th!' cmi,ss'iOO finds. th'at"·C.ondition;'lS· is: n'ecessary\,:to':.~nsur(·~' 
compliance with' PRC section 30253 (.1) which requires:minimfza't'ion of:"ri'skS;'Jto life 
and property' in;' areas' '0"1' high fire':'haza.,.d .. :A1 l s'ftes::are~':in remote"areas:':wni ch are 
very susceptible to fires if the're were" an-ignition-of LNG:vaPOrs~·~:::In"addit'on. the 
terminal itself cou1d be endanoer.edby ,encroaching fires. 

- .... "':".~."., ::""'.~ .: .. .., ""H' "',c. .. <\':,~';~, .. : ~:'~' •. ,:-: r~",'~· .. "r. :",I"~j':):-;"P', 
1' ... ,---" 

.' ," ,., " .... 1 
01' I,; "',' ..... ... :":1' " , : ".I ~ " .. i 
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Condo) ti on • ... Homo Can on on Cam Pendl eton: Use" 0'''' i"'e'Slin :onofre 
Nuc ear ower'!> ant Heated Water. Waste heated wa,ter, rom "the San· , 
onofre-Nuclear FaciHty Sl'1allbeutiHzed in p.lace of,' amb'ient seawater' 
for a11 ,~se'oadLNG .vaporization ·heat exchange,operations i,nthe' " 
faei1ity in accordance with p1ans approved by the Commission. The 
plan shall ensure that the adverse effects to bluffs, . beaches ... and ' 
marine life aT"e minimized during the construction and- operation':of. 
the system .. Should the California Public Uti1i.ties COlTInission.'- . 
detennine .. after pubHc headng,,_that such a system is .i,nfeasi,ble~· ' 
an intake.structure forambi,ent seawater may be ,utiHzed-in:,accordance' 
with plans approved by the.Coastal Comnission and,designed·to.miriimize. 
adverseenvironmentaleffects~ in accordance with the.,standards·set.,· ,., 
in General Cond'i.tion 4.. '" .," '-" .. ' 

,I, I ( .... 

.. ..... 

Findin917 .. The Coastal Commission finds Condition 17 necessary'to"' 
ensure compliance·wi,th PRCsec:tions30230,.and 30260, ,whi,ch requi r.e~, ' ._, . 
protection of ·marine resources .. and .mitigation ',of -adverse (~nvironmenta 1',., " , 
effects. A seawater intake system·at·,Horno canyon would.,haveadverse.,' ... '
environmental effects whichwouid be similar to. although' not nearly - .. 
as far reaching as, those at Litt1e Cojo (see Litt1e Cojo ~indin9 23). 
The San Onofre Nuclear' Power Plant. which' is currently ,in. operati.on.: ~:s 
located approximateiy ~'m'iJes' from the Horno: Canyon -LNG term'i.na·1,- s.ite. 
A heated water. discharge- which has a deleter~ous effect 'on~' the marine 
bi010gy of the area is currently being.er.lttted· f.rom' th:i.s~ ,facili:ty-. 
Planned expanSion of the facility will increase the volume of this 
discharge and resultant bi,ological'damage. . ,:" .: A 

A pipeline from the San Onofre Nuc1.ear FacUity: to,:th~Horno·canyon 
LNG.facility, allowing the latter to use waste heated water to 
vaporize the 1iquefied natural gas. would e1im1nate the most damag~ng 
effects of the LNG terminal's seawater system" as well as the effects 
of tne nuclear faciHty's : heated, water· discnarge .. and ,could possibly, '. 
improve the ,efficiency ,of,. the system~ The app'licant. has pT.'Oposed~., ". ' .. 
just such a system, for its Oxnard: LNG, s.ite .. which· waS .• 8" miles: from: ... ' -. 
a fossil fuel ,power plant., The· cost of Such- a ,sharing of: waste ,," ": . . : 
heated water appears to be'reasonable (SZO'.o'oO"oOO: accordjng;:to' ~he~Pubfi.e· .. : 
Utilities COmmission's Alternative Siting Report. Coastal Co~ission record 
entry ntJnt)e~ 01230-) ~ ,' .... : ... . _,r: ::.~~. .~,,:,"_~.~::._ ~=.~, .~._ :_~.~.;. 
Conditio~'-~~orno Can on on Ca . Pendleton: 'Pubi'ic ~c~ess::~P(rioi.~·:;r~: 
to.corrmencement 0 .. operat,ons, the beaches and b1CYC e_pa.·th,. sha;n:, be.·'~~ " 
returned·to their pre-construction condition.and no restric:tions~or:, ~. 
1imitations en· pubHc: access shall interfere', with' public access or~ use.~ , ' 
during the life of the project. provided', however. that, should' federal:' , 
law" regl.:l"tion. or needed security procedures interfere With'lateral 
foot or bicyc·le,travel. alternative access of,a·, substantia~ly~equivalent , 
nature,and approyed by the Coastal Conrnission, shall be pro'V'£ded •. ' ;'~~",-:-.,:~. 
Operations· sha·l ,·'not corrmence until ,.the Executive Of.rector~ has,stated~ in' .-
writing' thatthe.,condition, has been- satisfied~., " ," ':,' . ,':.',: ',,' -~.', 

• ' '.. ~ ! _. ..; '-

T ••• ,.. • '" 

Finding 1s.. The Coastal Comission finaS- Ccndftion 18. necessary:: to '. 
ensure the campl iance with PRC sections 30211 and 30212. which require 
protection and provision of public access to and along, dry sand and 
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rocky ccasu' beaches. The Horno canyon ~.rea of camp Pend1eton ~s situated 
on a coastal terrace adjacent to the we1l-trave1ed Interstate Highway 5. 
This area is situa.ted nearly e~uidistant from theexpandi.ngur!)a.n areas, .. 
of greater San Di.ego andOr.angeCounty~' There ·i.s' a: 'sand'y~ bea'ct(";:n,'ft;'.ont: of 
the ~r"posed LNGfacn i ty~ .. and. a' .bicycle pathuti.1'ft:i n9: the. o.1'd h.ighway'·' 
",01 ri ght-of-way. It isessentfal that exi'sti'ng public' access and .. travC,i 
along the beach and coastal areas be maintained in this specific 'area;··~ 
particularly in view o·f. growin9 popu1ation and recreati.on .. needs"of.,tM, ,clos.:-
by ur!)an areas~ . ". '" '. ." '.. "." ... >, '.:--.:.': .. -.. , 

;'f ........... f" . ' ....... ' .. ... 

Cond'{t i on 19--Korn'o cany'o~n on 'Camp Pend"et~on :" Inground "LNG' Sto'~a'ge'··iank:s. 
The l.NG storage tanks:shal1. be set partially .in.the gr:ound and.bu.i,lt,'upo:n 
bedrock and shan notprotrude'abo'/e'sround level by more· tnan,:5.o..f.ee,t~:in 
accordance .with p1ansapproved'by the Executive .Dir.ector·, '. The: p1:a,ns. ·.shail 
provide for i~ground'ing .thestorage tanks .and landscaping the.di kes' su·"~.OUIi~
ing the tanks to incor~orate tne best feas'ibie means of'preserving'tne pu:,lic 
views. protecting pOSsible future recreation. and IMki'ng 'tne'l:'NG' fa'ci1it'y 
c:ompa.tible ,with the.o~en space nature oftnis-part of the :c.~a~t,.,Al1. ... -
construction shal1 ta ke' place in .accordance·w>j:th the·appr'o,ved:,,~'a.n.kand'-. 
opera t ions, sha 11: not .corrrnence unt ;., the Executi V~ . Di'rector of ·tlieCoa s ta 1 
Cornmi ss; on' ha,s:s:u.ted :·in. writ'i.n'g ,that .. tne co'ns t ruct'iozi and. "1 dn'ds:~p:,,~g"': .,' 
has beer'l completed. :.' . .... ,; " ........ ,,, ...... . 

'I. .' ." ,~ 

Finding 19 •. me . Coa$t~1' c:ormi'; ss;or(finds. Condi:tfon )'9 ':ne.c:e$s:ar.r~t~ ~~~s~ure 
comp 1 iance wi th ',PRC, secti.on 30251.~ :whichre~uires 'minim; za:ti.on' 'o.'f1and"~: 
form alterations .and.pr.otection of .coa'stal :views ... and,PRC'seetion"'30253~whkh 
requires minimization of risk to life and property.' The:Ca'mpW?:e~'dlet~l'l_'sit~ 
is located on an open stretch of the coast. adjacer.t to the 'we'" -'travelec 
Interstate, Hi ghway 5. The ar.ea ,.presently ,.affords broad ocean ,v.; stas "o,La 
ten-rnn e stretch of open~' undevelope<! :coastseen by over60,~0002."!O't:Oti;sts 
a day and is easi'y .. accessible to'residents"of the expan·d;n9~u~ban:ar:ea,s. of 
San Diego and Orange·Counties •. An LNG.faciJ;ty would,be'located'be'tween 
the hignwdy and the coast •. Its three. 130-foot 'hi.gh·storage.,tan.ks;with·;a·n 
outside diameter of.near.ly 240feet.will"intrude upon the c'oas.tal-.:fews:.of 
passing rrotor.ists and· lower·the ~ua'ity of,possibJe future"recr~at'i.on'.use. 
The Comniss.ion's.structural en9ineering.consu',tant~ K.,J: Oegenkoj:b:·an.d~· 
Associates. has reco~~ided.that the'.tankS be p'dcedpartially,;n-.. ~ _.: 
ground. Landscap'ingthe d'ikes"surrounding the·;ngr.ound tanks,·.would.-'. ... .. 
great'y reduce visual intrust~on. Partial1y under9round.:tanks:.w~uld .a.1:50 
be better protected from f1ying objects and earth~uake mot;ons~" Prelimin-
ary indications from the Comm1ssion consultant are that the costs of in-

~~u~~~~. $ 'worage. tanks .. ~~Camp: .. p~,?~1 ~t~?~r~~: ~ot. u~~~~fJ,~~~~~1~.}:.~t~_~~~~:.900 
~.. . '..., ~: . .., '" +,., n, ..... ".1' :~'" ,'. ""':~ •• ~".7"' '~";' ~.: ,;. ::. ., -:.. : ~. '.' "":':' ~,/ .. 

• ' ~ :~. ,.- "'" ";, ",:, ", j •••• ~ • .,; I. ~-" ~~. I" ," ";:. • .... : 11:1 ':'.'. f' -: ; 

Condition· '-Ratt1 esnake' Can on·:'. Breakwater Des ;'gn. '.: The·:des. i'gTl',:, . : .::': 
or a breakwater· at the· tt esnake· nyon .. s'te~shall~'be of~the'.~ >.~ :'. 

genera 1 desi 9n: reeolTl'nend'ed by the CoIn'ni ss ion.' s-maritime' consultant:: . ~,: .: .. ~ 
John J. McMu'len Associates. in· exh.ibit·l2lg:· in:the7·ColTlTli'ss;on~s:, ;' •.. :,';: 
record. If the PU~"'certifies··that. after· an:opportunity.·forpublic: ,,; 
corrrnent. such general·des,ign. is·ei·ther· 'infeas.iI>1e.:or",:woul.d-" '.: :"::' ': 
render LNG operat:ions'~' unsafe' or unrel'iable~ thebreakwater;'shall > '. ". :"':: 
be redes; 9ned~' anc!,' eonst'ru~~ed:·;:n:. accordancC" w'f,th:' a:'· p., an' a ppI"'OVedi~:-::;:; :' ,-:r: 

. ,:"1 .... :.,.~,h. r,_~';'·'~':· ::. : .... :: .. :,'.~' .. <~_ ,.' ': ;·:I·'-'.~ (~':;I-~.,:·'·;:,"'·':':; :,"::' :~.,,:.,~:.::. ~'~:':l 
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by the cO~St~". eofraniSsion.· The, COfm,iss~i.on·I'·sa~l)roval'sha·n be 
bel sed .. on m i,n; miz5 n9: ~adve.~se' '.eft' ects. to .·,the :'ma ri·ne.' env",'ronment.·, 
witl'linthe Hmit~ti.O~s 'on ·feasibility. and' ,safety"·dete~ined·.by , 
the PUC. " ," -:. ' , .. ",,' . ", '" .'.' '" " 

c' ,~. 

Finding 20. The'ColTlliission find's "that 'c?nd'it'ion' 20" fs' n'ecessary~' : ." 
to enSure compi~ance with PRC section 30235. which requires tnat 
breakwaters min.imizeadverseimpacts on .sand, ,supply •. and~RC,section ",,_ 
30260. wh'ich reQuires'mitigation- o~ advers·e· ,envfronmental "impacts-. ,,," "" 
The Corrmission find's that th~ John J. McMunen Assoc,ates breakwater 
as designed would have' the least a'dver~eimpacts .on'themarine " 
environment because 'it w"ouTdminimize 'offshore b1'astfnq'and rocle ". 
removal. The cost for construction '01' thi:s breakwater'is"currently 
estimated at Sl75mi1Hon.· ."'; 

Condition 21--Rattlesnake Canon: Use of Power Plant'Heated 'Water; 
he app lcant shause heated water' .rom the ,abo' nyon nuc eat:' 

power -plant in place of seawat'er for a' 1 basel oad'LNG "vaporizati on" 
operations in the termi'na1in 'accordancewith a plan approved by . 
the Commission. This plan shal' ensure that the adverse impacts 
to bluffs., beachesandma~;ne,'ife are.,minimized_durin~ the .. 
construction andope.ration"of"the' system.' If·the PUC~;dete'('lTlines, -
that such .asystem "is infeasi·ble •. ·a seawater excha:nge 'systeni" . ,. 
may be used ·in:accordance.with Condition 4 and other 'appHcab1'e' . 
conditions herein... . , . .', " . ,,' 

T.· "'. "I" ." 

Finding Zl .. The CorrmisSion fi'nds that condition'· 21:" is ·.necessarY· ,,' " 
to ensure .comp, iance with PRC section~30230~ which 'requires . -'. ". 
protection of the marine' environment. and PRC section'.30260,:wh'ich" 
requires mitigation of "adverse environmental effects.' A seawater 
exchange system at Rattlesnake Canyonwould'have'adverse impacts 

, .... ' 

on marine resour.ces. and such impacts would beminim;zed using' 
already heated water from a powerp1ant· in place of' seawa te'" > The 
cost of such a sharing of waste heated. water at Rattlesnake-Canyon' " 
appear.s reasonable,.,at "about,,'$7 'mi 11 ion. accordi'ng to the Pub' 'ic. ' 
Utili.ties Corrmission -Alternative Siti'ng 'Report. Coastal :Comm'~ssion· 
record number 01230;: . . .. " ... ': , - """ ~".~ '.. ., " '" -: ;.:;' c,', 

, _ . -' ' . .. , . . .' ~ " " /. ,:" -, ".~ .~ .,', .:,- :-
",:, '0' I , '. ~ '~. _. • "0 . 

" I ....... oi" • , 

Condition ':'-~tt'~snake'- ca~' o~:' . Pub'~ie Ac~e~s"" Pr'io-r~"to: " " "...., 
operat,on ot t e tenn' na • t e app ,cant sha acquire an interest··, 
in land over the PG&E access road up to the LNG terminal site sufficient 
to allow for.public access to·the coasta.l;areas., in·:the:· irrmed';;ate· " 
vicinity of: the s"ite. Pr;or .. to·operat'ion."the~-.app~ fcant",shalJ.':. . 
submit to" the ·Coastal Contnission its., plan· for prov,id,in9,Hmited~; . 
public access for picnics and' viewing- the area~, in· the. ,vic.inity;: of. ,,~ 
the termiMl ··site. Such, access shall be consistent:,W'i-th protection. 

, . 

of coastal resources. adequate terminal security.,>. and~sha .. ":. be. , 
provided for tl'le'1ife of the project. Termi.nal .. " operations.,:sha·,r·. 
not COlTlT\ence' until the .Comn,iss50n,,·has: appro~ed~:the:ac~eSs~:.p:'lan~.;;~: ,~ a. 
as being in compHance with this condition. This access requirement ., 
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• " "'. ,. ". f' • _ .• , .. '~ ••. " .,~ II."':'~_' .. ~~ .. t'. -: :~. '",. _ '.-::.<00· .. '~',.' ... :~~',~: ~.~:~.;~_~ 
;, .. ,I .. ,'." ,,' ',':,.' ,-} ",':' :' .,~; .... ':;"_ .~r"':.,"'.: ,,', 

may be :wa ; ved~i f :the"PUC detemi:nes tna t:. federa" ,,law ,01'" :'re9u1':at'i«ls' ;; "c'~:' 
or neces:sal'"y::security .. precautions at either :,the'~t:NG~.term~nal"'or':tl'le:~:~'-: 
nuc1earPOwer:p1 ant make' pub-' ~c 'acce~s 'at Ratt1'esna,ke C~nyon'(:: ., ,> ':. " .",:, 

impossible;···· ,," :' ", "".",", '-,,:: ":: ".:-~,,;,:,~, c" 

!", ~, , • 

" . . ' -- ,.,"" .. , .. " 

Condition 2' --l'itt1e Co ·0: Seawater Exc~an e S stem and Transmission 
L, nes. A 'seawa ter 'exCMnge system ,or vapo1"'"z"!,ng' L;Nsha ' ' T'\Ot be 
installed or used at Little- Cojo, an'd 'all:electri:c:ity- us.'ed>:a,t' the 
s~te sha1' be generated on site. If for any reason the on site 
generation of e1eetr~city is not permitted. a" trans:mission 'inesto the Site in 
the co~st~' z,on~ s~,a~,l.e~,the,r, be p1ac,ed undergr:oundor. ,s.halt use.~x.,i.s,tin9~ wood~rj 
transm~ 5S 1 on, po.l es.·· " .. '" ". ,~ :',.' '. , .,. .. '" " ~,.I : ~ r ~: ~",':':_::"~.;-~'--:":': 

'-,,'" • .1.. , , ~,'. ',', ."'.".~ ' .... ~ ",~ ....... , ... ' '" ~.1 ... ' ". 

F''iT'ld'ing "23 ' :Th'eCorrrnfssi on 'find's that "COn'di:tiori 23+s :r-eq!li'.red':to c, ~ ~, .:, "' 

ensure camp'ianC'e with :PRC' sections 30230:~: 30240. '30242 :ancl '·3'026'0:'~. ' ',>: ". 
which "protect marin'~ resources~'coastai:':V'FeW$ ~nd la'rid forms', 'ancf ~~'.~ ",::, 
require ,miti ga-tiono'f adverseenvfronrnentaJ :effe'cts'. 'ihi:nearsho~r,e .• .. 
environment at titt1~ Co-jo ';:s' therros't'dfverse,:, produc'tfve'a'n'd ,,:,,-. :~ 
unique of the sites:bei'ng; ranked. 'The 'seawat'erexch'ange "systein~: . ::-~ .. 
proposed by theapp-1,icMt tore93sify LNG would' hav~'a:ser{o'us""~'; ".' . 
fmpact on' marine resources', including fish; fish ~Qs.'''an·d:: in'ie;.tebra.te '~ 
1arvae. through impingeme'n:~'entrain;';!ent, 'and~'damage:from:'ant+": ; .. '.,. " ''', 
fouling chemicals·. The" construction of ,the- conduits wou;d also .". "'.
temporari1y damage marine 'I'"eSources'.. 'EHmi'nati'-on- ,of the- '"seawater ,~';". " ,. 

, exchange system 'wr"'lld: e,lim;'nate :tl'leseadve.rse "impa'cts,o,ni':the:ma"~'Tli ~'.":~ ': =, 

resources 0-1 the- ,u,ttle . CoJo~lrea· ~..The: Cove 'Po'~nt;· Ma ry.1 and:';~:'(NG~"~ -', . 
term'ina1 uses gas fired vaporizers instead of II seawate-r~sys'te6~::'~': '"' ',,',,': 

, , ..... '.," •. ~," / ......... , .... :; • ,t. -,-~': .'J' -.~ ': • ',,-~' ": <I~" .. _;~,.. I· ... ,...'·~'~· .. ~·J .. ,..: 

Elect.".; city, would. be needed :at a ii,tt1:e-;Cojo,7-$i;te'"a.~'",;t·~w,Oo~1~-'a·;":c1ni~ierm,ina1 
s i-te to .rUn . pumps;"anc1otner: eq\J'iprtl!nt.::E)~i:mi.nat5'on,~.~~.:th,e,.se~wa:~r'exC.h~nge 
sys:temwould; el.imi,na,te ~a ma.jor. pvwer use':.at :the ,te,r.mln.a1.:.o;',~ ;:f :th.~: e;':e,ctr,1:C;~Y 
were brought. t,o the ,term; na l.:by·new. 'abOv~-:groun~tran.sm:,~s'~o~,':l '~nes.:.,.'.thc~ ',nes 
wou1d traverse ,about 40 mi'les ·overthe coastal. are~· between ,L':tt.~,Co.)o:,.and 
Go1eu ,advers'e1y ,a.ffect~n9 views ,and -wildHfe h3b'i:t~t":l . ,O.n :sl~~ el.eC:.tri~ity 
generation. seems,feasib,1e and:wou'deHmi:"A:teth~se,adve.rs~_~.i~~s: ~f;the trans .. 
mission lines, ,,··Indi'cat'ions are that the CovePo1.nt.Ma,ry.1and,:LNG .. tenmna·1 uses 
.,bouttwc>--,pe,.2en t :of the ~ LNG,th r:-ough put t~re ,:to:; gene.r:.,'~e~:.e 1~e~t~i c.:,i~i:,·an~; re-
gasify the LNG •. ·.'·~.:":-~.':~~ .. ': ,: ';)'::;::'.~'):;':::": ";' ;'./::,'"7~\~~~,'~::;~ '~IC :': .. :-:;: 
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Condition 24 --L ittle Co '0: Construction Period Trans rtation P1an. 
A transportat,on 0 workers, mater'~ S. and equ,pment or 
construction ·activities·shall 'be 'in accordance' wi;tna :transportation. 
plan approved by· .. tne :Conmission _prior to :c()CTI'nencement '-of" construction.' 
The plan snaHbe' prepared .in conslllta:tlonwi·th· the' PUC:/'Ca11:rans, ." -
the County of S4nta Barbara and the Departments of Fish' and Garrie'··~ . 
and of Parks and Recreation. as appropriate, and sha" inc'ude: 

.. ' . ,"' , .... ~.:. ".. "',.. 
c-' • '. ~ ""- • '.'- , 

(l)P'dx-ir:1um.feas·ibi.eu~e :of 'barges: and: the ... rai,"road-for .... 
transport of ·workers·.;mate,..ials.·and,',eQui:pment •. " ~.: 

.,," " . '" ,.... " ,'~" -..,., ,. ... ~ 

(2)· Reconstructing" the. Ho,l' is.ter -Ra~ch access' .road to,mi,~.imi·~e· . 
adverse .,environmentalimpacts,with; methods :to,"bridge: 
canyon and stream' crossings ~ avoi·di.n9 ,-fi·1,.i n :canyons " 
and, streams.· and· avoiding' va1uable ·w.i1:dlife:,haMta.ts; .... · ~ ! 

" •. /" •.. ,:. " '~I .".,' , ': 

(3) M~nimum rebui1ding aI'Id real ignment-of ·the 'Hol'b~ster': . ,- -:.~. 
Ranch access road consistent with feasibility and safety. 

, ... , ' ~ ': I ," .' : ~ , .. :'-" - ,~ < /'. ,» ,., - .... 

(4) Minimizin9. adv.ers"e:· no~se·,.tra·.ffie· •. an~dconst-ruc·tion :: 
. impacts. on: .Gav·iota:·BeachState .. Park.: .. ' ....., -'. -'...,. 

'. .' I ,,,' <"Ol ." • .~ "' •• , .' ." .", '., '> ,,,,.:~. ,.' 
. \. ' .. ',", ". ",' .: ..... "./ .. -':' 

Finding 24. The COll'lTlission -fi~dS C~ndition 24 is 'necesSa~.Y"·:~o:.e~~~~~.,~~~
p1iance w,th PRe sections 30230. 30231, and 30240, which protect land and 
water resources and section- 30260·wMch requ1,res m;,ti..gation,"of adve~se:~nviron
mental effects":' . The_ constructiori'and use'ofrthe aeces-s. ~d., un:r~s's:,;prOperly 
conditioned", could ha ... ·e asfgn-ificant adverSe e~feet on· the· tet:~~st.r;·al·r.esources 
of the area.. The draft environmental.impact report ;·ndicates, .that·improvement 
of the Ho11 ister . Ra.nch road would have. the least adverse env~ronmeri,ta.l· impacts. 
The Commission further wishes to. ensure tnatimporvement wi11 ·be·cons,istent with 
maximum resource.protecUon. The- 1.ittle Cojo s.ite,aeco~ding· to: the ,applicant's 
br; ef .... allowsfor. maximum use of the ra;·ll"Oad and barges fo,r ·transporting 
equ'fpment; the COITITIission des-ires to make eerta·inthisw'ill,be"the.case . .,nd 
that, in adc1it'ion. use of the ra,i,1road·to·transJ)9rt workers.to·.the·s~;te~il' be 
cons; derec1~ ,Finally, use of the,' Gav;ota ".a.rea· asa s-ta-gin-g·s ~:te· ·,for_·work.ers 1 ~s 
currently propo$ed~ by the app1 icant • could greatly ."i nterf.erew"-thpub·}i~_acc.ess 
to and enjoyment of the park.. Th.is: situation shouldbeavoi·ded: if, :the.r:e-are 
other altern~ltive$.",:; ". _.::-:: 

Condition 25--Little Co 0: Public Access. Prior to operation of the terminal. 
t e app, cant sa. 'acqulre an·"nterest, 1n 1and over the :Ho-l-hsterRanch :road 
and· 'if 'necessary; :S;xby"Ranch 'Road SUfficient to a1'owforJ;'fmi,tedandcon
trol1ed pub1ic access to'Little CoSo Say. Prior to terminal operation <the 
appHcant sh.,l1subm'it to the Coastal Corrrnf:;sion 'fts plan fo·r:prov·rd'ing lim'ited 
and· contro'1ed public' access to the beach and' bluff-top-area -of"15ttleCojo Bay. 
The p-1an shai 1 be consistent with the protection of fish:an<f"wi-1d1ife' and 
vegetation resourcesan~ scen;cquaHty of-the area and' shal'ensure-"that private 
property rights and' securi-tyare- ma'inta;'ned~.Term;nal operation's shan ~not 
corrrnence: until the Conrni.ssion has apPl"Oved the access p1an:<"Term'i'nal-operations 
shal' be implemented in accordance with the ~pproved plan • .'/:; ' .. .," :.',~" .. 
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I f th~ Con'rni ss ion.~determi nesth~t:~se,u~i tr::pr.e,;utions-,·o;fede;.~J-~:~~:; 
1 aw or regul ~t ions 'or·other.act,ions.make:.~. pub1 ~ c-access' pro·q,ram, .. :·~,~ 
v~a the- ranch'r~d(s) imposs,ib~e or;nfeaS;b1e'.:.the~alipl,'ican.t,·sha'1.: 
inst'itute and.operatea program, ~o bring,1imited,.numbe·rS r ,orthe., .. ,,::" 
pub1ic to' Little Cojo Say by' ~ter ~ . , . - '.. .' ~ , ," "" ".'.: ,. ,: ~:.', ~ 

, . . , . . ,. ... '. ~., .. ( .. 
.'~ , -:' .':.', • • • " "" .~.""~ ,"' "::. • -.. • ,j ...., 

F'in.d..~.!'1~ Z5~ The COlT1Tli 55.i on, fi nds.. C.jnd; ti on,2,Sn'ece'ssary' t'o,ensur-e'.:. 
cOm?l',ance· with' ~RC sect'ion 30212.,~t'\ich, re~ui·r,es.: that ,pubT'ic:' access', 
be provided:: in. new.coas:tal dev:elopment. '. The':' L ittle·:,Coj.o".'Ba'y~ .'rea, :; " 
possesses unique opportunicties, for'limited ,recreati·on.·. use~::. '., . ,'.;,: .... 
espeC'ial1y. surf'in9,_,. T.ne onshore area'. fncludfng' a"·sandY·"beach.,," 
provides opportunities for b.irdM~,mari~e li'fewatching~ 'Md'otner ,", 
forms of outdoor recreation. UnHmfted p'ubHc acc'es's' migh't' .' - '" 
damage ,the natura": resources. -of the ?ointConcePtj,on.a.r.ea. but ..... . 
at oresen t . the locked:· ga;te.pol fci-es.. of.Ho 11i:>.ter a:n·d .55 x by:- Ba,nc hes~·· 
prevent any :on~noreput>li,c ·.access. .to· th'e ·area .. T,ne, lim:fted.,~ - . ". 
pub, ic access,cond;"t ion· ha' cond'l.tiO,ri 'of .term; na ,':op'era,t',i,on ;':' ,.,'.", 
and the .app15cant has "powers of .eminent doma i'nfor.acceSJroad'S : . 
and ot'her, facilities 'necessa.ry for.:op'e:rat,ion 'of'the:temi'na'T und-er':" 
sect i'on 5590, of the LNG ,Term; na 1 Act of. ,977. ' , ',' > " ~. " " , . r ", ','.... r,. ,,~" ' 

Condition 26 --Litt1e c;':o:' :P~rt'~' In' 'ro~nd;'n' of-St6'T"a"'e~Ta'nk$::':; 
ne LN storage tankS sna be set , nground and bu" tupon 'bedT"Oc'j(·' 

and shan not protrude above,9rOund level by more ,t~an SO ,feet. 
I'd 01" to constr.uct ion • the ','appl i ca1'ltsha-l,.·obta·;·n-3ppr.oval oL:the= .. '··.
Commi 55; on of 3' plan for:i.ngroundi rig. thet~nks an.j Jandsca'p'i,ng > ,: ' 
the d'i kes surround:i 1'19 the tanks to incorporate the"bestfeasi'ble', " 
means for making, the terminal visually compatible 'with .. tlie open ;'''. :' 
space character,of-tnearea~,Construction'sha'" takep'~ce':only;' . 
in accordance with the',approved pl an. ...', -: .,.., '. " " 

.,' ,."', ," ." .", ...... ','"' ..... ),., 

f.~~Ji.Th~ Co~:i~s-i'on' finds,.,~ha't c'ond,i~iory:' ~6,s:ryece~sa~f"::, . 
to en5.ure· eomp1 'Iance,w.1-th ?RC .. seet'lon, 30251;, wh,eh, re~u'res neW"") 
deve10pment to' be visualiy compatib1e'withthe. ch~r~cter:'of the~ ~ 
area. and minimization of land form alterations'and pro'teet·ion::" "" 
()f, ccasta·l views. and PRe. section 30253. which reQuires minimization 
of riSKS to life and property.,·, L.ocatin9 the~ 13o;.'foot" h;9h.~stora~~:':: 
tanks comp1 etely..'abOve groun.d- would. present a major b'u1ky',intrusion:' 
onto the L; ttle CojO: coastal terr:ace which wou1d' substan,tfa1 1y chang~ 
the o~n .s?aee ·ch·aracter.ofthe area. Pa.~tial in9rOund~1't9 would:···~·r: 
decrease tMs.:adv.erse v';sua1impact and better protect' the: ta'nks·:"': 
frOm airborne object$.,and' earthq'Jake mo~io,ns,. : Pre-l-;",fMry' repOrts')' 
by ·the, Comnfssi,on's consu1tants i'ndicate. the 'cost. of in9T"Oundin9: . 
appears.,.fea,sible at,:abOutS7,~S"rl'i1'Hon ~r 'tMk.:'·· :,' ,. v~:' ''":', 

. " ' . . I' ,... '_.,',," " , .. <:. ,i • :.... • .... , '.. '-:" •. ""~".", "* ('. " ,,:."1'" 

> ." j " ' 
"1\,, ..... ,_, -,I : ;', : .. :- ", ..... ,": . "', ':, "": ~" ") -- -,. _._,', 

'.-'v..., 0"'"1"" 
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Condition 27--Little CojO: Surfing Bre!Ks. The applicant sh~" 
ensure that termH,al-'construction and 'operation' interferes:-·with' '; 
or restricts surling', at' the '·surffngbreaks·1n. tittie"Cojo' Sarto: . 
theminiml.lTl extent'feas'ib1 e. If the ConInission or the~mon'itor· ',: . 
provided ir."Condition·13 determines' that' terminal: eonstruction;or 
operation is or is likely to interfere wi'th surfin9~opportuni.ties:. 
in ~itt'e Cojo Ba~.,the.app1ic:ant shan develop a p}an to provide 
equwa1ent surfing opportunities through. construction 'of ~n}~~ : '" . 
,~rtificia1 surfing reef break or proviSion' of acces's to: a;'" surfing" . 
.area(s) not presently accessible' by- the' pubHc.- Comnission.' approval. 
of the plan isa cond5t~on for operation of the~termina1four:month$. 
after the. determination is lMc!e.-as pro'vid'ed above-.· that surf'in~. , ' 
would be adversely a-ffected by the terminal:.:. ,~-' . 

. . ~ ", .....~. '" . -

E,inding 27.' ihe comnission finds that Cond·ftion:2t fs· neees-saryto· 
ensure compliance with' PRC sect10n -3022o.whi:ch protectscoa'stal'" 
areas sui:ted for water-oriented reereationand: with ·s·ect:ion' '30260 •.. 
which requ.ires mitigatio'n'of ac!v'erse environmentai 'impaets :to- the 
maximum extent -feasib1e. The surfing brealcs·;'n·I.Jttle-:cojo·Say.· 
are high1y va' ued remote surffng :breaks.curr.entlYl.ll'laffected':by:, -, 
industria' development.. Trestle "const:-uction , or tanlcer bel'"th'ing' 
activities or safety restrictio.ns could prevent or interfere w~th . 
surfing at these' b,:,:eaks. : ,", .. ." ..... ,- .... .' .. : .. ~ '.: "-',-' 

' .. ,- ... , 

Condit·ion 28~-Littie' Co'jo: 'Kelp !o(arvesting. AppTicant·shal1 im~nimi'ze 
interference with kelp hlIrvest;ngfrom 8ed,32· 'to",the extent:feas1ble. 
If the studies i'mp1emented 'under ge1'lel"'al conditions 3~ 4~:and S:-;ndicate 
that terminal construction or operation wou1ddecrease'the amount" 
of Icelp that can be harvested under the Oepartment:of'Fish and Game 
1ease. a cOnYTIittee composed ofonerepresentatfve from.'the-PUC. 
Coastal Corrmission. and Department of Fish and Game' shall develop 
a program to minimize such.decreases in harvestable "e~p resources 
and to mitigate any . losses suffered~_ by the Bed 1132 1essor or. 1tssee~ 
The appiicantsha1l'impiement this program after ;'t is'approve<f:by:' 
the Coastal Corrmission. - " .. .. _ .. ' - ", " ..... ~ .. - .,' 

. ..... , 

Finding'28,. The- cOrmis:sion find~ .that c.~ndi~ion· 28 ;s necessa.,..~~ to:: 
ensure compl iance·with PRe. secti'on; 3023.0. which requ'ires mai'ntaining 
the biological productivity, of,coasta' waters. for 10ng .. tenn"eomnercia1 
purposes. Kel p Bec! *32 •. which extends off Little- Cojo 'SaY' and' ec~"stward 
offshore. the Ho·11isterRanch •. ;sthe,.most productive- kelp- bed"'off,"; 
Ca1.iforn·iaand -4ccounts1"or' about ten percent of theState·s··annual , 

.' . 

Icel p,ha,rves.t. The trestle. and berth' may' prevent-Icel\i harvestfng' bOats 
from harvesting ke1p i.n the.ir vfci,nity:. and 'ves:se1 'operat-fn-9' restl'"i'.ctions 
may interfere with ke1p harvesting. Condition :·28·wnrensure'~tha:t'.sueh 
adverse impacts are minimized or mitigated. if unavoidable. 
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Condition 29--Deer can on: Water ualit. The construction and operation 
of a ;eawater exchange system Sha con orm to the regulations and 
,'equ;rements of the State and Regiona1 Water Qua' ; ty COr.ltl'"o1 Boards, 
The operatlon of the terminal sha'l not result in any waste discharge 
from any point s'ource into the Point Mugu I.agoon to Latigo Point 
Area of Special Si01ogica1 Significance. Any di~charge beyond the 
ASBS shall not narm the integrity of the ASSS. as determined by the 
State Water Resoyrces Control Soard. Best practicable technology shall 
be used in construction. site preparation. and in drainage controls 
to minimize adverse water quality impacts in accordance with a pian 
approved by the State Water Resources Control Soard. 

f~nd'ng 29. The Commission findS Condition 29 necessary to ensure 
compliance with PRe section 3023'~which requires maintaining water 
qua' ity in coastal waters.. and PRe section 3023~ wh'ich requ'ires special 
protection for areas of specia1 biological significance. ihe offshore 
area off Deer Canyon is part of an area designated as an ASeS by the 
State Water Resources ContrOl Soard. The regulatory procedures of 
the Soard generally prec1ude waste discharges into an ASSS from a point 
source ~uch as a seawater exchange system. The seaward boundary of 
the ASSS is the 100 foot isobath. off Deer Canyon~about 6.000 feet from 
Shore. Even discharges at this depth could affect the integrity of the 
ASSS. 

Condition 30--Deer Can on: Balanc;n Cut and Fill. Prior to construction 
the app ,cant sha obta,n ommiSS10n approva 0 a site prep~ration 
pian. The plan sha11 provide for a sufficient elevation of the storage 
tanks and for other des~9ns 'that ba1ance required cut and fi11 to 
minimize or eliminate the need for off site fi1l disposal and shall 
provide for maximum feasible $oi1 stability in the Canyon. 

Finding 30. The Corrrnission finds condition 30 necessary to ensure 
comp1iance with ?RC sect~on 30210 and 3021l,which protect pubiic access 
because. under one site plant more than a mil' ion dump truck trips would 
be needed to remove excess cut ~ter;al from the Canyon. Such traffic 
would seriously interfere with travel on the scenic ?acific Coast Highway 
and with park access and enjoyment nearby. Building the terminal at 
higher e1evations would eliminate the need for excavation whi1e a1so 
e1iminating off site fill disposa1 requirements and reducing landslide 
potentia1. 

Condition 31 .-Oe~r Canyon: Recrea~ion and Public Access. Prior to 
termina1 operation the applicant sha1l prov)de additional public access 
and recreational opportunities in accordance with a p1an approved by the 
Commission. The plan sha" include dedication of access ways in the 
site area and. if feasible. parking and fishermen's access facilities 
in the vicinity of. the terminal. 

Finding 31. The Corrrnission finds condition 31 necessary to ensure 
compl1ance with PRe section 30212, which requires provision of access in 
new development. 
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~ orl$i."lS.. &!cores s.~l incllJ-3e c2~, ~ of inspector, :ne-Jl:d of test,...... .... " , ...... . 
• "'::.; ..... ". ;..,J. .... ~".., ." , ... .. 

obse.t'vations, results, looatiOl'l of ~,. 0': it.ern testo:1, a.nc1 M'IY otlx!= infer-
~ , , { " ... J .... _ ..... > ... ," ........ "'\" ' •• # •• ..,..,', ........ , ~"'.,..,J .. ) ... !- .............. ~ ...... ,..-.. , .... : .. 

~ticil~.l2y.::PiOve::l:IS6-~·u.:c:···-:x.:fai'fil,.~·~Shall :.:bC kept- for":cot'"Ies;s" tna.~"'" .. ,.- .1_ .... " 

tl-:ee~s.~..:e::~~Qf·:the .. faC:iiiti~~ '.~.-_.'- .' :' .. ~ .. ',: "',". ',:"~,'.: --:--~.:.;.:::.:.-::·.::,.(:I ':;,,;--::.C~-: :_".:< . 

.. ' ; ' .. ~: .~_ .. ' ":.:'.: .- ':. ~.:"" . ~',... .. .. ,-~, .;;..:;~ ,.':';~,: '.'.. .,.' :.':;:::':-~~) .... ::t~~·:: -:,,:; ;<.::"~: .. :.:.;;:. 
7. I>!viatiOnS ~ .aE?~ __ P~ and .speo.:.lea~~.:may':be.maQe . only.. WJ..tb a.valid ... .. .." 

~~ ..• ·:".c_··,,·_~~· .:""., 'nO ~_ ..... , ...... , ...... ' .......... , ...... _. " ... , •• ~,..,.,./,,- .. ,', "." ... -'~ ..... ~ .. '...I :. .... _...) -<t ••• _ • .".....--_ ........ "'":.. e lUld app.:oved cl-~e order. Prior to the sta.."'t ~,.~~?~,.::~~~~.:::2~.:.~.::::: 
ard persons qt0J; f~ed NlQ autborl.:ed to ~ change orderS slar.l be &:s.i~te:l. 

~··~~1~·.···~·~~~~~:.·#~·t-;·:4~:f/i:':~~.~~J.'~{1~~~~~~:::~.'~.-.. '~~:: 
hib::ted ~thout :full CPOC review •. ·..... . ," ':' ~ .. ' .. ; ,,- . ...... ;.:-::.::;{ :',::: :.:::,~::.::.-.::.''<'':: 

.'"/ . '. 

,,~ ..... 



'"" ~. ,.. ... .. -' . , . ", .', , 
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c·&.-I., \, 

",'f" ,I ...... " .. '~ 

~ .... ""', ... :: ".~' ~. ,'" < ' ._ .. ; .. 

"8. 1Ul safety, protective, or wa:rning &:vices" shall.:be.·.tested .,.t least once f!N'e....-:t 

$l.x %'L'OI'%ths. a"D: inspectors shall 'Witness the tests at least an."lt:ally. 

10. 

~.~ ... ......... .,.....,.....-A'_ It."':"" "I.......-. • ... _:_---A "",,'.~~-',. ~:r,'" 
.r1;Ol .... g_oo;;.~ ... ~ ...... ~ ... ~ W.IooI.olo IJ'.: lOi!J.ll').~~. :';_~:' .•.. ::.-. _ .. .;~ __ ... _.:':--_ .,_ ....... 

b) Iog$ the-loss.·o!··a~Uity-of . .any::safety ,: ~ve~:-·~·; ··«:·:shut-·'·, ::,..::: "." 

d:Jwndeviee,:an:t the;%eaSO:l·.:for,loss-:of:avai.l.abil.i.ty •. ; ..... ": ...... :- . e_" .,~ ••••••• ;'. .0, .:.-;; 

e) Iogs all bjod...""OC&l::cn leaY.s/·lllcl'l.:ding.:ongin.~:,:eause~·~~ ., ........... - ' .. ::. ,,' :;". : ... -;,-=' 

4) ~ies. of, such .r~rts. s'hall.J:e':scnt::to·the CPOC.;·· <:' "'~ : .. .'. ..' '" '~ .. : .,'. ... ,,''':'. • .... 

. ,'- . , . . .' ". ., .... ", " .. '} :'- .. .... _.-".' ,.. ~ "'':,' ~ .... ': "; ". ,.~.~ ',". ~.: ....... -'::;-' 
~ test.:u')g' a.-,d aceeptance of all systems '~l::e c:errplete:1 prier to the ~ival 

~ .the flzst· L.~'s.""'.i?.;. .'My testing::.requ:ir.ing·C:Old·or::z" .. v,,?:;>.r.izirig.' aCtion·:s.izill: ":;;.:-:::' .. :.. 
be donewithM :i.ne...'"t~: :xm-fl~l:e :nate:ial~'; An·:Wt:i:al: c:ooldow:1·::o! .. ·~s;tstems~;.;: .:,:':':'."':. 
except. th.e ~"'lks.- s..i.all·.be .lDaae.1lSlng·-a...." ::ine::'t, ~%lOn~le lnaterw:::priQr('to":~' ::.;-.:-:':'; 

............ ,.- ... ~ 
'" ..... 

11. A'7';l wlves or other ~ety devices sl-.zJ.l =ve to the sbutdown position q:on loss. .., 
._ ..... " .... '_-.A, ..... _ '_'c."" r·"'~"·'" .-.... _ .... 1. 

of ~ or a Iralflmc:tion. Block ~ves :tr.lSt be fail-closed and ~l::::rot;'::e:.·-':-:~-·:':...:,::::::,,:::,·:: 
. " .. , .... ~ .,-.'.7 .,' ,', ..... ",:. .. ;,"., .. ".,,~?.-~"':-.~~ .. ~ .. ,'" 'l"', .. :···.-.:· .... , .. ~:'-.'\--::.<'i:: .. ,,~.~, .. :.,:-:~ :~;'.~ ... :~;' .c~"':": .. ,~ 

quSze a:r:encte . energy "so1Jree' for 'operationtotl-e"'c:IOsed "p:)si tion~. . 
.. ""'~: .. ~ ~,.,~.:':..~: ~,: .~,. "::,:,, co..: .':'~.:",':' .. <.~':~ ~.-.:: ,.:~'::< __ ,~-:-:.I·:~:~~;.·:~:::. .. ~::'-=~~,..ft: . ..:.:;~< .. ~~.' .; .. :.~~,~.:~.:.> 

12. In adeitio."l to Ml"i other safety devices, each p!r.p or o:::rr;?res.sor ha."'ldl..inr; hyd...""O- ~ 
~' ••• - ... ", , ... ' , .... ~, .. ,:._ 'r' _~ ." ...... _ .... ___ ,."'_ ...... ".~ __ .-',~":';I ~ ..... :' .. --:- , .. ""1It .. I .... 

-c:al±ons·sha.!1have·-a· loea:t'st.op· staUon·loca'ted· ~'less'-t:ha:i;SO' fee£ii% 'iriii:e-~' . 
.••• • . , .. _.",' , ......... ..t • ...... n •• v.,· "'''''''~'-'_I ... ,.. •. -, ", .--:.. +1._,- ,_~_,,,o,/_,'" ..... t"': ::.,,~,..,' ".~ .... 

than/S feet -frtcthe·p.m;>·er ~esSo= .. wcn=Y"be'·'l.se:l"-to'·'s.~t~'~'tliC' ._-, ." 
device.··· .. : . .: . ~':.. --::< -~:'.: -,:-" " '.-<:. .:.:-;-::~:.' ':.,'; ':;:;' ~:...:.: ":':::;1 :.::.-7:: • , ... ::;:.~~'.: .::;.~ 

13. Prio: 1:0 sta.."'tU?, the applicant shzU.l scl:mit all operat.:i.n9 proeeQ\:c:es, safetY. ... 
•• • _, ",. .. + "'r' .... ~ •• ,.:.--~_ .... ', .\_'~"'''' ,. ... "'", .... _"-T,~ ........ ''''' ~""~_~' -.;-' ..... '""': ,.\r, .. 

pr:ocedU:r:es~:ererse.~ .. Sh~ .~, errplo:iee·tr~\):irog::=~··'ine:-.a.~~~· .. ~ . 
.. ..... ' .. _, .".,'.,', .... _'" ,,--, ... ".\'....... ., .~' ..... -~ .. , ......... ~./ ... -..., .. ~~ ..... ~.) ·'..l·~" .... ~~,:;-'~I_':: 

other, releva:'ltproee:!,,;:res·tQ' the' O?O:;--M'J! shall-olT..:a:r:n"llpproV-il for ltlll:efore" . 
the st.artU;?~- ", , . ::.~;.o' ,-" .. '::'" :.:'-~:' :- :~:."'::: ;''::-,,::::..:.~ ,: ..... ~?:.::::; ..:::..:~ 

" . ." ~ ~. . . ~ '. . .. ' ,.. '.,'.:: .. ~ ... '~ \~",-:''::':~'.,.I:~:) ~:. I~'::':;' :.::..-::':....:..;-: \ ~:.~--:.:;:::..:.:'L;r.r'.~.: .. \,:~'::'O 

~ .. ~~.~ c:r-:ajiY;!:~e:0.~::~~~.~~-~~ .. ,~~~Y::.~-:; .. : 
all~ operating se;ruenees, cne%'9'e:'lCY shutQot..:n .. ~,_:and .. ~ .. of,".;:.::·J . .. ','~.' ., ........ ,", . - .'-''''' ........ - - -- '.. .... .... ~~ ............ ' .... --""'.' - - -,. 

c:ci.tical or ~jo= c:cr.;.:onents. !n.fo:anation shall incl\lC1e eha.in of o:mrand, sa£ety 
.. _.' ..•. ,."'~,,~ ~'._"'" .,_".; , ... ',.'" ,,' ............ ',._" ', ........ _ .. _.,f"',_ ~~''''.~~<:~-::.'''~ ~.,': .. : .. :.,: .. ~~!._,..,.~ •• ~:.'1: 

p:r:e::Autlcns;· duty o!"eacnpersoninvolved;mxleffect .of·aeti~tY on ~ .' 
reliahjJi '. a.n:t·:~'·~;:iiiy;:' :-':' .:. .-. ' : ':.' ,:.:.:-::.: . ..:-::'~: ~ ,:,.::·,,;,-:c -::''7:.\-:'::''~'':'' ';'-::':::-:.:':.<'~, .~;-~.~ e 

t:Y._:.: ... . <:', : "._~;:':' _',;' .. ;'.:'~~; .:: ..... >~l::_::::::-".,:;:,::, ~.~-:. ::'.<:::':;'~:.:~·,:i ~':...;':"::'-::-..'.:':;:': '.":'.', 

~ dUties, ~~ti~, ~.-'~;~~~~.~f ~.~~~~~:...~,~~;::.::' 
%! ~-~t:iOnl'ar'~~'-Wll be clearly"de~:"No:Person Shall ~ 

, d .' t --.",,, "". ,. ~ ,"". ...., .. " ., ., • 1·_ ......... " ' 

pemS.tted to ~rK a job for well they ue n::>t traS.:ned "Mld' qlm'''i ~i·~ .. _. - .... ' -' ... , ... 
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. ~ .... " .. ,.... , .. . .' . ~'.' .... : ..... .. .. ','" ..... 
! ... ~.. j 

:13,· c::onti:ll:Ct!: .," ". .-..;":: ~ .-:: ':; .. ;:.,: .:,: .. '~"-"::' : .. '~ ,::r: _ .. :.- .. :-:: .... -.. -:--: .: 

Persals"fill:ing-. sbi:!t :S\.-perv:iso= ;~o.r:c=a:or ,~~tor.;:or: :s~.:positions 

:ohilll cleuly unee:sb,"'le the p::o:es:es they ue .~iblC':·~for;·~::s.~.'bt:;o'·: 
~.iliar W'it..'l .. tbe loe:.atio~....e fI=1e-...ion of. each. valve,. .VQssel, ... i.~...-rune.~, .. !Xl!',.:.. _. 

.• .'~.. ... .. , .. ,'", ,.. . . .... , " / ..... , ....... ,'_'. ,,,,.... I,".. '.. " ..... ,,_ . .., .... "c. • ....................... >.'" .... __ . _ .I',. ._",' , .... ' ..... .J.,_ "' - -.-

clevicc, pipe 1 ,. ar.,Lot:.c:piecc . of . e:;:W.F'.e."lt, in their ,.ju::iseiction. "'" ...... - " , . 
.. • '., '., '" '~', '.,.. ...... / •• '. ... ..... ' .... " ...... ,'. , £.," _, .. ' ',' ...... ,., ••..••• '_ ~ ': .... ,~ ... ,.' """'" _<,f ....... • ..... ' , , •.• 1, .,. 

O;erato:::;· s.~uld.recciva l'-.z:.nds~n:::t%'ai.~'on·a ~to=.-: .. : :;.' ~ :", .. -:.; . . ·C·'·~':. 

l~. ~le<latest '.e-=a.J. tionof·-:tlle olppropriatc --codes':in :effcct.::priox:· to.~cOnst:r\:ctio.."'1;·of •. '--

15. 

e 16. 

l7. 

13. 

,1".'''-''0 

Desisn,' eonst..~on~'· .r~Ope..~tione~Of·;~~:saS· ~~ss~;~i:-pi~~ ·:rn~"·th~ 
faQlity s~>'-as:a:·r.ci..~~,· eonfo...~'tO: Part·is2;-Titi~/"0i9;';~i:~..6-"'~~;·oi:··:· 
Fe:!c:a1 ~tio:lS; ': .... ~~~t::fon·:-o~ ~ti~ri,·a.~i~cr~G;;S ~bY: Pipcrf..~ci2: -.~~ 
'lit':. • ..... , ~ .. #! S "ds" . ..:r th . Soei #!" '"' ..... ~ ... , ,,".w..~.:.l .t'~e:a.!. Wt;;. .. ety t.o..~coar ~, al"'.w e ;"":'erl.ea."'l ety 0 .. .. ,:.cc::~_ ... ~. "'-f' -~ • 

.. - .... -- • - .,.#.~ "~" ~ ... 

~ince=s "Guide for Gas Tn:..~io~ ~d DisW...ribution Pi?i.~9 Oi'st~:"-·z:..e-"--
.' " ,_'.' , .......... ,., .•...... ' ,_~, " ..• " ..... ," '., ,.',.., ~' ........ ~ ...... "- ..... "" .. ~ " ~" .. ~ .... ~ .. ,.·'"'·.~ . ..J.t:. :"'") ............. ,..-"-r-',~ ..... -"... .. ...... _ .. 

late~ cCi:tio:'.S· :in" 'effect prror' to·· sta..""t-of··'Ccnstrt.:ction' or" 'U1?,,·t.O·tiie';~te'··o! 
" . '·.r~'.'" ' ...... "' .. "_, .... "., .. ,, ... , ,._," ....... _', .,_~ .... _\ r ........... , .. '.' ...... " .• ~ ,.~ ","".," " """j~;1 ""-.:.,,,~,~~ .... ~ 

. ~ '::lorr ::~.a 1.1:" ~"\Jsetj;' lh" C' .... ~ .'. ~ .. 'W.ri~.,ce· :be:tJ':!C~: -::ir:i.:.;-:0' p"rt:i:or.J.: . o! t"~ ~ .... 'O 

cod6:>~" t.;";;~: s~ietP;':;sf~il·:a;~ii·;:' :':'-::::'.~ : .. ;-;.'::':' .. :.:: ..... ~~.:.::,~.~~ ... ~~.-.:_ ... ~::~::.~.~.~ .. ".~-.~ ..... '.:_:-_~~~J .. ~, 
.:" : .~:._ , ....... :-~, \ ::.:: ~.:;' J":"'''': :":"', . .;,:; ~~',,:,,:.:".'. H'. • _, ~ - ~ , - ... _..F 

Class .. locations _.,~le-~~ ... t:~ Cctex:r.:i.."'lirlS _P:.;£;,g .' stI:~: .:e!::. ar.cl.~Sll!ety . ..fa~wO::S ... s:a . .' ..... '.. . ,-,'" _ .... ..., .~.~ .,._ ........ ~: .. - "._' .... _ ..... , ..... ~. .- .......... --, .~' .•... , ..... ' ~," ... ~. ..... .- ---' ~ ................. "" .......... ..,. 

be,blsee, o."l.tl-.c x:'~":"..:'., .po?ulatio."l. c!e .. ~sities .. ~"'lc1.3~S:tr.ilx:~on.s .existir.go, duri."'l9 
.. ",' ... ·.,_ •. c~,. ,., '''''''.' ' .•. 1 •.. ·'" '_ '.'r.' ._,_ ~ •• '_L'i' ...,.~., "' ....... _. "_~""~""" .,..;·,_._~,I" .. "" ,"" ....... -" : • .,., ..... '- ..... ~ 

tha life o! t.~.c.pipel.inc.o::.at_tl~e .~,200o', .~~hichev~.is r.'X:)re.~est:ic:t:ivc •• ,-
11 "',./,,.. .... , , .... : ... ,'..-' ..... j' ,_, .... 0'.. • ...... ~ ...... , ,-.. •.•• __ ....... ' •••• ,1.-# '''..,,0#0-,' "'" .,'_ •• """" - •. .", ....... , .. ..j"" ....... .. 

%·~b.:=i~.eepthsMllJ:e 36". to tbe.top of·.tl'lc'pipe •. .In_~~, :ot::JW_.~ •. ~ 

~~~ti~. or ',,~th a'high: p~o~illtY:'~f .. ~ing ~.~~ ~ti~~; e~:·~tbe~.li!'C' 
................. rl.:·_._ .... _.' ....... , ...••. _ ..... ',:.. .......... , ................... _.~"" '~--' ~ •• ~.,,-.''' ......... - ,~.-.,. ..• , ........ '~,- • .:.. 

of the i)ipclbc, t.~e mi..~ :bI.:r~ de,th sMll :be 48". ~_bu:tial rw.y J:Q 
..... • •• ~, ~_ ,.~ _ ..... , .... ........... " + •• 'w' 

~sa..7, ecpe.. ... .di.""l9' on par'"..i~ c:W.ti.wt.lng practices. On slopes, ttc c1cpt.i. 
of; ~s.~':be~~cd ·pe...~C:cl.~ .. to·the':~aec;:'s:tc;~~:<::··-· .. ··:·::; . 7 ': ,~.: 

•• ,.; ....... --, -.. ... ",>' ....... , 
. . ,'. . , .... / ... • ~".' .... ~: .• " ,'._ .~~:: .. : ., ~." :: .. ' :'~~~'.,' t.· ..... . ~/ .. ..:..c 

~:.. ~~ .. loea~O~.>~~~:~,~~~~~·~~~~·o~~a~.;.~~~;.:;.::.: ...... : : .. _.:,~. '~' ... ' 
Do) At evc..."'Y, p:.:b~ic:rO.ld .. a.~ high/m.y. ~ossil'l~._~ .... , .. _. ,,' .,.... . _ .. _ .. "" ~ .~ 

...• ' t' ••. , •.• ' .. , .. , ... ' .... ' .~'.'~"''''''_ \._'_ ...... ~,._,~ ... _'_ ........ ,.._ ........ , .¥' ,.,~.,,~ .. 'O'- .... -.4 •• ~-.,.i ..... ,.'-"_~ 

b) At t:Very railr~d crossing. -
, .. ' ............ ''.. .... _.,' r·._ ~'. . .... , ........ '~';' ...... ,.~ .. , '.. ........ "" ..... ,.,- .. : .... , .• ,,"., , ..... -,-..... ~ , ...... - "l"~'" ~", .. 

e)' z...t eve..-:t c:..""OszinS··of'·mcoil or Sc:lS s.."Uppi.~g'l.lnc:' C~eludi."'lg-~~' fl0t1'~" ~ .• 
. '" ....... ~,.. -.;~ ...... ~', ......... ',.,,' ..... ', .. _ .... ,.··It ._;".._ ........... -,. .. 

d) At lea::t every 1/2 mile in Class llr'.e--Z ~W~-' .. · ' .. ';." .. ~ .~~~ .. -.~ ..... .' .. i_._~ 

e) ,At··<l~t cver.r~.l/s.:'l'rlile-~"Jhile ·~:in··.the2cat Ctmyon,: '~ac:L'~ :m!:other::o:Ufie1d:;;:: 
• • .... J ... _ • .J~_.' _ '., ~ .~ .. ...,> 

t~.ers shill contain ,tre DZIr.'.e Ao""ld p~ne rn:r:ber of the ~ !lne-QPe:2I,tor-mld'''a 

. . '. . ' .. , .. , . .' - .... ~ ., .' ••.•• e' .

I _ ...... , ". 

,.... ••.• ~_ ... .- ...... ,... ,,,,"J 
.' ' ... ' ......... _ .... ' '. 

.,.., ," ," ., ..... -1"' • ... ,'.. ..-. ~, .. 
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.' - '0' ~, ... ~" I 

20. ~ wet to tJrr:I gas pipi:lq not desi~ for the mlnS.mJm u.,t; tetve:rature shall 

J::e ~ with A te:xperature rec::ordcr, 'bno ~t lot., ~:-~, 

devices" ll."'1C1.'afail~osed:l.ow~mee ::bloc:k,wlve, :to<:.prevent.:colcl:gas-::or 
~ri2o::'t U.:G'f:ta:len~g.·~ :._', ', .. :"~ , .. ~:."<: .. : _.",~:.~.,:: .. :,"-::": ::':":.:.<:::' .:.::, .• <;::; 

21.. 14:itiClrial' se....:ti~ :bi6cl:~veS shall-be ~ed~~1itbk'"aM mu~ Of:: 
'." .• ', ".",. ", .', .... ', ' .", •• ,.' "-" '''-" " .. > _t·~·'" -. ..... -. ... '.~- :., .. ~ ','" .... '-., 

eacn side of ·~ctivc arA"t:otcntially<D.cti~'·fault ZOtlQS.- . JIJJ.·bIoek·;wves~$~ 

be ~ or:-eratet! and ':CZl~le of.·rc:'otc:.oj/erz:.tion~by the':pi~:<lisr.atc::her:; 

22. M a~'tie :lea!; d~on mld -shutQ:1..m~;·ln c:otli?liancc.~~th:'.ul·exi.stinS'·,;: 

rules mid re;W.ations of app:opria~, autl".orities,:.shall'·~l:e~~incltded.~ in:: tllc:; ... ~:, 

facili"='J.A!l .pil'Cl.ir.es .sl'lall be .. construetcd ar.c1::.ai.."ltainee,.m.~ac:c0rc2..~",'W:t:t..""l ," . 
" ", .' ., " .." .• "", '.. .. ,_. _.~ .' _~_ ... .... ,'...... ." .-.J " •• ' .... ,,, ... '- .... " ••. ,............ \...: ..... ~' + ". .. .... , .. 

~ exL-tir.g ,o:ees ,and ,%~tion.s ... Said . .sy:tern shall ):e ... cesigncd.,arA .. QPe.."":l.ted 
0'" .... ,~ ,'u,., ,,,,, ___ oJ ...... ' • •• "" ., -I'O>#"~ ." ..... ~ , •• ' .' •• ' ~"""~"-"'- •. ,..-,...-••.•• ,,, ... 

jn ~::ea."lee\.;ith .. tl".e test .cn¢neeri.n9' 'praetices .~le .. ",· ... "._. __ :: " ... " -.. ,'--
'., • .' './ • ~ ..... ' ~ ,. , .• ,., .• "', ..... '. _,'", ~ •• ~" .. ", t .. ,' ',,~"~ , ...... _.... '\ ~ •• '. ~ •••• , .... ~-:. •. -,! _ .......... , .... 

nooe Cont%ol: 
• .... 4 , _ .,'. '" , ., .. ;, ...... " 

v. . . ,,' ,'. _ .. _ .;; ,~.. .~ .. ~ ':'L ~ .. ',,::: .• : :" ...... ",:, ,,,;.:,, .. ,,~ .. :,~: :: ..• ' ~: .. :~. :,:.;:, ... ".~; -: >:.;. .. ~:".~::,'"' ~.: ... ::<~,r:..r._> .. >",'::. 
23. ByQ.rologie st\:dies shall 1:e ~de 0: tl-e "'''a~.ltrea t:C:butar.t'.,to .. the~.tcl::l.l-"'lal. 
~~ ~~s ~~'i:as~d .~~~:~~~ ,~~to~"~·~~~d:~~~~~~.Pla.~ . 

• ' ••.•• , ." ..... ." ,..... ,_ .. , '. ,~.' " ) " • .... ... .' ,.,..' .,', 1 I.... ••• ...' ".-' 

D:'~sa ~tities sh:W. l::e derived fr~ c:onsicle:nt.ions ... of. ~-pected ft:.tlJrc.~ 
c3cvelo~t of the watershed, soil typeS, ~.istoric.;J. 's'.:O~ cbta: ~.,di~t·~f~ 
ter.I:'a.in, etc.: ~ cOnsitle:ations"Im:lSt' reCeiVe aPPrOVill b:i;'tl~~~:DAi-~~ .... :: e 
Coimtynooa' CQntrol'~~eer~ . 'For :cst r.ajor' ehann~=; .. 'f!C\; ~tit1cs:'~.:ii 

... '_." . ,. .~. • 0- ' .... , ,.,' ~ 'r' ," .... "', '"< ,~._.~~ ..... ,.'.f, :"'-1 , ...... ~ • ., ,t., .. : .... 

be ~~lied by 'the Sa..~taEa:rba:ra Co~ty Flood'''Control'Dl~cCr:'- .............. -

24. ByCra1.llic data shall be 'lnel~ on":~~g p~:for'~~~~gc::~~~lS',~~ 
pipes, 'etC., . .in:c:O~~~ce··~1ith·: ~&'~f">the ':-~t.!: Da::i:e..~~Co~~·'ir.¥, 
Cont...ol~....trf.ent~'.: '. ..: : .... '" ... ' ., .... -- '.. ... <.:: :-_~.:'.z~.::: ~~-;;' .X: 

". _ .. ' .... " ... :'; ,: .. '" .' ... , .. '. :, _ .. ~-:-':::.:.:: ,_:~: :~\I'~.'., ,-:'" :':: .. ,:.:: ..... ,.:~; .... :-:,~:,:: ,," .... ~,::'.~,:~'.:::::;J.;.;: 

25.. Open cha.-,nels shall have aclequate _ eapaci:t:{. and ~have .erosiont'tOtcction. throuSh .. ~. ,_. ." .' . ' ... _ " _H." _ ,'.' '.' ',\., . , ..... r.' • • .... ' ............ ,.'-4- t",,,, .. _ ' .... -''''''', - .... 

use of X'eVctr.".e.--.t,· DOn-ero$ive velocities, .:nd prOper gr~dients. 'n'le enslnee:ri:.9' 
design lQlSt be csp,p%:Cvea'·];.r 'the' ~~:~, Count;,in~ 'Con~i='_~'~:':':" .' 
Closcs:1 dr~ Sl'llllll:e reinforccit"'cO:aCte'pi~; ~eSs~·;othc-~:aw~~~~.::· 

,~.'.~ :: '.'.~~ ~o >.: .. ~'~~:...'7 .. ~'(:' :'.'.p~) :.<.. ".::' 
26. '£rJcr:r:;y ~ l'Iydra·Jlic, S::ilGe.~ ,shall l::c. sl".a.ln· on .. l!lJ.~pla.."lS" Me! prof.iles for 

.. ~er~stOm 'dra~ m:d.:.'~,~~ .. :, .". .:'.:~~.," .:.",:-";.:',~'-.. ~.:~~;~ ~:.~ ,~~, 

, "" .'" ... - , . .. •. / " ... _ .... . • " "'''. <_.' ... , ",/.,t- "f·';'''' .... ~,,.;.. ., H' _'''~ ••• ~ ... ,_ •• "" • ." 

.... ........... ' !.,', •. ,_ ...... «-"-..,.1,,. ,"' ....... _.~.,r_ ' ....... , .. _.' ."" 
2n .. ~e Wets m':cl pi~ sl"~ l:le Ciesigned for a ~:of~a·,~:'stom.:flo~:. 

29. ,. FmSsbed.:floor ~of~:ccr.::i:~t .brlJ~, ::r~~; ~·,:Jrhall;.'·bave·~ .'; .:~.: e 
~ elevation of b.1;) feet al:ove :~:)acent lO~: storm flow.; surf4c:e 'CJ.ev;j.-

'';;: t1ca, 0: ~,t..'here ~ necessa:cy by tI~ ~t:a B=hJra. County Flood Control 

Er.gineer. 
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30. All dr:U.n.lge ir:'p:ovc.rrcnt de::i~ shall o::::ply with s~, of :.the..,s.,nta Ba::ba::ol:,: 
~_ •• I .... ' _ •• _.'00# 'j '. 

Cor.mty Flood Co..'ltrol ~""tr.e."lt ~ sllaJ.l :be ~~ved"b:l the: ~ta ,~~":i 

FlO:x:1-cCnt:6!~:~~: ~/.~> .. : ,: .. ' -,',;.;::~:~':," :.~":'~:~ ~~I".',~: ~.~', :::~~~:';;~.~.' ... ~"'.:::~! <'-:~.:C~.(. 
31. ~le ori9'i.~' a.~ tI.o.o ~ics QZ .j,p?rovecl d:'aS-"la~e pla."lS a..,e ~ica;ti:'.~ ..:sl~'?':';7'7. . . ~- , ......... ,. .. .. --"'---'-

~ !'''Ut':lis~.ce to t.."'le Sa."lta Ba:'barcl Cou.~ty Flocd Co."'ltr~l .. :E:ngi."'lecr):)C:fore.cor..s~ ~::.;. 
" .,., '. • ' .• ~~J ....... ' ."~ .::.:, •••• .' <>~~, .: ;:.,~J': ~': .. <"::-":.:;.;.' ... ~ '~:"'~_:..'_'_'" ....... -- '. 0"_ -, •• ~ ",. ,. ~ .... 

begins,. or Y.'!'le. ... the al:o~··is f1.lrl'lishcd to the .Cou."l~~·;o!~sm~a)·Depa..-'a.'~~, 

. of Tr~~"'tU~o.::l, .. or.c :.sct of . .sepie. . .rep::od\JCtiOns .. of:~the;,·at-Provcd>:pIW: :~.d . . ;r;: 
':~' .• ~:., ,.~,~,,,'L~'" k-..".~~": ... ~.,;,. .. , .. " .. ". ". __ -.. ~ .. I, '. ,." •. ' .,'- .. ,.', "~""~.,_~'''''I .. ,"'": .... , .... "':,.\.":'~:~ ..... : ~':' . .; .... .::~ 

specifl.catiO:'lS s."-Al:l ~J:io ~\ZI"..ishccr·to -:tllC"Santa'·· Ba::=.l ·co,. .... tynOcd. Control , 

~=c · .•.. :.:,~: .. ,::: Z~~~::) .... ~~?;~~. ·:::~~:~~:·~t~~ . ~;:=~~ 
~ ~~..a ~~""a ~Cot:1~lnoOd ~Cont%Ol: tn~.ec:;sl211· reccl:ve-.-ilOtr£i..,...,oQ.::,i..,S 

• '. .... _ .... '" ". N" ': ",.~ ... ,. ' .. COO' • : ••• , ... :,~ .. , .. , '.,;"'.,..: ............ ri. ... '. ~,.~, ... r •• ,~"f •.• +_' ' .... _. "" .... --. ""-" I' .-

at lea?t' ~2.:).o'=S):efo:e ~.e. ·s~:~f:~..ion·of::Clr~qe~.faeiJiQcs.:;:.::~·: 
•• ,'" ''''.r ......... h. • •• , •. ",wI! ..... ,.i ........... wi ....... ...- • " ~ .. ,~ ... ::/~~;':"::"'::.. .... :::..c ...... :_._,.,,~.~: ... 

32. 

Fi%e ~~"~~':.' .•.• :oc,.· .::~ .:. • .. :~~: .. : .. :;:~;~:>,~:~ ~~:,~.:~~~}~~~;;,~<~,~:~ 
33 •.. 'll'le ~'ne:/~ator: shall ·!\:lQ.:One adCi~onaJ:_:f:t:rc p:rc~o:'J..:.spcer~ist,~sl::i~n 

• 010 ... ...... ...... " .. ~~ .. , .... .: .. " .. ',,_"('e""::" , ,,~,,>.:",.' ,~~ ... ' ,,0 :.,,~:.._ .~.-_~ ... , .......... ~ ....J..., . .. -. ,; ....... ,. .... ~ ",-, ........ ~ ...... - .... -..-'~ ..... _ ,,:,. 

fW.l-t.l::'e·· ~·tl':e':sa..,ta··~·rOa"'a· Co~ty Fire-:oe~t·~ to.:·r.o::litori:rev:i:ew~ ":m-.cl''': 
... " ., .~.... : "" ,'.. '." .' .... ' ............. ' '. ~ .. " ••••• ...... '-"'" ' .... f~~ ....... ~ .~."" •• ,~:r ..... ,' ,..;.,./ 
~u"t~ the fa~~ilit:y a.~ s:/~·~ Co:"'lS O~ . .Jr.9 dcsig:l, eonst...'"'U~j:6;·,-D.ctiwt:i:on;'· ,' .. ,., 
operat..40lUlJ .. ~h:,,·.'·~s Col! t.~ fa,! .. .. ,·.r~y: ~hrl"'lUsh' the six (6) %l'Qnt.~ pCx:iocl~a.ftti:z·ltttu? 

, .. ,-." ,. -,.-....... "' ...... --..... ,-.'.~ .... --... -.... ~ ',~ ... ,,-"'-~ ....... ~.~..-,.... .; 

e~· :he QI~e:(o.~~to= s~~ ~t f4"~':~oteetion systc s plM'~: to the S3.i*. 
Bar!::era CO\:t...""y Fi...""e tlc~ ... t for~a~ro~. '1'heze syste::ooS sMll lnc:luae:,~bi:t 

, " .. _ ..... '.... ." Y' 

not 1:<: li~~ to, ~"l integrlltS.on 6f.~~""'systcr.'.s of detac:t.:i.on;,: prcve:l~~~, : 
S\..7:-essio.."l> 'a."'lCl los:; 2"Iiticz~tion. . ... ~ , -' 

35. The Sa."'lt.l Ba:2...""a Co~ty Fire ~""tr.'e.. ... t s..~ll plan eheek mld :cyic-," _thc~jf.ropo~C'"; 
, .... ,.' ..••...•. _.~, .,.. .... ,' ',' , ... ~i· .• • .:' :.:., ." .. ;,: .......... ~:~:...-' .... ,.:~ . .;.." •••. '.: ~ ... ___ r .,. _; __ " ..... '-..:"" ': ....... _':-. ,'" 

fi:::e"'P:rotcetion~ S'jSte..-::S.uslng~.the·.t1nifo:z:m.:!'ire:.:Code, .• ,Star'&:C!S.·of~ the>natl~:: 
." : . "'." :' ', .• ,' , ....... ".~ ." .• ,' .. ~' .• "', '.' ... , .,:'. ." ... '., \' .... ~ ..... r ~'"'' t+V,,",,,, ~':"I' ..... I,.".-':' -:""1:'! 

Fi...~ .. ~o.te<::tion:".s~t:ieT";:-thc- Insur.a.-"l..."'e' :SC::viec' Off:tec:,~ ·~~ot.;er_~~y 
r .' •••• '." ' '_ ••.••.• ' '"r .. .,,:_ .• '~-: ' ••• ,:-::"'..:. ~',t::",": . ~ • ' •. ~ .. .-,' ....... ~..,J_: .... ~ ..... -:. "-- '''---.'' .• __ ' 

reeogrU.:ed· £:£:re -safety'~ ~:::a."lda:d!;.' . ~lC .. lAte,s:t·of al~'llp?lieable-:ecx:Jes:;:s...~\~ 

usecl. 'n'..e a..~/o?'"_~tor ~ ll.llow t."e ~ta Bi:I.J:~a cOu.'1.ty Fire l:)cpul: :"::e.."'l~ 
to consta.."'ltlj' revieM the f~ei1ity duri.~g constr.Jetion ar.a operat-.ion MlCl r.a]:~ 

,. """", .... "!'\\t 

roasonable·l'eeui.t'C!ents:%esult:i.n9' .. fror::cl-.Ml9ecl ·Conaiti.ons~ o:-~..a~>or:thE{Z1rt;··· 
~--~A~~.'·:~::. ~ ", .:.~; .::::~.:C ... :· .~ .. '.,'.' :'~',' .. --::" ':''':''~' ::;::::.';"::'-::":'::.'.'~' : ... : . ,.:-: ":::~:,:,, ~.·:':'·I:':;';~~ ,." .. ~;. 
cu.tVCl.'J.~_ • +~;=:::: , .. ,..-:.-...,:~,:'~2 r;:." 

36. ~e sl".a1l be at least one er:.ployee of the ~!ner/ope:rator on duty at the 

fllellity llt ill tin-.es after activation, "tlose p:~ rospo:'J.Sibillty shall 1:e 

llie saf~' lnspcetion, prevention, lind suppression. 

37. 'I'hc Sl..'1.ta Ba%-l::..:.ra County Fire ~t .shall l::e a xr~.bi:z of tlv! ~~ Risk 

e .f.:ar.age"'..ent G:oIJ,? of the em: during this project. • 
. ' ••• ' •. '" , •. .,,# .•••• :'. , ..... ' • .,.~ •• ,., •• :o ...... , .•.... ~, ..... , .......... '., ',,'.".p .',- .. ,:,- , ....... : •. :(.". ': ..... ' ... J,_ :'~.:.: "'R"j:"":'~ 

3S~ . '!he ~·Da:cba:raCoun.ty' p~·c:am.s:s:;ion r~~t .. the7~' ·or":it.s .. ~ ... '. " 
.... , .......... , ~" •• '.' ,r ...... ~ ". ... t ••• '. " •• ' .. -., ••• ".. ..... ",. _ "'_~ -.., .... ,.~- ........ "' .. ..;. ""''-

designated asent, use the !·ti.ssion Rescuch Cor,poration Gener~ COne:i.tior..s, &.tea 
._~.. ~. .. , ..,' or ~ •• : ..... : •• : ,;~._t~, r ::.::. ... ,.,.:>,:.~; .. :.: .... -,.::;<:.~-: ': .. -:;:. ~~I': ,~: I. 
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.' ',,, #,.., ,P ~ 'l' r~ .• 7 
, _ •• " ,",'c ........ _..... .. II ... "" " "'" _ .' _ '" ~ r ", < ~ ... "." ' ~ • ,: '.~ -

~ti.o%l ,38;' 'contim:aed;'" '~,. " .' ...," ~ ", n'" ~"'~ ~ 

~'l&"'197S;::lcia re.£~'·~t~ '~'~~t;-u~:~~~',,:~~~~~',;~ ., 
~t be 4esisnat,ed the CPO:'s agent. . :.:,',.- .. ' ... ---- ... ~ ""~' 

1" , ..... ~ ....... ~,:. .." "'~' .. ,.~r: 
:- • ' ~,.' .. ;, 'r" ... ' .. 

Environme:'ltAl HCalth' " . " .. _________ . -0;.0'-'; ... : , .....,' '," '.;".". ',., :". , .... , 

41. a)'A~~:ievef'm:;rlito~~~ Sl'l~i":be':~liShed'~ ~':'~T-a 
qr.:.alifie4 ~eoustic:al'· ~ CX).i.SUlbnt. ' " .:, ~, ....:.. ' :":". : ':~ : .'.... ,.. .,..., , '. ..' 

, - ./. ~, ..... 0, ...... .., , ... ~ ' ...... 

b) All. ~~:level, monitorin9~:~b::>t.h':f6r ·,b.,ieune 2&t.a'aO::!W,sition 'liS 
~ as ~e."'l.t m::>nitorins, .s.."JallbeJ:o:ne:b:i the:.appliC2Jlt; .;::,:_> :.~ ",.: '~: 

e) ~r' to' ~ns.a.;ction, ·~·'l~cl. %tCr..itoring snall be eswlished:'or"ith6 
perir.lete: of t.""le Southezn Callfo:rn.ia Edison c.:r:;:.e.."'l.Y property l:!y a q-walifio:!. 
acoustical =~ta"·lt, .a?pro-Jed by the St,ate.~santa'.~a·:County:'Heal~::· 
~t, ~ dete:::rnine :baseline a:Wient so'lrld levcls •... ~.SQO?e:.and-tlmir,c; of 
s.ti.d ~y: :s~'&l be' sUanitted-· to: .Md. opproved-l::J:i tlle State"or "Sa...-lta:aa::ba.ra C:>:J:l"=Y 
Heel th Per4: _.Ie."'lt. 

a) All ~~t c-=ing constrlJction A:tivities shall :be desi9='lee,~:,eons~cej.:~ 
operatee, .!..""J! r..aintail"led so that sound levelsin.ierently and ~tly 9ef)c.raU!d. 
by or resul:t::...';..fra: ~ .... y.~ o~ted: on,.the p~ ~'~e&\at·t."'le'pe:.i-·:· 
xre-...e.r :of the. SOut.'1e...'""n· californ::a":Edison Co:r~ny p:opertyshall not ,ecc:eee -t.."'.Ie 
follor...'i."')g·e>'.cee::2."'lCedevels : set· ··forth:!ii the-' Califoinia O!!ic::e' of N:>.ise-cOnt::ol -
l'.odel N::>.j.se ·00000"la."lce. " .'. . .. , . , ',::: :;;.. ,.':: ':,;',:: ':~ .: ••.. '::; 

." '.' ~ •• ~. • •• "_ ..... ,, ..... ,. .. ~f> .-:", • '~:.,' ..... : ... : <.~ ... ::.;~: ':._':'.-:...::: ~~.:;~ .. ~~':'-,-~"": r:::;:: .. .'~ .. : ... ~'~ "'~'" 
e)', I:Iu:'lns ope:'ation~ '2Ul"eq\li~t' shall be ope:t"a~ an!!. mainta:ined,sorthat··;· 
s:u'lIi,le'lels in.~ently·~ 'recil.:n'e.ntlY"senentted<by or'-resulti.ng"'fran- iirr;I use 
operated 0:1. tl"Je p::ope.:ty·when .~er:t at the l:::cundary_of·~the:",Southern:~o:nia 
t'dison'~"Y property 'shall 'not'exceer:l prc-:Proje:t mnbient SOl:.OC. •. level.s-.,~.:: 
~~J::r:r~tial l:;Ia.<:eli:\e·%t'Orlitoring.··' ',' ... . .. ~-- -, --'-' " 

" ,. \ '"" " ~..- .':'-.1 ., ,~ ..... 

. ,'. ~. "" .-...., .... ' . 
,-'"., :, .. ... ~" . 

'r .. _ ....... :.',.-, I ~ .~;. ..... :'''::':.::-~\ :',:,:' 

~~,:SCC;'.Of.~~~~~'·";~'·~~~ ~~:~~~fto:~State;'«~t.ne 
Sa.~ta ~~~'c6'=.-:y"Health ~t for ~rov-al zmd· shall }:)e .a~:1'tiOr 
to :i:tlpler.entaticn. 

, ...... 

• "*L is tl'.lc SOt.:Il'Xt .. level which ,shall. ret ,:be ,ecc~ ~:r: ,.~~,:~t,.~~:~, ~l~:: 
diS peiiod- (i.;c;,"30 llllnutes· outo!'~' :hour.) .'. . h .. '" ••• ~.. .., _, ,_,' _. ',_" - .. - ::.. ~, 

.. '"Lo~~'~~~~~:~~;d'~:~be-'~~;' ."'."',--" 
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eCondi~ . ~4~'. ~~~r.:~.:~ .'~ ~: .. ;: :'.:: . ::.-= :<: ::'; >, '.' . : .... :J., :~ ~ .::. ~;-', :::, ~~~~.~;~~~~~ ~; ~.~ .-:,~~~ ~~:::: 
sj Prior. to constrt..-etion, ~ly sound, level sw::.tf:!'J~ ~ ~ perlo.t7T'Cd ..,t 

.' .... , .:', ~._',,' . .'"._. ", :":'(':~ .. ',.'::' .:~~. ",~.j-:) .--... :"._,:g.,.,:: •. :.'.' rr_-,":",~,::,."" < ... ~ ~~.:; "·I~:'··"',",:;~,:·,:~:.:"'~ ... :'-:;-:':'·:~·.~ 

the SO~..h::::n ~liforn.i.l Edison '£)-""Cpe--ty l::c\:Ind~""Y at locations review:!C3: Me 
.","' •. ". " _"..... '\",.. "',' ~".". ',_' , ( ....... ' •• , ..... r' _ ,..... ' •• ,.,- _ ...... -~ 

. ~:7:t-vee ,byS2tc or' by~.thC .~~ta,-~~~a cOij."t·i r~~"~~'~~~;~:-':~'~ 
hi ~ o?!-~'tion, "~iy -~ ievel"~-~"b!'~_;fo~'~t trr. 

.,. , • "oj •••• ,... ,... • ~ ".,' ./" _ ". ----.' r- ~.. . ," . r" 

sevr.J')e.m cw,!'o:-nia .Ediso~ _~y pro~ b;;~ ~£J i~tior.s. revi~ .a.-G. 

~ b;{ t.~ S~te or'~~~ k~~';~~;; H~th ~:b.~~t:'::··"·:·~-··· ,'~. 
..... • ,,_ ,; ', ••• '_'""_' ,_ • ' __ ,"" .. ,' C', ,~ .. ,_ ", .. ,. ,_. 

i) h..'l.!itio:-..:l SQu."'ld level investiS'c.tion· sliali :te '~!'o~~ a:·r~ee. l:7.f._tJ'lc 
. ;.' •. ' '.' ,' ..• ', __ .' '" .".~ .... w.' .. : ,~ .• ,,' .:, ~.,) .:_,-.~"'~ ..... '.:. "; •. r .. ' J

:,'-; :'.:..' ~;~,:'. ~ •• :, .... ~' .. ' ... "; •• ~";" •• ", .'. \ 

State or the Sa.":tA ~bal'a Col.mty Health ~""tr'C.. .... t ar.d said ."gcncy s!-.a1l CO:'l-
• '... • ... Y., .' .' ""'_ • .' ' ... "' __ '" .::' .. _ .~ .... ,.':,,_. ".~_"."""". '.-~ .... ,_"'I~;,:~':'" ": ..• .I:.:.~. :: ... _;.,: ..... '.7':~..:i 

<Suet S'.Jeh sou.~ r.onitoring- investi.gati.ons, a5._ it QeGnS a??:o=,rla.tc~... ... ,', 

j). ":he ~J'~::'y .soirA. :leve:. rQ¢tor~ 'prb:i:~~ ~i·bC~~~~~~~.~.·~:""a.'"l.~~cl 
~~t."-lth;:~';:o~ . ~f -tt.e·Sta~· 0': t.~: ~""~Wbara' ·Co-;:'tij HC::J"th -~~ b.:cnt 
afte=' w.e ~s~~·'~~"~;;",~ee;Uffi~i~ .... t wo~tion~'~~' i;;:~c;~c~~~tativc o!: 

.. --- ._-'_ .. "" ....... 
the ~ .. . cct· :'lei . . - . p ... o;J .... no:.ze ... co: t1o:'1s._ ... ' .. ".0'''_' _. _. " .. ,... '" _ ...... "... __ ".' _.,:_ . 

_ '.,". ," " ...... ~ '" .... "~" -" ....... _,/ •• , ..... ' ........... '" 'J" • _ .' ...... ,1 .' ., ... 1 ...... __ ••• ,~~ .... ,' ... '-' .... _ .... ', ••• ,.. , •• 

k)_ .. All.r.o~tori.~s "ae.tivities· shall .. te ... ~jec:t., to .. ins~on,. a.":i~,.~~ _';-~rCt; o~ 
'-' , .' ,. , .... -r- ..... • _ ........ _ """". .."_ .. ~. ,,' ._,'."., .p ••••• ',_ ' .. ," .............. _ •• __ " •••• , to-.· ..... J ... ,' ....... 

, Il'orU.torir.g. aC'"'...i:vi:ties shall be .. available Jor inspee:"'..ion. tl,_~.e, Clli~9~ Pl!blic: 
'. n, ' .. , .... '.' ........ ~ .. """'.'_ ~" ........ " •• ~.""""'" ..... ' .-.-... ' . _.,,~,,~' ....... ~,., ..... ., •• ' •• I.,.'., ..... ~ ... ,_ ... .I ..... , ',,'."'" ~ 

",":'1:.: Cc: • . -~., d'" \,"ll _.w· ... ,., --'I .r. '-I~ .... e:. ::::u.ss~:l ... ~n .. :r:ec.:uest,. QO.~ ~o~:~_ ~..... . . .o.~.~~ ~.~. ;,~..:....t 0.; e . ~~ ::x?~~~}-~s·"~~1~~s.-.~~;~l~~~· :~~i·~~O~~,~·~~~·:~~~~~~~ ec.~~szior. 
Nod tl-.c State or t.ie Sa.~tII. ~bora Co\lnty Hwth ]jQ~:::.-"r", '. ,'" ...... . 

42. eo). A po~le. \-ater. ~?ly shalll:e devcloped .. on the. E~o~:z:~tO·:~S~>tIlC, p:-o-
• " .... ' ••• .. " '.' '., .- .. L. '", d' "-l~, .... ' •• :.'.,/ .," _" ••• _~,. ~.. • • -oJ... .":'1 .,...- __ ......... _ ••. ..:. ...... ~ .......... ' ' .... ".. • ... , .... - .... "., .,' 't ... 

jeet..\.'i-:'''l ,dcr.e:.tic:.~nltc::&":ld. a .. ~...ie ~tex:,.~??ly ~~~st.aJ.; :be~obt..U..'"lcd 

.1:i.·thc.~':ler/o~~to~~ .. P~s_. ,to CiJ.ii~~ .. p.calth:~a.~~'"~,~y_~~:··~~ion 4011 • 
. '" . ~'. '" "" ... ,~<- ·.1....... ..~ .,',.J .... _,'., ...... ~ .... 'I ' .• ~ •• . """,1, •• .... <,1_ ."" •. " .J ..... ' .... ' .............. _;.,...1_ ... ' __ , 

A ,.:ell drilli."'lS' pe--:o.it shall be obtai.'"led £rCm the CoQty of~~...a ~~A pJr-
...... _ ... , ....... 'M.\.,. __ f._ ......... : .. 

~t:~ .. ,~~~:~~~~~:. ~;.~;;.:.::~ .. ;.~., : .. ; :;.".~..... ':::':':'2:J::.:.;:'::,~ :.;" :-::,.::.:;-:: :::.: 
0.)';' D:::'eStie 't."ate: s.."'l:.lll::e avail~le on the.sitc_clurlr1S~the .. a.'ns~:r..J:O:l phase 

~" •.• ',.' '" •. ~ ...... ·.6 , ... """ '" ... " .......... _~ "" f .rr....,J. ~ •. __ ; 'J ~ ..... ' ...... ' ' .. , ...... __ .1 .'''''1' ___ .... _ .. ........ ~/ ... 

, as. "''ell. as, a:~ .t:.e. project. is .. cc::'?leted.. MId.:in opora~n. " "', _.", 
• _. ".' •• > :.'- "',," "_J.~ .... ',,,,',.,,., ... ",) .n_ ..... '.,. ,'~_""" .... ,,""_ •• ,,', •. _ .,11 .. .... ..;: ....... ' ... ,~. ",,,,,,,,,_401;' ... 11 ... ,. 

(2) , . tere...~e ~"Qtcr.'I.·~ Cst construction shall be :in aeeorda.":ice 'With s~ 
,~ ... _ '. ___ ". "'V .............. " .. ~ •. ,"","::' .. ___ "",' •• _·._~,_ ... I .. ~.U/,/ :.." __ .~ ...... : .... ;::' •. : .... ; .... '_ ... ..,),..) ... .:.. .. ~:: ... (' •. , 

set fo~ .... '" ~ the Dc?a-"'"tr.'ent of ~~.J,ter P.eso~ecs. Bull~)~ •... 7~,_,,-:ater t-:cll 
.~ . ~ ...... , _..;.... ......... ,....~... . _' .. "" J _ ._ .,' '-.J 

S~~" :.~:: .. ~t..ate o~ ~o:niz .• " :: : ~ ":_.-. '" ','" . ::.:': .: .:; ': :..-:: -':" ~~_::..:.:.::,.. . .':: .. : :;.:;~~~ 
(3), :.- Do.-:-estie, '!.-:ate: .:\':cll eevelorrren'~ and ~t,p.:m;?inS.to. ~~e.~~~:t:{, of 

.' .... '~ ~~~(~).~.~;;n:·be·~~~~'~~~o~~~~~ercd~·Ci;,.u~:En¢..~~, 
'"" • ~ •• ', ."'., .... _ ••• " .... "'" ...... ~ ••• , ........ c • ., """_-'+""".~ •• / ..... , ... ' ..... , ... ! ......... ' .... 4,' _~" J.. __ .t 

P.es'is"'"...e..."'cl Geolcgist, Registered I:n9'inec...~ Gcologi-st, __ or l..ioensed~~ 
" ' .•.. '~'"'' ..... ~. ~ .,'v ", •. : ._ .. __ '-.,:.~ ." _ .... ~::; .. i ': " ~ ... ~ ... ~, 

~-,; contrZleto:r:.. ~ ·.shall. lIlso" certify _ thilt. the ~ :r:e::ults. o.f this testi."'lS 
~~ ~ ~:.ppi.Y";;;~ ad~te't;'~ :ti~ .. ~~~.·~~~;,;nt·~~~: .. ' 

(4). ~..ic~ter. ",,en. ~'i~Ciiiti~"~-~&;d~ .. ·b:{'~~ .. ii~.Cl'19i-
, ,- .. ".", ~.'" ...... , ,. '.' ". ~ .... " ......... ,00>.-.• '. _ " ......... ,._~ .. ,~.I .... r ~~_" .... / ... v J. ._ 

%leer. m ac:c:ordanc:e 'With~Qslifo.tnia safe .~9', t'latcr kt". ~th anci. 
,,' ,. • .' ••• J .. , .. '_". ' .. " •• '_ • ~ .... '.,_.' .'._ ., < .. , .,'"',, ... '....... ....:., ..... "..:; .... ~L;." • .::.:.'"' ..... 

Safety Coee, Section (010, et. se::t .. ), xelD.ting to D:rnestie"1atez:' S.JPZ>ly, Ao"lC ........... 
41_~· .. ·· .. ' .,.,,,) .. ,.,~. 

IIl.l ~trative r~tions lU30pted put"S\Wl.t to this act. .. 
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COnclition 42, continued: 

, (5) "tet:?i'ca. ~in~inq.p~ N'~cpcei!i~ticn: ~l, ~:t~~ ~'·~:'e 
.p!"izitene::~ of'theso~6e Cs)~ ··~:cii~citY~ ::~~~S~:':~b:~~; ~i"'s-
trllIut.i~n~ ~".~~ ~~ p~t~n~::" ~ '~em'p~:'~':~r~i
cations s~ "be ~~·'~.di:~cd tY ~ta 'k~~ eourity··~uc" ~,--= 

• ',I"J . ""'." ," " '. ~ '~c _ •..• ' , .• , .. ~_ ..... rf '."~ 

iorid I~ t.~ ~-)a..--t::r:c."'l.t officials ~'hen aPi?:o~tc.'" , ' . '" - . ~ 
• • '..:' ,'. .., ,-< J. • • " ,. " ' • .. ~ • "., , .. • • ~ .... .- "', ":.'.,'" , .... ; 

(6) ~~tio.,. o~ the system':pe:' ~o\l'ee; plMS sh:ll te Undcr·t!la: '(1~r9ti" 
s\"~-r...sio~ of ·~'iiec:.~~:~ihcer.' ". . ,': : "":~ "::. ':'~"':.""""',. 

(7) O'lci~;4 ~ct~ioios!~ testing sh3ll'be eone' by' a Sbtc' ~p~~ ," 
dor.estie ~:ter" testlnS" 'lab?ra~%y'tO .insw:a ·thlt th¢'~later '~iy'~evcl~~e .. ~.; .' ,". . ........ '-'. 

is su:.~le· for drir.ldng PJrPOses~ " ", . '. .'..... .. .... . 
(8) If ~-a:t~ is 1:0 behaUJ.ee·~'for ~s-~e~""~e~i.~q:'ec.~), 'p~:~es 

, A.~ ~~~t' sh."u '~.'revi~~·a.~~':~!,!>~:lj sanb'-'ilr~i'Co~tyh@~~~ 
o!fici.tils.' :.: .', '. ::":_, ::.'..~.' .. , .. ,.' >,,;', ... ,.' "~ .",.<.~',:~ .. .' ::~.>.:':::';,;, 

(9) Prior to. eonstn:ction, a c::c::plete hydrolo9iOaJ.~~~tion :Q{'~.c;::...iC:~:~U..,e
~te.r a~ility ~. k)e' xnade::by' A."~'.inae~dcllt': ConSGlta.~t; ~A..,i~~t~ 
.~ the ~~:rila': P;':bii~'otiiity ~ion~ ~ the:~~un~::of ~ib'::a.u:i-::(l. 

, •• ',- .. •• ,'.. • '.. , •• ,.... ..' ,-' ., ••• •• '~.' • ", .~., .,," <. • - ... - -....... •• ,'" ~ ..... , .... ,'-" 

:rnvestiS'a.:tio:l~ shaU-"ll'lcl~e ~ila8:on of ~ctS·~n·"SUt:ro~~;-cxisti.'":~ 
9l=OU.~:a:ter' 'u~;e D..~d ~:. df~~: thiS SUwlY·;~th::Con~~:'p~ii.g 
for this ptQ5~:' " ':," -. ~' ,"' -. ~ :'>' ... ~:: '.: ".,,~.,,-::: ~:' ~,'.': ."~ .:<.:: .::.' <~' :.: ,-.~. 

~~r .~: conS~on; a' lOn9 __ ' V.:rp test'::tn" excess-of ,'t'I~~tC)Cth...~..e(r:ont..~ 
- .. : ,-~' ,- _ ...... ,...( ..... , .1'· ....... ,· ......... ~'" .... ~I."' •.. '._ ... ,' ... ·.-.. .~ ....... 'Y.,..,,, __ , ,. :.. ............ ,.--,~ ._:_ < •• _ ..... , '" 

shalll:e' condl.:C'ted· by .~ ':registered"" civil' et'.glrieer" or' lleens(:!<!r/\'JelI~ Cl:illi..,g 
~"'l.tr~:or· t6 det~.e" ion~ ;~rutY:: oi~~~~r.;.ter:"tQ::'ci~·piO-
~ ptojeet;:::':, '::: .... ~. ":. ".: ,;;.:, ": ... : .;'::~. ": .: .~: ,->', :: .>::: .. :-" "-...::::. :',,"::: .::.:..-.... :~" 

0.0) 

• • p '" 

OJ.) Prior to eonstxuetio.."'l, eo c:ctUlcd ~y:;is of Ptoj~ct.:.~;tcr"eC:c:i:ds:'tOth· !o:: 
:- - .. ,.} .. , ..• -~. ""~'.' ,.... •. :.- ........ : ....... _" +-'. -...... "-.d." ',",.,' .......... " ."' ..... ,.~~ ....... ,,; .... "' ..... - J'" 

construction" mld-operationshaJ.! ~ 'cc::rplcted". .. Anal~is" ~;. !toni::c" 
specific' t:r~s:of ~~:~: ~oposeefor'thC; :Cior..estie~<supVlitbro~~ tl".e 

. ;. '. - ", - -" ' .... -!.~,. .' .• ,r • ~ . _'. ,. -.,,:, .. ,'_' .w." ~ 0" ..... • '. ,-.. ...... ., ... '" ....... '~ ... __ ,,' .~_.,," I(,"~ 

p~t.· (Currcnt'·prC'l:i..~ CVZll~tion"o!po~le' ~t~ 'usage-ls"'fclt"-to be 
. \, . "", . ' """-

Seri6usly.'~c~at¢'~)··:::·· ':: ... .:. ': .. ",,' >::'. :. : .. -~.'"~,:':: . <.::: '.,?- ;:.:;"::.':::::,: ':;"J::: 

"3. Food r~.,S' faeili ties constrl.!c:tion, . ~tiOn'; ~ ·i~tena..-lCe;:··l:O~ du:rin9' 
• • "'" ",'" '-, ,'._ •• ,", •••••• ". ", ,.... .. d. --~ ..... _~ ,.,.~,', ..., ~'., .. " ..... _",.. _ ". '.~ r. , ..... ' .... ;r ....... "'.!'o. _ ...... 111· ..,., 

. pla.."it ~..::uctiorias-~-cl.l'as·":1fter tl'la' facilitY·is" l:n'ope:r~tion,-shcil;l-c:a::oly 
"."., • " .• ~.-., ~"· .... ,y"""-"·"·n"""· •. ', ... -"-,,.,.'\'.~ .. ,- I ~ •• ~' ."'. _' ... _ ,",, __ ,r-l ·•• ... _l .•. ,J .... \ ....... _ •• ~ .... • _.,.~ 

with-lIll" .a?plil2ble-ptovisiens"of the""Cztluorlna P.esta\lnlnt'~ (Ilcalth m'ld 
, &fetcj' Codc~ Sectio~;'2SS20 et~ ~;"SeCI;') .~" ..... ' .: .. ,,~: ,;",; ~~,,; ,:'::<:';:, :: .. :;::--'.'.:~':,::'~~.;'-: 

" •. ' '. • ,.' __ ,-, If ~. .: .' , - , ',.... ~ ~ •. ' ,', .... ". " • .. ". ___ . I _, ~_.... _ .•... _ .. ~ :...... '" 

a) '1JJ. plans: a.~' ·~if.ications"for- !occl'"serviee shall-be ·:rcvi~:ca·"ar.d· .app:oved 

• 

l::Iy ~·sa."'lta ~~::cOUntY~th:~t .. ·' :,~::,-. ':.",:.:~::" .:'.; ..... ;.,,;:: 
b)" FcOe ... ~~ f~ecitieS ~ ke~%oUts.n;;ly··~..ea· for~'<:x::mp~' with 1111 e 

•... ~~. of~Cci:f.: ~thur~t-Act.;~by'the san~~·~ Courlty Health 
, ~t:; ", .' ":," " " ".. : :':" ,~;,:,.:'::;'.:/.,~::; \ ",';-:;: 'r:::;",>:;~: 

'._-' .... " '.~, , .-"" ..... , ..... ~ .. -
" ....... ' ........ ' ' •• ~ ~ _... J .. '~ __ • 
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44. Sor.::ge A,-.d ~ sh.lll be disposed of i."'l a &l .. 'litA%y'::~wh.idi:1lcltllcir,~;_~ ':;:, 

en&l~er~ the·p1.lblie~he;ll th, . degrade::,'in : lJrly' .. Way:" tl".e·g:reundWater,: ~~ly~;::-o= :'::~' 
creates a:p~lie nlJ.i..2nce·c:onditior.. . '. :.: . ': ..... -' .. ,':'.;;' ".~: ~:"'.""" 

4G. 

lI.) ,~.i ~ _flleili:t.ios d1.1:ln9'. :eon:.=uetio:l'of:, the: plant ·:shAU p:Ov:Lae:.~for:th~ 

, . ~").fir.eme.. ... t·:of- .el;l':':av se;\o.l:lgc: ~"'ldwastc\'.'ater~ unClC%"g'r6\Wl~ :cither·-,by 'eo~: ':'~ 

ventio~ .s.:bsutfaee:cl'fltle."'lt (.eisr.osal .or~:by·po~1c-·'ehC!!miw::-·tOn~~~6d.:':: . 

ties ""hie.'l~e n.p~ .Qaily '·a .. ~c.~tbe,\t,L~e. 'is S\lb~e:ltlY::6ell.vc:rce::te: .il:..~' 
pe::U.ttoi:c!\r.Ping.:.sit~ '.'~ ;.: ...... ",. ' ... ::.:,.:.,~I.-:~;::, :.:.;',: >.~;~:;".::-:~-::: .~<:; 

b) ,. For.tl'Ie,.pe:::'z.nent,~se~':lse, plant·"fl1cility,all·wastcWate:< Q.'s~e: s~,:;:.~ 

.i:l co.~' f e..'"lOe~ th.:dise.."m'ge. :%~Er.'.ents· to:,l:e=i!;S'Jcd ~ the::·S~...c t;;o:~d=·· 

. F.esoU:,cas Co.."'l.uol:.Eoa%d .pw:suar.t::to th~· Cali£ot:l'lia::t'1ater:;Code:;~:~: :;: .:': :::.. .:'; 

Solid ~ste 'collceticn-ro'ldc1is"'rOSal:, '.l:oth>du:ing>constructio."'1:::Of ~::pk-i~';~'~'; 
""eu."4S.:~S"l.l:inC;:,itso~t.ion, 'sl'lall.l:c 'in a: safe' sa.'iita%y:xw.nnc:.,::) -: ::,::.: :"" ... ~., 
a) . Solid J~'aste " shall:.be %e:roved ·:to a. ..... aw-ovcd:: d.isL=o21 si te ~:i=S'J~:" a'.;Pc=:".i t~" 

pu::S\loC.. ... -=. ,tc Ciow.:mrtent: eoec~r S:..-et:.i:cri;G67CO'i +:t s~~, "soJ3.e-':'1::...stC:·~::: :.".:::',"., 
~~'"l.age:e"l~.;ar.cl·.Fcsou:r:c:e':F.eeovel:Y', .. :.a."ld::calif'oriu..i·Adrr.ini!;t:6tive::Coee,:;.,c,,::::::: 
S:-;et:~: 17Ot.J:,: c:t;seq.,:·:M., ~':."'--' .. , .':~"::':;:~":' .. >: .... -.,:,' '~:;: :>.,,:.:.;:::: 

bj Soli:" W.,.lste <li.~.()sal sh~'~' ~cce:r>lis~~ on~·site~:icct':·to.::za.I~eS ~.e 

··::resW.ations sct::.forth.u."ldc.r the· al:ove: r.:Cntion~ stzltw..cs";a."'lQ ::r~8.0:'lS, l:."iC 

: .. a, solif!' \..~ste·:c:iist=osal· pe:c:lit s.~l"bc Q~e(rfrar. the":loau~ jud.sd.:ie-,,:;o~. 

;:. on site disll~tcr pl~"'1 ~l.incluee p:ovisio. ... for prcventlon.:'e.d':,eorrecti&.l· o~ 

e.."Ni::o~tal health l".a2:rds res~t:L"'l9' f:ra:'l disasters and 5l'W.l aedress .... '3'!".c:- " .. 
• ' !, ••••• .' •• ":.: .''''~ ~':<." ,::.;-;:-~,·~_-~r:-:'··~ri;~ ".-:, ....:.~:~.,c,., .. 

supply, SC'.':ase di~sal, food SI'_'""Viea, smlter,:·vcctor-~trol~/·-(1."'ld-%'C!fu::e-di!i--·-"·--
.' ~ ", '" - :h, .~~. ,., "~ , ,"_-. '''''''''''1' ... """ • ,_.' -_,.. ........ "'" .-,:, ,,_ ....... ,.....,.~, .... ~ .. '.,...'J "~,,,( .,~J.:, 

, iOsal, '~~d'ohan ~ :r~e,,"CCt ·ar.cr-appreved"by ·the~ ... ~ ·Barb.'lra··cOun~i HC:iitli '"' ... 
~e..ooit of!1CiDis •. ,',;.~,,.: '".. ~".>" '~.::.: .A._ .. ,,:_,.: ~.'~:,,~..= :'.C :::::: ... :-.~ .".~'. 

.. .. -.::.;.;~~ \''');.. .;~'J'" 

47. S&lta ~~oil Co\m~J Eealt.~ Ocpart:r~t o:f!ici.."\ls sh4ll %O\\t1nCly ~ Me 
.... . ", ,.~ "'." ·.,e.' ,., .. ' .. ,' ......... , ........ ,.;-1;. , ...... '..-.,-- .... :.; ' ... ; ...... :-,-~ ~I .. • .. :'··'""':'·.,;--:':;. ;i~: :.'~.~ ·'J~ ... ·t:~~" 
~~ate':!'O:X: ope:a::.ions,· dortcstie- ~;ate::" SYS-...cm, ·~isc·rn::>nl.ton."'lS' progx:a:1, n.~ 

• H' ". "."" ",".,' '"".- , •• '.", r·' ., ............ .....,.,_.',. -.-' .... .-1, ... ', .... _ .- ............ '.,..~.,..j, .... ~..,. -,--I"C ..... · .... " .. "": __ .,,H'Y", 
···S6lid~'~ste~di·~?OSIll~:foile:U.ities, -~.d sr~' rcport"'f~s' to:-the--~t;t:GiS' --.. 
.e~~." ',':.:.:, .:::::::-:':::;,~;.;:":: . .::-~,' '-:::~":":: '::.:::;: ::';,,:,:,.~~:::,;::"":' :::::,~::'.~-:: :;. .;.:.,:":;:~.-:'~ :.:.... .. ~~ ';",'l"f-

.... ~:.:,~'-:':.. ~";:~.~:':.:.,.'~:, ::.::;: ~ :'~.::':;<: &}~:. ; ___ ·cr.: :,~,,":-"~:;;' Ii.. ~~'":!? 

.. , .. ', .... '.,.. • .• :. ,.:'th"1 
..... ~ ., ..... ~"" .. ' ~ " '. ",... ~ ............ ,," ... -_., ..... 

':.~- :~"' .. ~',':."""': . .'~ . ' ," .,': ~.~ : •.... ,' ' .. ,',' ":'---". ,'.:.: .... ~"'.' .',", ~' .. , •.• ' ." .. ('::_"~ ... ~ .. .• ,-....... ., .. ~ •.. -.'Y"' ,-,.-r:--:."'_ '~'-_'·I ~ ~I"'l~~ :1,.-, .. "", ,..~. ~.:~,.,'; t~ .. -:.:.::, :.' <.::.::' .:: .... :~:r: .. ,. ~_ ~ ____ _.". ... ~ _ _ _~ . ,_ '_'-' .... .... _ ......... ___ 



APPENDIX,E 
PAge 10 of ,'31 

. A..57626 et a1. /kIn 

- ...... of,SU'Oer..:· .... -. 'l'anks ... .,. ........ . ., ,.... ~ .,."..:' ' .. " .. ,., ...... ;'.' .,.J ,',:,>: .. :::. ',.:" 
~w. "¥~,fiIP~ _ _"- • _ '" '" .", ........ . 

48. ~. CP"J: shalJ.:,require:,'t;hat:the .. IN:7,.storage·:tm*s .,:be ~errplaQed:.belc:M the:·~ 

l~ of the facility so' as to"~ the 'I.l]?Per .. -portion'.:o:f;~eaeh.::~ever:t·tlU*:, : 

prot.r\.lr:.U.ng fran the: GPJ::)(m': level'. of~ ·the· .facility::not ~e:tha,n.: fifty;.; feet. .' "l'l"..is 

fifty-fcot EQrticn, of.". the storage ·vessel .sball.,:be.~·:by:~a ":gently'sloping, 

softly contoured- St.ruct'.Jre~:Cn.a?Jral soil). so .:as . to :%QunC1 ~off;:~·~"ld:~se ble.-lI! 

~ =x:.~.as p:lssib;el~ ta.~ lines. 'Witht:":e,:natural:.:l:and':fo:cns;·~;.~ i.,: : :. ':::. 

The pIJ.tl:Ose of this c:onCition is to mitigate the ::visuaJ::'lmpact.; ·,inco:porati.~s 

Sec:tio:l .. 30251; of, Coastal.: Resource ~. }"A"'ll1gernent~ P:r:operties::.;.:~:Seen:ic A.~ 

visual qualities ~f coastal. ,areas Shall J:e.. c::onside:ee::arx:t :prctect.ee'~ a:':rcso\.:!"ce 

of ~lic ir,;;:o:rt:a."lCe •.. Pel:mitted·oeveloprent.:.sl'W;l.]:e:sited.:a::e ~i9ne:r~ pro

teet. vio.'S . to a.-,..d ··a10Z'l9" the .o::ean~. and- .scenic:,c::oastal: .'ueas,: .;:to'.:ni:Ur.U::e the::·:: , ,.::.:~ 
alte:"atio."l 0: . natural land· foms,.; to l:e visually <:ar;?atiblewitlvt:.~:~a6t~= 

of st..ta'Ol.l1'XU.ng:.area.s, a."lC'!, .. where·:fe.asible, to restore .and.enhance ·.v:LsUa!?gual:l.t:{ 

in vis.J.:l.ly; de-;rade:!~ areas. ·.~d~opnent: i.."'l.highly,;seenic areas::'such"'::1:: 

those eesi;nated··in ··the ·:Cll.lifornia, ,coastline ·'Pr~tion. ·ane~:P.ecre.atl:o~: P~'i. 

prepa:ed by t.1a..e Depc!l...""'t:r:"e.."lt of Parks and RecreAtion l2nd by..: 10eaI "Sove:::r:oerit shall 

be sul::o::dinateto·tile,characte:r of:its,settil'lg' .. "·· .. ' ':'. :.<. ... :-.- .... ,~;;.:.. ,.. 

:~eonfiguration. of :reeesse:Ltmlk::.a."'ld':.a J::IeJ:me:Lbackfill~, ·%'JOt'-:C::O

prani!oet.~ safety:'of the:;facility.,'Xhe.: . .:inte.nt-:is··tQ p::ov:i:de,:!o:r/ sP:ill~ ~e!::l 

,. " .. '.... ..' .., . -,' . ,\ , ',; ", ,,~ .. ~, ' '.. _. -' . ~.:::'''''.':~~' .. : " ".:' : ... ::I'.~."'~: .: '-."; '.~~;::''''.--'~::~\' -:-.::.'/ 

~ " ...... ,'" 

~of~'se~;:wisi~~-" .... :' ,,~_.~'.',. ,.~_, .. '.' "."~""" 

~9. ~ so"u~~ ~acifie,~:;Y~~,:~~d~:~~~.~~i~~~~~~~ce 
to~on'~'F~t'i~~c~''''~ ~"ado;uate siding~city ... at,t.~.Iar-~ 

'W _,~ _.~. ___ .... ~ .. " _ ......... "'_'h " 

vall~.~~.. . __ -' ..... 4..' .. 1 , .. ~ ._ •• ,", ••••• ,.'.-:' .~ •• ,,'t:~·;~;.;::':) :~-:.;:-:>:.,,::: ;.,.:.-.;~ .',~> 
~e' is nO a~..abie ~. ~~ tbat- eoes %'JOt :MIIe:':major nesative. emr.i....""On-

~~' ~~'~..s,. ei~·.tO _~. ~~~~".~r' to the ~~~·;y~:-~·.:;~:~~~Ved 
~"Will ~ a~jor·"s.r;d~t for ka:~"'ind~~ Me other :m:?::~:_ . - , 

gxowth thr01JS~ut the Point Conception area. 
~ 5.:.'i.ta Barbara County ~ of ~so:rs has 'U"'l~"'j.:UTO\:Sly taken the: 

~t:icn tllat transportation to the ING site for materials z..~ enployees be:by 

Southc:n Pacific rail:Oad fxan tl'le I.orrpx Valley~. ':his will szeve ",5'15005 

of dollars f:r:c c:or.zt%\lC't:.ion of a ~ and w.W. bel? to ~tain t:he :renoU!:ness 
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,'," ,,': .... 

' ....... , 

. of. the s1 te ."fter CO.'''Istru:tio.'1 is ~leted~'"''We .ask t.~ coastal ComIission to 
.... _.," •... ~ ~='. ,' .... , .. ,-: ... '." .. ," , .. ,h ..... " ..... ' •••• ," .. ,' .. _.P" .. .., ...... , '. "'r- ~'i .. " ~~""""", "', ... ___ .".. -.".", ........... ./". 

joi:'l 'W:.-:.."l us ~ req.leSt::i.ng the·:pcc·to reqi.les.t UI:l/or're:zui,re-the-railroad'"tO' 
.,_ ...... -.. : . ," .. ,-" "_ ""'~""I:'_ ,'P, ',' " ...... ,~.'~ ... _T' .... ~ ," r· __ '" .. ,,' ......... , ~ _ ...... ,~,.,_.,_,- _.' ,_. ,,.-'1' 

p:ovide passe"'Jqc=' serv:r:c:e' tot."l.i!: s'ite;at·"least· d1l..···ingJ the' c:onstruetiO!"'i~~~: . 
.. • ".' .. l·'~·.",.-:-., ;,.I" ..... ~ ./'.,.,,,1,-' .-, •• ;;.. 

~ appll.Cc:..'1t l-.a.s prol=Qsee to ~::::>ve the H:>llis:e:-Fa."'X:."l":oae.2:'ld/·~"'·· 
." _:: •• :'~.'~:' .• -'~''', :;, •. , "~'; .... :: .... ~ ""'-', .: ...... I~· .. ! ...... ~ •••• ,' __ ........ ......-,..- ...... ''''".', _,' __ ".'. (" PI ... · .. ~ •• - . -v~ _,...,...,' _... ,"', ,~-".. 

t.~i= co. ... .str.letl.on,wo:kers· tO~·GaV::02.~,,,'here "ll' pa:-.<i.",S" lo"!"~' :be"Provioee ':''''' 
~. ~~k"Will ~;~;~'di~~trous :e!!~:OnS6".-the-~::.~ti ~li\fa :~ty.::,:<: 
~e-'t.~re.~~;' ····va~~f~ctO~" s.:~,~ ~aJ:'~"ane':-~"l'o~;-~-:area:~s):~e: .-~.:':; 

• • , , ..... ~ ~., '" ,., ,'-roI'.,.~ •• '" •. ~ .•.• ~ ..... ,,'._ ... '~., ....... ""~' •• ""'. _'I' " 

bl:i.ldi.~ r.o=~t.o:l.\r!'I. The apz>lleant· hre.sxnade-w '.a..."""ra.~g~..s''for,ho\!:Sl..~''t.he 
\t.O~ers (1"; 650" ~:j(~;':at'~: co~_~...iO''1):' dui-lis the :4:~-m:;nt}i' eori:st.raction 
pe:iod. A??:O-cl o! the rctilroad access will pu"; ti'JC ~So:: ~~~on';I:a.# 
a.-it o~ ~;:,.~ C;u:'i~::~~s/w~e the:~sitl2tion<is:"less:a6r-..e~~ ,*,' 

-: -, "'"{ " ,. _~ ..', -" '- .. ,L""." __ '. • .... ... .... _ -. " . " '. ... 

~c P:CEO'se:!" ~:OvedEoll.ister"'lb~c -al;SQ~11 seve::eJ.:Y ~et '~ota ... 
Sta~ Pa=k' ~"ld: ~~- a'-~zare:;Us' ':$.1 t\.1a~6nat'·the on..:..road:c:Oss:L"'lS::~t;~9h-;.~ 
101 .. ' 

" " • '" ," -'t -', .. ", 

_.' I ........ '~.~ ........ .'-
• .,-, .",,'" ,J'''- .- .......... " "'... .,.w. -, ... ' , ' .• ' " '.. ..' ,. _ , "... ." , 

~ is 'easily se..-.:icee11.f-mad"'a.~'·rail.~ It:ca."'l a~-eo:i·_~Od.ate~ese', .. ; 

",t', 

... ', .. 

...... ',. . .~. ~ . ,,'~ ~., .. ,.-... "...,. .( .' .' ... 
~c-..ivities.. J'oh."'lS-2J'.a."wille a."')d VA..~ have"7C"! "expe..~e:-.ced~ ~"p?ly"~coe:::s-Q!£i-
6Jltie.s~: ::. ~ :~~;"~·~;e?lY~Of~So~~~P2lci.:i·e :'is:'ne;a'tive-; :: .. ::; ~ .. ~ .::::~. . .",~ 
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,,... .. , .... , ...... , 0,-. 
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" ' ... 
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\. .. .... \ ~-., ...... -~-, :." ., ~' .. ~."'" 

, I'· ... ~' .... " ....... ~ ..... ""::' ra 
". '_ ••• -,',., ; oJ 

"-,,,- .. , .,.1' .. , '_ to 

~ •• """ '-'-'''_ ~h .. L_ ......... ,.w...., _ •. , 

.. • .'~~ .. - ..... -..... ~.~ Kr-, •.• ,.~/.".. ... ..... .............. ;~- "'~ ..... " ............... ~, ... "".~ 

," r . .:.~~ .' 

. . ... -~ ........ 

, ..... "..,., .... ' .,.,. 
.. ~ ... ~, --... "',~ .. ' 

.. : ~ ... :.... . ..-., .. --..... . .,~ 
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so. 'Pl:ior,U; ~l~O~~ of .~~ ~ ~w.~·~t.~~~o{Pi~l~~·' ~~l{~t.~.~ta e 
~"N:a ~ty.··~~rtation·~t~to 'as~ ~~~~~th' ~g mxl . future· ~a' £aciliti~- , . \... , .. :. ',', , ... '. . .. :"'~, ..... " '_ .. -.'>'.: 

51. ct1tain Dn ~d::e:lt- Perci~ ,f:rx:rn.thC ~ta' ~>~~: ~~;;:~t.ion . 
• • .' •• ,< •• ' , , ."." " .' ''''o' ~ .. ~ ... '.... "·.'."":I.~:~"" .:" ...... _ .-:' .. '~. -.: .:, ... ':~"":) ",:,,\: 1-.:. 

Dcpa..~ for ins~tS.on.of ~.e,pipcline at.illloeaticms,within Sa:'ltol I:.arl:a..-a 
, • ",".,._. I .' ' ....... ,,,. I ' ••.... I •.• " ) , .. -/,';' ._ .. ,'n' .. ::'.< .. -+' ,~.:-.:',~ 

CQu:).ty .~ righ:.s-of~;ay. '. '!hepc:mits will" shew_location ~ .pip(:! a"'ld d¢~ o! 
f%)ve:, as~"Cllas' id~tifyd~ur~ ~:~~~ ~;' .. : "':~'. ~.,.~'.:.~-, ...... ~ .. :.'~',.:'~~ 

52. If tlle ~, access %oute .is ~ the F.ollister~~, ~ Gavio~:~ the· foll<i.i::g-
. ."._, .. " ...... _. ....." , , .,', ~~,. '., ... / " .. .. -..... ',..... .' ", ,.' " :,: ::...~ 

.... 

a::;nditio:lS S:.all: llppl~: . . ",. '.. ..,.., . .,_' .. , .. 
a) 'rr..c ~??lica."lt,~ either.~:cove~~ota·, ~cil. :Ro::d, .. (CO\:,.~' .. :bcti.~. u; s. 

. '. .. . . ... - ' .. , • . ..... ,. '.' " .. , _." . ' .......... _ .J.', ..... ~ ',;... ,,"''''T. ':, .. ~ ... ,~. 

101 a.."'lda .poi.~t south. of the .. eonc:ctc.sw"":'QC.r c:ro~, :to:.all .. \oIColtl'r;' ~ditic.!".:i 

an: a,se!'e , .... 'iet.i.;.orsMll· ente:r:,into,a."l.a~~t with' sa.~ta ~~ Co~ty ~ 
• ..~ '" T .., " .,',r ~"." • .t, , • ' ..... , ""- ,J .. I .. ' I , •••. ,.' ~ . \:' •. :_' ... 

=aintain IJ:.C, ~S\::'.e au ~ility mld :rcsr.ol'lSibility for the ro.:lcl ace a.~y perso~ 
.injury.~ ... "ld p::0pe.rtyea.~90 QO:IJ:I:'rins thc:eon or in ~ comoe:"'...ion the:-e~d.t..~;· 
until t."'.c n:c; plant- is in' ~tio."l.. ...... . ". ~ ., . ~ ",~~e' _ .. _~: .. :- ~<.:~' .. '- , 

:b) ':he l1?plica."l~ sMll sa~i~.t:y· th?;··,O!llfotnia ~~b;a,t~~f·.ir~~~~ti~~':re
gatding p:cvic!inq a saf~ entr~.ce ~. ~e'~t ·~~·o.·s: 'ioi"andQ;,~; 
l3e.:ch ~ d1.l%'ing tha c:onstruction pe...~ of the Il~ plclnt. Conditions my:re- e 
qu:ixe closure of the ce."i.ter divider, th~ rcquir:i.nq traffic £:ran tbc sow.ll. to u:c 

the tr. s. lOl-State Hi9MY 1 Intereh:."l9~, c:o:'lS't:'Jetion of a."'l interc:ha."'lc;C, rc

loeatio."l of the c:on."lcction of Qlvi~ Ee.ach ~, or sate o-J-.cr lqrovo:ent. 

53. If th~ :r0llC (l:cess xoutc is via lJ1ly portion of J~:Road (Cototy), the follo\.".. 

~ cor.r!i ti~"l :.iall. ap?ly: 

a) '.th¢ c!lppliea.."lt slwl either ~:rove tl".e portion of JaJ..mw. r~d to tie ~ part of 

the aeeess rO".lte to A safe s~d of grade mY3 alignr:e:'lt, ~ 'WCll ll,S. cld~a::e 

Seo::etric ~.d struc::ural s~""d.s 1:0 the ~l?P:ov:U. of the S:mta Da'd»--.'""a CO\:l-::y 

~.ent of 'I'r~rtation prior to use as t.""le access %Ot.."te, or:-.ball enter 
into an a;:t.~ent .... -i th s::.nta ~ba%a Co1.mty' to- mtintairi mil asSUl'llC all l:i.i3bili '!:y 

m"ld r~"lSibility !o:: the J:Oad, mit MY pezsoMl injuxy a.",cl p,tope:rt".l c2Inase 

OCOJ::rir.g t."le:eon or in eonnec:tion thc:'ewitb, tInt.U the U"..G plant is :in operation. 

54. ':he (hT!er/cpc:atJ:Jr shzlll Clevelop A ·staglnq 1.rea and .~:Lng Plan- for the: 

Ptlblic ~;orks: 

55. ~ U~ f~cllities shalll:e Qe:;;.~ to w,t.h:stm'le, ~1itl'.:ot.tt intc:mlpt.ion of . 
se:rviee, D. ~esign %MXirm:m ~ of Ri.chter l1agnitude 7.~ USlDJ a l:::edtcck 

acceleration-tir:e histo:::y witl'~ a ~. peak ao::eleration of Dot least o. 6g, 

800. QO:IJ:I:'rins on t1 fault th'J:ee:..ilcs fraa the site, or 4 C:P:e.ltcr dt..~ if 
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. -- ... 

Co:x!ition ess, cont..inuo:1: 

the ClI.USolti.vef~\llt. isfo~ to.be .loc:atQd,.at.,lI.,srea~er4iS~a .. " ... _ . 
. . .. . ..... ,~ ~"' . -. '.. - . -.-'.-".. "--, _ .. ~ . .'" ..... " ~.}" .. - ~~I., ........... "'. ','.' .. ~"', :":.::: 

o".':lC:r/ope.rato: s.'zll ~t to the~"2 l3a%'oar.l,:Co1.mty. Departr.'.e."l.:. of. Public " . . . . ,. ., r ' , 1""" I. 

~rksll. g:a~~~J)la."\. a."lL1 qict~. S\:!"~~~: ~SQ' pla.~·.o~ ... ~, , .. ~dS~~~bU;:j~· 
" ........ ' .. .. " .. , .... ·.·0 ... _,' ... ~, .... ft-. ......... ,·._'.· ... ' 

e 55 .. 

lI.~~S;, &lie ,$=a~g.pla:"\to,sbo\~ r.'IC~~.od. D.."ld.des=ec: of eaT;la~on .. ~l?~WZ~~. 
, ,.,~ •• ,. •• ,.. .~., • 0_.' eo." .. I ' ............ TO' n, __ ,'"..... ~_' •• ' _ •• ' ... ...., •• _~..... .... .. ~ ...-'J..." .... ... 

mct:h:xl o! s~llizatiO'''l. of o:poseQ. sl0?eZ; .O'w':lcr/o-;e::at.,o: . .to .. pleJ)t., ~d ~.,':.il5.T; 
•••••••• ,.~ ••••• _., .' ....... ",. J _ ., '_ ...... " _ .... _.-,_~_ ... ,."""~ •• ~,~.:...~ 1_, ..... ,J"y :,,"'_" ." 

all 0:: ~ fill.~lopes, ::aie m~i"·lte."la."'.e~ to):e, contin.1.:Cd, ~til. ~~~p'roj~, is 
- • &I "" , .. 1_ • aU ..... _ ... ..-.J .... ~ .. ,i '" ... ;...1.... _ of J>. • ' ..... _ ... _: .. ~ ..... ,. ...' ~ 

cx:::r:.91~~., , . . ..... '" '., "...." .,.... .. __ ,';;~:" .. ' _ : .::-:-:: :::, ;;.-,::',7'::.,"::.-:::,:::: ::"::':'.::0-:':':;:'.: 

... 
" "'.' 

... ", .. 

57. JW. gr~Ci...,<; s~ ec::ply",'ith all ~?:,li~le provisio::s ~(~,S~~~:a";~":'1.,. 
_ .J ~ ... _ ., ... ;, ......... ...,.1 '.., .;. •• / '. __ .~ ... 

~~ty·G:aeir-S Q::~.ce ~l7S$ .... , .. '" .. , " '. " , . 
s=. A ~o:~ie~,.s~l~i~·-=~po;"of~:~~ ~~ ·p~;p.1:ae· ~~,~'·~i~i~e~~~~i;~i.~:~ 

9~1~ist ~:.: '1 ,'~. ;~~ee pri~~. t.;,.o;;S:~~O:l.· ·s.lid·r~~r.t- sh;;'j'·'¥:tnciu:e.'a 
. ,. ' ", '. '~"', .: "", ,,' •••• ,0... ~ " • ,-',,~ . ..'.,.:..... ., ':'., :"'~_'rAt ,~',_,'", ,: .... :..~ '.' ... ''':'',It.' ';11- .. 

o:::'1?:'c~e .. ee:c:ip'"..ion of, fr.e 9C!Ol~ of tho .. Si2 ~~d .conci1.:zio!"'.s a. ... .e recc:::r.e:"~a-
tions' res~~.· ~.c' clfe~ of .tl-.e.9~i~~.~~id~~~o.··( t.~·.pro~~~~(elOr.- ._" 

• ", . • ....... _ ••• ' ur ........ , "'. "... '" ~__ -'r, '" ~ 'r ,w_ ..... i •• "'· .... ,. ~.J ... _r ~~..,,,/ " •. 1 ..... , .. .,.11_ .,.;, 

:ner..t. Said r~?O::t . shall be. filed with tie .Sa."l.ta Ba:h~" Co~ty .tc?a.!; :...;c....:..t. o! . ~lie ';;o;;:s ~ . . ." - .. ,'.. . .... .. ". ' ,'. ., .' .. .. --.., . -~. ~"".:..~ ... ,,'. ,."~ ...... : .. : 
, ' •• " "." ,"'." • ." .. '- >p'" • :~:,".:: .:, .. " ~'':': ':.,.., !>~"oO-': " .. " .. 'J :~"'."';:'.J ':;·:~::,:,:·.:··::l:-I'~.':: ;,: . -' ,., 

59. AP:~lir:-.i..~"'Ysoils rep::>rt of thc.~e.a/prepal"ee by. a eiyil,.o..,gi."'l~ ~"'ic.'!~a 
• .., ...... ,-.,,' -••• ,." > .... , ......... ' ... ,. ,I ...... • •.•.•• 0.' ............. '" ~ ............. _' ,~.*,' .•. _ .... -, .... _., ...... .;""_ 

:in soilIl'ecr..:..-ues m-.eslope s~ilit:r .a. ... .d.rE!9is:e:ec!. by thcS~ta, "i7ill.):IQ.. 
• --. ,",'. •.•• ~.I· __ ••• , '" • '..- .. _"r"_ ... ~ ... '- _ ........ _ ....... , ,"..:_'.':::" ~.·.,I~._t_ ..... ::..:--""". 

req~ce p:;o:. to .. construction... .Said J:cr.o:t~hall1n( .1\:dc: .data,r~!.:~.g ... tl:;c, 
, .' .'.... - .. ,.-, .~ .... ' -,- . .. _~ ....... ~),~J ' .• ' , ••• "' .... I~ • ..-',,,,..-..-_ ... ,,, .. ;. 

.:I:_~_'10.. .... ' ... \o.i!i'...:I. .c' .' '1 ,.:I 1 ~. ~_"""I.I?-o:l.,· S'"""'"-I' .. y.,N" .... "c...opa."lS~ve nat\::'e.o ... CY.J.S:lIlg' ,SO~ s. ar".r..i. .. co::c .~~.ons _,' 
•.• '-. - ". .. ..... - " -,.... . .. , .. , " "'" - '._,+ •• _ ••• , ,.... ~ ... - ........ -.: .... '" .. :.: . .,.,.~I, .... , .... :,:. ' ... .. 

.and. %'eca:e:-.c::a~o!'lS. fo::g:~dL"'lg. !):::oeeC.\:%'e$ ~. aesign _<;ritc::i~, .. for, ~=c~t.i ~ 
." '.-'~ • .. • .. •··••• ... 1 ,~" _ •. -'.' .... 'n" ••• ~· .,,~, .•• _ .• ,., .. 1 ...... ..., ...... _' '-# ... _._ •• :.I .... "·., .. · .... :~-'~:-'J. 

=asures. Saif! re:£X)r: sMll .:ce_fil~ ,wi~the S~"'l.ta .J3~rbaxa Co~tyDo~ :.. .. er.~ 
• -,. '_ _ •• 'r"" .... ..,' ....... ' • _ ,,-' , • ." • t) ," , .. , '" .-..,;, rw • of. PI.lblic r:o:i".s. ... ..... ,.". --...... ..._.... ., .. ~, .......... -.. " - ... - - --"; -. .;. 

~, .', ,'w ••••.. ' '.: ,:> .. ,.:"::,,,,, "", () ;.:_.: ... / .... :.~~:: .. ~ .. :: .::~' ~.'~,:",,:.;: ::,,'.::,::.: ;::...:,:-:.~, :.~ 

60. ..'n:;e project: soils cr.gi..,eer. sl'lall ce:'"'...ify 0. to" tl".c ... ~t.l :aa~a _~u.~;y ;:c~ !?~~t 

of Public ,;\o:ks'.;""t ~i, ~~~S;;~\:'.:i '~..j' itY,,~~eh 'baekfii:C~ .~"'l";~ficic.~tly 
• • .' , •••••• ~.. '., .. ". , •• 'I .' ,.' .. ~' ',._ .... : ............ ~ ...... '.¥ ''''';''' • ....,..' __ ~' ._ ....... •• 'H;,.h.· ~;:: ... -.,II-;;-- •• :,: 

~ctc:e to. prevent .. ~ttlc:-.cn~ clnd., cro:ion. p:ior to .project, corrplc:tio::'l.. . 

61. s..~io~ - '1r~. ~Ss.r.~~ re~~roie' for.~·~~·'ee~i~·shAll' 'ex~;iSe ~~~~' ::. 
~:;, ~n~~l e'·~ir.S:the' .g;;&g.~~nst..~~JO''1··6~atio~:~0 i:~~~~::~2~ 

_ .. , •• '" ,-', , ...... ,,# ,'.' .... ,' ., .. - .... ~ • ,~ .. , •. '.' •• -"'. ~ ........... ,:. • .. .'~' .. - ... ~:- ...... /---:~J .... \" .. ,;-.~:...~~ ... / • .,.,"::.,.):"--;'/:./:.. 

pliM:ce :Vl:~:,.;!iJ?:ovcG·pla:.s •... _ ... , _, .. ""~.~.. '.'" ".... ,.~ .". ,~ " ::', .~ ... :.':.. ~ "~. ,..,~ 
62.'ii;oVeiJ ,~;~ion p~~~~~ti~'d~ces sl1all: be ... ~taiicd. 'prior>to . }:o\;C;;tir-'"l'st, • ~ . 

•.•• '_.,.- •.. ,,-..... ~, •.• ...,.~ ..... ~ ... ,-.. '.".' ."'n,., .• ~ .,~,,""'_' "~_ ... -o~<,:..< ,_.~:,' .. ':: .. ,.;," .,:':;':--):"" .:. ....... ...,"~":.!~~.;..:. ....... :::~~: 
~ :.."lal! ke.r.~t:z.inecl. on the .. site . .hl:ough ;.pril..1Sth .o! the following ".Ic:X: .. 

~'-""'''' '" '~'"'''''' "p' ................ , ...... !~, ........ , '.. '. ","',. ,-' .. ;.,,, ......... I~ ; .. ;\;~:" ~,~~ .. ~_'.~' .• ~c ':'''~~'>'.~'''.:::r::'(::.(,-," 

03. PIJ.."'"ing- tl-.c, a~ STc!e.in<;.process, a. rCS'is~ee ~lneer~, ~109';s.t. a:'le rcgiz- .. ,. 
,-.... '.' . ' ............ ' .•.• '._'.. ,.<, .......... - .~_. ,,~I ... ·.' ~~' •.• _.' .',- ...... /. _,' .... A~, :,< ..:...,-..... .: ... ~r.:::- 1,:.::,_ ,.~. 

tared soils- engir.ce.r shall provide sufficient" ~ to dctc:r.lir.e .~t con-
. ,. , ,",' ~"'.. ; ..... ' -,. - .... ,' '-.. , ... '., ' .. ".",",~ ~ .. ;: __ ,--:' ... ,~ '"':':":'~ .. ~:.~,,.." .. ;. ::.""",0': ~".:-: .. :'~~:.I .. ,.:j";' 

ditions,.of.thci::'.l?re-:gradin~" rcpor-..s" ~e follOt,:cd,. mld if un~,.c:or.Qtion:;. . 
•• •••• ur' ' .. ~ , ••• ' ....... '. /' •• ' • ,.' J~' ..... ,,",' ' ...... , ... ' ~ < ..... -!.,;.:':.~ ",.'.;:1 "!.:.-~ ...... ,:,<-.~,.~:::;-:-c '.'::.:: 

are cno:>t:l~ed dud:.;, gr~,.:thQy, shall.~t;.F~" :r~~~,~~~ • 
•. ~, ~_" ...... ,.~ .. ' .... ,~·r.'"'''' u ..... r,,,.~ ... ,.I_ .... A. •• J' _1._._'.., .... _ ............. 1 ........ ,. r._.~ .. (.tf'.J e c:hilnge of .. pla.~to.thcl'l?%Oject.~incer w.to_:the",Sml~,~~.·~ty ~-~-

.. ~~ .. ~~;~'i~: .. ;~~~;;'".::.:~·: .. ··~.<.'·";·;; .. ~;I~':~-' .. ,~:_:.:,::~:' .. ~~:,'-.~:~,::~";:;';/~:.;~:,~~~:~~~\~;'~:~/;~:~ w~ •• 

.... r" 

, .. ~" .'" .... '.'~' .. ... "...,·"r·' ," - ".,,, .... ,~,~ '. -<.,~ ...... , , •• '--'_,....... • " '....". " • 
... ,: ..... , • •• ~ ....... , ....... , ..• ~ .• ; ... '".,J , .............. ,., ... d,.::.~ ..... ,",.:,~~ '.;;-:...;: .... ,::.;~":;:~ 1-- ... :.....'*! •• ~(",.:~ ::-.:',~::;.,.,"-''''''~ 
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65. 

66. 

fil. 

68. 

69. 

70. 

71 .. 

72. 

"." "'" .... ,,-, ...... ~ ... ~~~ .... ' _ ...... ./ .~. .. .............. -.. 
. ...... -..... _, " .... ~ 

CUt s~~:; sh:u.i~~·:~~·tlwl-l~J./2~l ~r' fill~~l~:·~~.:~~ 2:::' __ . e 
'U%"J.e.ss ecrtificd to ·tl1c-ir sta:oility :bythc'projeet solls erlglnee:"an4 '~¢necr-' .. 
i."lS go:>losist~" l~lC:::'1eVcr p'ss~ie~' the tOp ~. ~. of slopes:shalibC' ro,r,dcd' to 

ptoe~' a cc..~to\::ea ·~iti6n·\...ith the natural 9ro~, ~::'~"s~ shall"'bc 
sp:ayee. ~ t."'1' hydro-::r.Jle.':': to· proviee fast· 9l=~.1th-~.a. reeiJce:Uo=ion~ .:~ ~.~.-,~., 

~. r.-ate:~: fo=' r~ ·eon.st=U~ioh' s."l.all ~t the~r~tS'of~c':'-:: ',.:.:-... 
califo:nia tle?a..."t.e.. ... t of Tr~"'lSpo::tation S~.,&u-c. Sr:eeific.ltion:; mld 's'lincb-~tl? 

. ..'~' ,"'. ," ... ,: , ". "T • ,'.,'.. '0, ...... ,,',. ,", -" •• • • +'''. • . '", ' .... ,~ ...... ""'" 1'"...... .......... ". . "+-' .... , ,>,. " .' PlMlS of o::r:e."'l.t·datC~ " ....... '. . ......., .' .''' .. --,,' ~ .. ' ..... :"-." '. ..... .. .. 

7:r.e mai.."'l. access rOild shall he designed to con!ox:m ~th ~the·~Caiif~~.e..,t 
" " ~ , .• i_. • ", • ,,",' _ .,.... ._.,.",... • .. ".. t. T ~ , , ' " ,_, ..... "" • .-,' ... ") 

of 'l'ra.'"lS?O~...ation IIiSh'.only ~sign r,~~ of C'l)n'ent' date" a."lcl:' sI'lall' :c:onsist JO~' t'1\~' '" 
12' .... .::ec: ~~vel ~c~. . I.~teriO~ Xea:d~~" l'lave:'a '~..n pav~~t·~'wieth':!or 
-b.'O 12' trave1 la"'les fOr '2~y traffic ~ one'15' traveJ.'l<me.-fO=· -i~..ay:ro.:i:!z .. 
De~gn o! .ci :cad' ~:rove.-::ents ··t.;·be CO;~.:I.lc:ted:as: ·Part' of:this :;eevelO?~~ 
~.all"~' ·pc:fo::r.-cd by a CiVil ~~~ee:' registerecl :i..~ the·~sci.te· of Cilifo~ 
A registe=ed civil ensinec= ~r lice.."'lscQ l,a..,e ~'t0= s.."lall ec--t:ify, ,:tn"~dti..~S', 
that' ~ ~bs, Q..."t <l.~.d fill' slo~;' drai:laSe·f~cilit.iei';: m:e~thCr-:rclated ~d
",~k hl~~ bee:l sto:cd m tl-.c-f:tele 'in ·ac:cOrc2."lee·,';ith·':thc'~ptOVCd:;pia.';':-M.d··:: 
pxof~ e dr~ss~e ·~'~-~'.u~'~t'~c:c,or~-s. :~~ ·-tl~c<~ppr0VO:~~:~~_~~. e 
B',idrolOSlc st\:1d.les inclica~s'dralnage' flOW$'·to·,~, !...~ticipated·-f:ron"the·en~e 

watershed w! thin· the project Shall be::;U!:mi ttecf tOthe~sMb';Ea.t'bara· county ~~ ; 
. ' , .. .. . -, ',' ~ . . . ' ..' .'" , ,"~ . ,. " , .. ".,'. , ' -:. .... •.. '. 

Oepa."'t:'.e."'l.tof l>1.lblle 'l~rksfor review"a."ld approval~-' De~6d hydraulie-'stut!iez 
of stom "w.lt~ :ur.off to te ear.t'ied in each roaa\~y shall be su:Oitted:~:;: the 

. . . ,.... . . , . ' '" ", ,-' ,'. ," "-', • . " -, •. ~ " '.,. .', .... _', .J,:" ,.', ... '.. ..... .... ". 

engineer fo::::' ~?ptOVal" . ':he a.":'O\mt.·of~:;to:crc\lJaternmo!f·tO be-~ed"~ 'a'%OOd'" 
sect.iOn sl-~ .~ ~ oI,,··ll·ba';i~"~f·a~t~~ ... · 'fr~ency'~~ :~ ... 
drai."l.lge facilitie~' sl'.lslf ~·'re~ed·:whe."l the:'Ca~citY'of~~:road :~n:;~ 

~- ., ... " '.""," , •• '0 _,<,n", ",", " '~'.'.'" .,,' ~"', ••••.. ~ ....... ",.~.-,,\ ... ~ 

bcoen re..ac:l".ee.. !hcd:'Ainase faeilitY"c1esigns s.."'Wl :be" stJl::nitted to,·the- s=nta' .... . 
~""'a County ~t: of'Publiet':Orrs' forr~~~l ~cl- apptOvai~;:·: ::~~. ~:::': ~.:~-.. 
'r.ce f:i:-.cl c1esisn pl~ for the pror,osed U~ ~,;:pi~6-~; :,;tility 
£leUities, a."'lQ ~~~ss r~ . s~l"be . sub:iifted to:·thi:~ta Parbata '~.mty.~. 

c " '.,.. .. '.' •• ..,. , '. , " . ',..,.. , ~'I '; .... , " ' ... _, p __ ' II, ~ J..... " , 

:cepa!: til ,~t of P-ublie t-:Orr.s' fo=' review a."ld aPl?tOVal prior -toconst:ruc:tion~ ~r:., 
• - " " ~ '.'., " .. >, .~' •••• o. .', ," ~. "...' or • ". '_ "~ _ .. ~,' ,,_'.,. .... _ .... ,.. /" 

~he pipeline' risht-of-way ane! c:onstruC""..ion access ~cb ~1.lld·l:e·locatC!d· 'Do ~ 

reaso~l~' "distance" ~ ~;: ~Uees, ~A eon::ic1eration'~sl:OiJid:'li:: ¢Viii to 
• .. ...... : _. ' , " '. -. ' • ,." "," " , ...... , ..... ,' ... -,.... 0, ... _~".! ~,.. .. o. ,o,~. I ~~ 

the :po~ility of', stib'i13 zing' 'existing . slide- ~~s-which C2rl:lot "]:e"Dovcided-Md 
.... ~ •. , " .• ~ "., ,~~ ," ~ ,.' ~", -,'--"~ • ", ........... """"'" '._ •. ,"., ",-""".,1.- , ..... .,... ___ .; ._~ web ooulc!' t=Ose'~: significant· thrc.lt· to· the·p:tlfC.line~ .~" --.. -- .J.' - , .• :, ....... '. j 'y ---' 

~ ~/~t6~·~ccn~· thO tr. S;"<sOilConSc:::witton;'sci:via;~:(zcsl::to _ 
dcee%rnine the p.ro?er ~ to control erosion lU"A re\Te9ctate-::t!iO,..ptOi:QSecI :rlght
lof-waYs for·the pipcl.ir.e sysWn, ~ c:onstrtletion AtCaS, utility facilities, 

and ~ roaes. If periodic in':opcct:iQnS of tJ-.e ecz:,pletce ri9ht-of~' rcve.:ll 



• , " _ '.~~I 1 .... '. ,' • 
... .... ,' .. " • ", ';;;. (' I ...... ", 
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I' , ... ' .................. .......,., 

e .72, eonti..'"'l.ued: ".., ... ... .. : .. , ..... ::,.:.-:~:.::.~::'::::; ... ; .... :,-~.<: -... :,~ .... '.:.~: "::.~~~:."::.:..::.:: ':-:: 
. ··:tha~:·revcgc~tiQ."l'ana;o:'- erosiori~ eont...""'Ol n-easl.:es ~"'e r=)t :bec."l. suecess!u.l,,:,::re-

" T". _,_ ". \..4.~~." t,.-'- ," 'r,", - ...... : .. ,'"'."".:: .. , .. _~:- .:~.' , .. ,:.;::.~,~:.,' ..... .... ~,~~ .. ';J :., •.• ,- .-." . / .... 

seeC.ins:"a:-.e --otl-..:'·r.c~su:res reeor.:r.c..,cecl :by. such Z19e.~ics. sl':ow.d :be. ~~lishC".:. 

::.... " ... , :.':':.::.: .~~ .. .<:' .~ ... ~ ... ~.~ .. ::~.~.~;_:. ~ .':.: . .'.~': .. '.~"':'::., .. " ~:' ".,~:'~.::::~.:: ~.~:_: .. ~ .. ;::: ~.'~JZ·~:~;' 
Mr PollutiO:".c6ri-6:01 ~'is~C;t-:': . _ .. >"," ~ -- ',-.~.':' ·v~;.:.:::~;: 
73;· " Co:X3itio."1S·"-fo=-:C;Ontroi' o!'~~:giti~~ d.j~~~k~~t ... : .~':.~, -.,~',-~.: -'.~~ :'::";';':~.:~.~;~~;:: .: .. :~'<', .... , .. _, ... ~.:" . ...:.:.:...~ ... ; ........... ,,'.1 _ ,.~.o ... ,;,,,-, ,,J. ... ~ ",'''' 

a) 'nle scheeuled \·:atcri."lg' of 9't'1leir.C; are.:lS d~?C....ce,:'lt Oll_\#~:thcr-;.A::·~~'~';elr~;" .. " .. ' ,....... . 

cormtions. . ~_ .... ~.. ,,'.,. .... , '-.. -..-:" ... ~:.:.:.:::~.<'~:::~ 
'''_ ._'. ~'c·"""'~' "-'" --...', .. ,- ....... '~.~, ... ~ ~ . ."~,':. -::_::'~:':',-~:~'/'"";':-" .. '''' ,.. ,.- .•. ',--"'-"~""" ,",' 

br:: ·Scl'XX!·.:l~oilir.g 0: ·.e.a:css '~d.s. a."'ld ~.:k ~cas¥ depe."lde."l; :~:,",';:.'eathC:'::-.r~: 

\o,'Or~"l~·co~eitic..:..s·-;~· i~~~ ~riai;o~.s ~~"l' =ed~~;'d~t . ~~~ion:lcv::1S:::t'OU9hlY 
30-70 pe!-cc.~t:: p:ovis"ion;: f6="'thl~ ·~:s.:z~ ;dii. be",,' ;:;~i;&d~.in .,~ g;adir.g:pe..--r..i t .. 

. .-' ,. __ ." . ... " ... -." ... -~', ", ";,. ,,-' . ,,:::~ ,.,,> ... ! ....... , ...•. ~ .... .." "~ ..... , .......... ' J.- '". 

e)--ConCitio::,s' fO:'control of·ve..'i.ielc c:.1issions to. a,'id .f:rc:n. .. \<\.'C:i: ~cas,:,shoulQ 

CQ:lSiQC: ·o?~6~.s·;;;~ 'a~"~~ ·::tt.~SiOrt b~ ... ·• 'Tl~~~~a ·eli~~te:,~~. 
2S,Ooo·:·veru:cle mu.eS"tr~~~i~~:~rk·&Y:·' ,'~.' .' '-'-- .. ',~:',~'.:'~;.;.;. .... -::.:_:;, -- .. : .. ;.~'~.; 

.... ' ,. - ... : . .- .. :: \' :~. -." ' -, _ .... ~ -:_. o. .. . - 0' ...... 

'l'he .:~liQ,.i-: s.ia.1.·C~t to the C?OC. a pla."l !or..t=a.."'lsport.ing~:,W:):icer~ :.~~'(.Y"'. 

va:ic'~I'.:'sit~; tr\':~:r~~~C6~~t/-;~~; ~ ~··~it~~- ... ·~~.·-wiu·~~~~~.:2S.,OOO·:.vehj;(:l. 
mil~S--~~'·(J';~lA"!~~~q ~?e·:·w~i,.;.'~;(~~~~~~?~,~··',~~ .. ~~;~~~·;~1.?.:.~.:prry:~- •. e o.-i·t.~'o~e:: o~ l7~S!.kJS/h:~, seven &ys a .. week.. ... :~ .. ~ .<7 .~/::/::.~ .. -;:::::.:-:~:..:, 

7~. . SUps i:l::Poii: ~~~6;:~a.~.;~t~~~).~::: ~ ~ .:~ .. :" .... " . . " . :~::: <~, -_', ~; '<:'.;:~ ... :.:. 
c:or.tllti:.~':.·':!";,~ :=~~~t:rcii ·~ci:t.i~~.q,:rt"'c.u.s;i~~;,d.i; ~t("_·.tb;.~ .. s.'lips~ r.rost:~ U~e'-O$ 

75. 

'oJ ' .... ' ,;.. ,~. ~;-., ' • 

pe.:ce.."'lt sulfur CO:l~e:lt f~el or less, to avoid .. ;v-iolations .. of ~tl"le.:Cali£o:ma S~tc 
.0 ,,' ':' • "~.:': ~", :j':_:'._~<: _:._ _ .. .,' -<' ,""_.'--"." •••• ,-~ .,0'.' , ........ ' .. 

mr~ietlt aL- que.lity" sciJ.,"'l&rris &:l4 Qsqict rules. for .. land:-based:sourees~.:;;Ships 
• •. • .... ". • ~: ~:.. , .... ' '. ',..... ... ...... '1:., ,'" _ .... _ ...... '"' .... _ ..... ' I •• oJ ....... .' • 

~ .. 3··pe=ce."lt, 2' percent, or 1 percent sulfur fuel \\'Ould be :inviolatio~. -;'::: .. 
~li~le u.....ee.= Co~stal l' ~ ~lic P.c:io'Jrces Code .Sect.ions:,,302S3·(J.}:~ • .e:::::.: 

';' ... ' ~.: • ~.-::- ." :'~'::, :".-,:'. ~:'";. '. .... '.,.. ~G .<~~'.,., - I ..•. '::. "',' .. " .': • ~. '~·"'-r ... : _. ",~ ,. 
30263 (b).' _ " .. ,',-...... -, ..... ---'. '" .~._ .~ ..... 

... eo .' : ': .. ' ..'.. <::: ...... :':". ':.-. .;:..:.~, '., -::: .... ' ,,~,'" ..... ~:. ,,' : .. ~:. :~: - . ,. 
J:Iea~g l?:rocess to Gr:lsi...~ the .. ~"G.... _., .,. .' .. ,. :': ", ./ .. :: ...•. :;~;.:.: : .;.~;:, __ .:.. ... ~ .... -'. ." 

·cimeitio%;s:f~~ .. i:;~~~1:·6i· ~as ·turhl.."l~~s~i~·'~ '~ize'~ "t1atcr Injce-..io:l 

System" (E?A-~:e..""t."'l Ca..""'01!M.) for ~~ r~.duetion..· _ ~'S>Y.sta:t..c:o:'lStitutes.'.thc ':::: , _.' ........... " .:" .:~ :-::;. : .. , .~ .. ' ~:~.:::: ;' x _ ... , .. _ ... _ .. :- ....... -.' -' . ~~, -
:best ~a::,le control teeh.~losy. !~~. will. ~ssist in,. the.att.iliii:ent.:Of.~the ::Sta-:c 

;.',., _ ... "', "',"" •• ,' .~ ~ •• ~j' .... :,.", ~" .... ,- ... : ..... ,.I ::'''·'H'·~''-:~-'·'· _, '.j,"., .'-- ."", .• , ...... - -I,'" 

one ho1r'~"O~ Clission s2."lda::d of .2:' ppm. 'tw:> of. ~~~:~5 .megawatt·.~es 

\ci.!l be ~ CQ."lSta."'lt operation for.plDJ'lt pcr.~-er ... ·;,s-~r.:the .~.:wllJ;. 
• 0" Y". • ' • .,., - ... , ~.. .... ...:' I ,~ .. :: c., " ... ~', .:.;, ..... ~, , _ _. ., -" .<. ' .", . ., P_, -" '. -, • 

cause viola'tio:lS'133 hours ~ ye~ ... Er.lission.re&.lction~may~l:c ;expectcd;. 

",-ith''WU~ ·~5eeti~·· i:r:~ ·:o~ :tllc: :~~Ger"~£ 70: Pe.t~t:~;~.even:'uith .. ~:.reduetion, 
as.r quaJ.ity i.~ anaJ.~1i~:-~~ bi'pC..:;f~~: .. '~~~~:for~~ed·~ .,,~ 
~~~:ZIr~·~-~~·~ .. be-~~~~to.~ ~SClec:t:ion.CAtalytle';;.'": 
F.eduet.ian· Sy;t-..e;r.~ (S6~.crn CllJ.iio~ ~~~::~t} for:,best 

a~le eon=ol ~olO3Y.· ~ ~"~'~~tly used in J;:.p;:n. for Mtur~ 
gas ~ apparatus, and is reg-areed to re:luce r~x enissions by a~..i~.atQly 



A.57626 et ale APPENDIX E 
Page:.16:··,of 31 i .•• i, " ... ' I 

('.o:)d.iticn ~7S, ecnt.im.1ct:l: : ~ ... ;-;.;::~; .~:) .. :::~.: e 
90 pc:'ce'lt. If the c;as-fix'cQ vaporizQr arA trim .heate::s.~ J'.IOt~rCQxx!itiQ:lQQ:(fo= 

• " ,... ..... ~ • .., "','"'' ",,-._ :,:.""":,", .. :,-",,,;.,:-::, '1., '''/'r-' ... · ... ·~I"., .~""' ••• - • , .... 

NJxc:ont=ol,: tl-.ey will produee~·orithC .. 6:r~ .o~ 9.24 ll:ls/hr .. ~ .. ?":47,-:lb~/llr,·:,~-
respecti~y~. ~'~io:lS ~~: i.~~vio~dOn ·of 1:h~-5 'lbs/hr llmit ~s=ed by 

~. ~1 Sou..~ ~a., ::~er..e.'i.'tS, ~~ tl".cse e:nissions v:>uJ.Q al.so.~ .:.al%: :' 
quality S.r.~ ~ysis clata s.lJ:rnissions... CAp?l.iwie:~~~~-~w)~;~Publi~-:'; 

, •• ' i' •• r ,'.. ~'" I • '. • '.. :,:. "' '>.,J -'" , .. ...,/ ... - •• ' ~_. ........ • .. - -

P.eso1J:Ces Coee sections 30253·(3"'::~.d~ 30263 (b) ~)_.'. . <:.~ : ... ~ ... :.;::'~ ::.',"::: : ,~:.-~" '.'. 
76. Air.':z~tQ:in9'~ SYsta:-.:~~ ....::, ... ~.:., ':: .-...... ,. . :~:-:~ .. :.:.:.;;.:; .. ;:::,t;.; 

Qj..-Q.tions ir.cl\:O.e the ir.1plcr.'lentation and operation of .an ~~~ie.~t .. &r,.::o.')ito::inS' 

P:OS-~: r~.itorlng·Clt ~\-o 'lOCati~'~fu':~in'~~'y~ ptio~~ ~.~~~'" 
pJA"lt'opczation ar.e. c:oritinuc .i:l~:tns.t&y~ :. Poil~"l~~.~~·~?~::~~2~ ;;?,:~02' 
N)x' . 'l'SP, SO~, ···~··ozo..,e,· r.-etcor010¢c~ ~~~~ ~ ·.inel~C~:~~.~~~ ~~ 
dlJ:~...icn· a.~ at'rc:phe:ic' s-~llit:f '(tclta" ~~e)~':" ~C:oll~on_o;~~~iC?'t 

• " • • , "", .... _.- • - ", ,'. .~ 'f ' •• I J' ":. ,.:.' • ..... .... • - ",.---- ,.. ••• 

~ . quality d:ta 'Will doo...~t r:.. .... y sisnifieMt' deterioration .. o! thcatr:lO.:p~ere ,,-... ~ 
L ',' " • ,'.', ..... '.' "..... .......... '" .... '. _ ... .... 

~e the 'tlai. .... tcna."'Ice of c'm'~ient :w.~ ~ty' s~~~'· ,..~._ ~ r' "'" ..... 

'a) 'Xhc nonitoring l'i69-rar.t'shill c.;~ist6! f~~::m;~..itorins.l~tio~~~'.~~t.i,c?n 
~CCIUiptt:ent' r.o.as.nten~."'1ce 'p:r~~,' a.~ ;ee~ctibn ·of.-clata~.· Ono ·site.·~h"ll.~·.,~. 
lccattd at'P~ateJ.y 2-l/2:niles d~;~~ ~~ ~~,~~Pl#.-~·~i ~~-~~"?-~,~ e 
~c:t~. 'the secor.d site ~~J.l' l::e located neu- the Gaviota. store-.';for f\:the: . ;.~ 
da;:nwl:ld a.~ysis. Fir.al site dete:c:tir.at.1onz ~;.~ ~:'s~j~:'to -ii:r' p;ii~~ 

, ", • , ,_ .. ,', .... _"r.", , •. -:..: .~::, "".,:,,',,~ ,:. ' ...... , ,~"'M"~" ___ ''''-

Ccntrol. District's·app:ro~.·· . ' ......... ', , ,', ,'. _ .. ,_._ .. ~.-
, . ,~". ',' ..... , .. _ .. 1, \' ..... "."", ... ~~I-::: :;:-.: ... ,~.~-:.-:; .h." ~ .... J~ ... " •• • w·'" .... .11 

b)' ~'followin9":'lists,thc ·paia.~ers rasUicd at iich site: . _ .. _ ~. ,_ . " .. J_" 

._ ".~ ~_ •• ''.,. .. ~.a ........ , •• _, •• " ....... _ ""', "·L",.,,:;-.'.~,:·":""_:"""') b .. "....,·"···_-'-

l=t.:sitc· (2-1/2:mil.es·from ~eey :~-~i·~4~ .. ~~~ .. ~;O2.'" l~x': ~~: ~~~ .. ~c:-.l...~.? 
Diree-...ion: .::.: ....... ',; ".;',; ':: ... :' ~ .".:'~.':" .... , .. , ....... _ ....... :~;.: .. \:.,~: ... ::.::::.,: ... :~: 

2r.e siteC.--.eai- ':GavlOta . store,:;' . so~;~s6~', 'l~;"ro2; ~;OX, "'l'SP':-OZO~, t·1~~:.~: 
Lmd ~...rectio:l, A:ospheric Staoility Ctclta ~~"'ture'. . __ "' , ... ~ _,- . ,_:.':,; :/;::~ 
e) All nonitor~ equi~cnt must l:c housed lri·t~~t\lrecont::~ii;;;:(~t:ruett=cs 
(3~Oc):~~.: .' ...... :.. .~.,:~. ".:'.' •..... '~.: .. ~ ... :.~ .' ::.·~~: .. ':~c~:~;~ .... =-.::.;:.:~,:;.~; ... ~~~~~:; 
d) 2\ll mrquallty, t:eteo:tQleg'ical,'MI3, dab' rc<luction ,:;yst~ must ~, " " .. ,_. 

, ' .,' .' - ,., ... , ... .- ....... _" .... _: -',:',: .~::..::..,::-:~(""..; ',.;'.~ .... ". ,. .... , ••• ~ ,.1 . ." ..... ,_ .... 

:. in!:;:n:-.zltation··awro~lCd b;it:l".e sa.'i.2"Ba%':bar~- Co~·.:::t_Air Polluti~n Co:ltrol, ... ' _,... 
"' ... - " , ' :, ft, _~", ' __ • "", " ''', ::','"":..' .. : :" ": .,~ ,.:.' ~ ":.'",,,. "." .. : .... ,. _ ... ',.." ,'I .. ·.,. 

Dist:c:i.ct bc.fore :in.st!J.lation. ,'.- '" .. .'" ". .'. _ " ..... .-' . 
• • ..... '. , • ,,,' f~" ," •• " ". .'":-": ..... , ........ ,,,W,:', ,:' .-: ...... ~ ;.:.:-":,.:::;. f"":'" (,~...... . ..... '.-- A' • 

e); .DIlta:s..~ 'be:' rceordtid . eonwn:ously 0:1' both 'strl.r> eh.!lrt reeoraers mxl. mlgnct1c 
t:"pe··&'tlla~tion .'syStEm·~~lc· for'iil4y ~~cl:;-~··:~tli·~~~:'.a;~ .. ~':. 

• ',. ", . . ."-, , ~: ,~::-:, : ...... :,. --~;.,._ ..... / .. ,_; .. _ ... ,J" .. '" "..", 

;tS:r Polluticn Control;tn.s'ttict's .. (1at.l .. rcalJCtiQ."'I equl.rr..cnt. . .' ... "' _ .. 

f) P.aclucecl: ~Ut>Ztl:;o~will'be G'...T-pllE:~:·tO '~ta -;~baQ:~·~~'Poll~ti~~ .. ·,.·· .. ·. 
• 1"'" .... ' •••• /.' ", " ...... -' '", ' """',.-.,";' ",",,: ~:.:::.._ .':":-,'.<1 ~, ... .1"",,,,,,,,,,,,,-~ ... "" 

Control Distri~,;l1nd· the caJifor;n:i~ "JU.r Resources Foard (CA:RB) on ~. C1\F.t)-. 
,.,...-'-. -, ',," '.-- ...., ......... ~)~~ ..... :-~.;. ~ .... _:.,:,. ::-: ... : ..... ~:::.< ......... --" ....... _' ...... ,-. 

m::mthly &:ta·fo::m,~~l '(4/77)'~-tio'later than '1'4'&ys after the cd"of~,~,.~ .. 
," .... ; • """'\I .. '~~"~'.-;;' .• :': ": ....... -::.. •.•• ;~ .... -:;'':_:_''',''_'',.J __ , ..... " .••• _ .. ." ...... 



A.57626 et 41. /km 

CCX!itio:l ~. 7G, continuea: 

. APPENDIX s: 
~Age .. 17.: of. 31 

'''1 t. 

...•. ,. ,..~ , r·· J 

' ...... , , 

:,"~ :~-::.:-.~.~ ~,: ~.:,",:'::')'-.'::': do :: .. ..::. __ r.::- •• "--':". ..... -.. _-.. ,_.---_._.---, .......... _-_ ........... _ ..... _ ... _._--_.-
~th. o!,rc .. utorin~ .:for"~ ;q~eous:~., ··Partio:zlate a:nct-':sUl!4tc-..ea.2-::'s!~·jl17'7 

be: dcliVC.ted~l»~lz:lter,,:than~.six: ..... "ecl;s· ,~ter.:, e..x."'l.'''r.'onth::Of·: >IrOni tO~.Qn')C"I.?,3:" ,: ~;; 

Fo:cn TS!>-3 (4n7l~:.',:' "'.':.' , ..... , .. ,.' :~' "::' '-~-.:; " ' ... -','''". '. :'::':I:<::'::-:~ :,y~ c::::: .:. ... :--:~~ 

9') !.1a9='lCtie Q~ easse~te r~=di.~S's o! all pollu'2.~~ 4:lnd rnet:~logieal e~~ ~ ! . 
• I,~" .". '"'''' . :"' .......... - .', - ... :~ '....... ,).- ._,_" 0 ... ."_,,... .. , '-.- 1- ,"-.¥' ..... '., .• " ...... j ........ r' -.":', 

be ~Ve:ed to the SMta 'Ea:'~a :COlrlty~1'J.::Poll-ut.i0:l:<:Ontrol.::0£s_:iiCt:T.6· .. 1~.;"'~·~:'~··:~":· 

tl"z.."'l, 1.; :Qy::.a!ter 'the .~. 0:. eachr..ont.'"'. o~ :rrc."li~oring.'fo:~.tX'a."'lSQ:'ip~:-.::o~ ,(!:.-:;. - - • 

on tl-.e ;'.i:: .PoUI.:"'...ion 'COnt::olDizt:ict's 'p~yQcl:' ~p:'Cnt..;.:: .,:Stri?' e..~. raeo:e-: 

:ins:;. will'.elso .~ deliveredto':thc ~ at the,' S:I.'T:e-ti."':':'C.:':; .~.:,' '~'.,:::.,:, .-,.:":,:~"~::':';::' 

hI All- dclta.eollcc:tcd' \.;ill' be .. c:onside...""c:d 'P'~lie data ~ a~~lc.:.fo~":p~li~::· 

inspactiQ~·or. c: ... ?licatio."'l." .. .. '" ," .. ~:,.;,-~! ;,.' ':;'-:~-':.:::":,,'"";',:,: .,~ 

i) ~ Ope:ati.o:t,~"'Id_I:'~"l~.ee of~.the'I:erl.:i:t:o:::i."'.s·, ~rtXJr~ ,sl'lZ.ll te:co:ld,.,etocL~:..--::: 

professio:-:.al l::Q vic\2ls or ~cont.racti..,~, . .fiJ::ns. '>Ir'it...,..:~\-I!tinir::I:..""'l\.' o:::;th..~~~ :'. :':::<. 

direct. ficle -expe..'"'ie:"lCC'. in.,thc',.1.lSe "o~· air. c;uill t:y,-~.:r.ctco:ologi~ .. ~:X!C:Uto:i. ,,;:, 
~..stI\:':'otatiO:l~' A ,X"eS\..'"':"e ,0: ~lOrk·;cxr:erie:lCe·:sr.:aJ.l ~:: Slli/Pliad~:tt>: thc::.~'; ,:,:.:-:,. 

~bo.:'a Cr,l1nty Air Pollution Control Oi~~ict \lj?On· r~ :!or:.MIY·:indi ..... .!.d~.~1,;"'-: .. :: 

directly ,i'lvolvcd ::'ltl'lc: r.:cmitori.":.q ,pregra.~' ,,"':;' -: "'; :',::~I:: :-::. ... ;:::.:,,~: ...... ::;-' 

j) Aeoc\:':'~_"l~';~ity assu..""a."'lcepla."'l:%:1'J..··tJ::e Sclr.ittea:·:to:,the-.).2O):£or~ ,,:,'-.~, .. 

"~val ~o days :p::iQr :to,:th¢'bcg'ir.."'li.~~ o£~~ie."lt,ai.r-'noni'tO:'i.~g .. ~ ~;:~~T

assu=a."'lee pla."'l shall eo:r.or.:l to tl':~ :rec::ui=cr.'.c:'lts 0: the s!?)'!)CD, cali!o::ni~ 115: 

~ccs:ooa:c1 (000), a.'"ld tl:lcJ~'nitee-,S:tates:·~viro:l.~~:~c:_~~:'?9~.:.~;=~~:-~· 
the, ope..""'ati.Q a.-il ~te.."'~"'l-e .. 0f .. a."1a::lbie.."lt.a.l:.m::l:U.to:d.nS_'prog:-(l.-:-:.'h '.'. ~ __ ._, ,,_ 

, ••. ,., •••••. ' •• , ••.•• 0'_ '_""',,~~ , .. _ .............. ~ ... , _"',' __ ._~._, ..... ,.,.' .... " .... ~." .... :.J>._ .... 

k) calib:ation,of. ~prrent.s..'lall ~. cor.:l\.letCf! 0:1 ill·, sen:o::s ~,,:!atll red\!~..i.o:') 
•. .,~. • •.• ,"" .'_. " .• ~' co,; .c',.', • , ",,. " .. ' .. ,,'_ ., .... ~ .. " """" ' ........ ', ........... _ ... "' ...... •• iI' :. -" ~~, ..... , ... .. 

equi~":.t :i.na.r.a.'1r~er ,,~~ ~t,.i.."'ltcrv::l.!.s specified,by tl':(U~n.~CD'" "J:.cco~ o~,_al.~; .. 

d~~e,~i::I:~~o..:.;o'~~l"~"t.;,:,; .. .p;is.~.to,~cO,.~i!tt;-t1~,:'~~;~&~~.'.~~: 
.. ~,.' ' .. ' ,_ .. " .. d., ........ _ ,_ .. ", .. _.... .. ~J ... ""_ ........ ' ......... " .... ' .. _"~" ... _J. ,,y ...... 1 , .......... " ..... , ......... .. 

each ~Jjh::ation. .. ..-. "'" ,., - .... , .. P .... , .. '''.,'-..' 'I~ ., ..... , .. ; . .:":_.:. .. :~,<:~,:: .~>r'L~, .. t'" " ':' .. ~ "';>:~')':''':)~:~'~~ ,'~:,.-:.:: :-,0 :_":~:~": ::~::'I .. 
1) ~ W.?CO ~~d 0..'03 staff sb.lll .. nave~~te ,acecss, to"tet..~"r.'o!'lito:,inS'.; -._ 

-, ... ~ ....... _ , ... ' '.. .......... ....... .. • ...... • #- ....... ,.; ~ ... ,-'," .. " ' ". _," '.;'" "'-" ............ , ..... ..:."... • ..... -~ 

lOQ.ti~ for ~ithc:.r ins;>eetion.: or auaiting ~ a:S.::"m:>nito::~g pr~a.~.. . 
. .... " ' .-, ~ .. ,' " .. - ..... , •• ,' ,. .•.• • .• , ........ ~ .. ', •• - ,~ ..... , ....... "," ~ - ...... , .,'''' 'r '.-,' .',' ,,'''' .").,'""'< ....... ('c- "._ 

m) 'l'o ins',::c"tr.at'alreata'collectce is rcll~le·~ ... .a'·v;:U:ta~·t.ic- a.~ie."'lt 'ili~' ','" 
, ',~ .•. :~ '.~, •. "''''_.', .r, r. " .~ .. -r '~. • .', ..... • •••• ,'. ~~... .. •• '",j'._', _":.,, ~r''', "'-,.- ._,' ~ ............. , 

rcnitoting 'p~a.~ mJst"follow tllC 'c;; illty '"assura.~ec"pl~"l· aliP::CVee':by~ Sl3i!PQ~' ", 

Md .~"O~ . ··iiu.s-:P~"l ~~'inci\x!c:,:s~iOn: ~o~' site:er£teria:"te;:'OJi· a.~ :'eesis: 
". ..._ ...... ,,, ' '. '. ". -'_. (· ..... ·r. ,', .... ' .. '/" '. ~ .............. '. ',_""'" ."" ... , ....-" . ., ....... ..,.....-.1 ... .... ,_ .. _ ......... '._" 

natio..~· of' 11?S~sito"n~s fo.r'eac..~'r.onitoting'lecatS.on:to; -aJ.J.ow- &ta~ to""l:e ~~ ... -.-
fllecl i."'l ~;.re dab .ba."lk. . ::,,:.::.:: . ::.:::::: ,'<.:,::.: ' .::'.;:~-''':~ ;:;':~C"::.'"w·C"~::: :~:'.;.'.:::".~ 
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Air Pollution Control District· (~t .. , "~' _' .. : ":-:: \::::- .''; . ..'' '~'..:,::".' .. ~;,,~o:.: 

TJ .. · 1tr'?lica.."lt will.:neet .all~%'equirements:of ·.New., SO\:lX'oe 'P.ev:i,ew:-as ::r~in~~e':~ _ 
9.1 of the Sa."lta.· Barbara'., Col.mty."APO:>' ane'·all.othE!r',%'Ules' ::and':re9ulaticns,:wilr.' 
~ly to the P:::Oject, :including «lUi~'t tISed auring eonstrIletiOn~" :~=.~': :::~<,: 

"" '.' " ," 
I, ~_',., ,~ .... 

B::Ia:d of SU?e-'"""o'isors~ ~lY of n~~Cal ~~gy'N~ ..... 
• .. •• , .' ~ __ , .• .' r, .. 

:.;" , .• , ..... ~.I. -..', I ••• ..;,; • .:. 

78. All. elec'".:ic po-",-e.::utili%edby: tl'le',facility.:shalJ;.:be prodlJceO.:onsite ~provieeQ:';' 

that· offsi te eleet..-icalpo'fler:ray :be, pe..""ml. tted-.. ~"l the 'f."e.ili ty ~%'eac.~ 1J:J.~ :: 

~ative e.!?aCi'ty of 0.9 BCE'/D' ifapplica."lt- eonclusivelyde:ronstrates.:,at·.'tllat= 
ti:ne. or·no . soone: thM1 t'v.Q years'. prior 'to tl'attime. l:ot:h 0!'':tl'Je .:!ollO'~g,:,:" " . 

8C. 

Bl. 

a) ~"lSio."l o! t:"le gas tI.lrbine generating capacity is . .lmp:'aetic:al'::or.:'w:i.ll:",''':: 

~i&bly %'es~t .in W'.t.accepbble.levels,.of ,air.1=O:u~tion'~·'\mQer .• t.he:n-<ur.re.~t:.';· 
be:.st. a'V'Zd~le =nt..""'Ol'teehnology~ane'.s~; a."'ld .. : .. : ........... : ".:, .",:.-",: ",; ,< ': ,,~, 

b) No,Ot.~'me:..~·of.onsite,pcwer 9e:lerat.:i.on,.'W'lcl~g.~thout .. l:£:nitat.ion~:.'·:· 

cole. p:i\';e:' ·syste:s Md" solar ana" wind. p:;we%:' ge.neration):,:is. "feasible: .at::·the~;;' ::~ .. :: 
. --, ., .... ' .. 

'1ra.ns:nission of offsite ~ to the "Site-':':if'.pe:ani1:teC \mder:the =ver~; 

s..""'.all be by me.a.'":S .of.\:l"lderg:cund Jines "at· all'places visible fx'an::withiri:othe ".~ 

coas~ :tone as c:lefined ::in.: see:t.ion.:.30103 'of:the, cal;ifomia.(:Public:::Re--o.>CI.:!%'Qe::Code .. 
.. ,I ". ,-.. ... ~ ~ , ... .,.. • ~,.... -H 

I " ~ •••• " ' .. 
• _ ) .... , • "'_ ..J I .• , ,~~'., ..... 

The applica."lt s."".&l ~~te fo~'losSes' to mu-ine'X'esoUreei, ~ pre!~li'k"~ 
~ a location as' i:Oss~lc. ~tion'~lM.Y·.,;e ~::ked::·~~~oit.""l ~ . , . 
De-~b.e:lt of ~'-l,a.~. 'Gmrc. .'rhC'~...cnt- of .. the·prcgr~.'s..~:'~~te~tO"~:·'i~ 
of :in;?aC""...s a.--.4 may~f.ro.~ ~.~ ye;xr~"~:-ptciram ShaJi~contin~t?th.....o;g.~'t 

, >, .... " .. (, ,.~ ..... ,I • • ' .. ~ •• l_.,... 
the life o! the project, !Ulel'lJdil'lg ~:'lStt"lJetion, oP:ration, w~:n..~ 
of ~"·.al"a.~' !acf!itieS ·(p.~c';i '3'0230/30231) .. ' ., ... ,.' . -,' :,.:' -::.::~ "~~: 

As ~ of~ env:izo~tal, =nitoring ,p~~; ~~.~j~~~~~~'~~~~~~, 
..' .. , • .' ' .". ~ •• '.-' ~ Ow •• '.~. ..,.. .', , •• ,...,i •• ,,,_ .•• ' ...... " _ ........... ..." -. ... '_0'1,. ....... . 

pla."'lting o! grae~, ax-eas, ,:n~:~.ve species ,~ b: 'IJsecL.'whieh 'ue~ ~le,., giver .. . 

exis~~te .. ~~~~s~cs:.', P.e?~~~:,~,~~g~~;,~~~.'C?~,~~~~ 
~pin9 p:os"_anl.4esignee, to mitiS'.,.te~ .in:pac:ts of. the ~,:fad:.lity, on, coas-...al 

vistW. 'r~' ·iP:R.C. l'30240~30243,' 30251):" < ." .:.";'~~'.' ,~"':'~: _"~."'-" •• "," ::. ':.~" ~~.: 
.,",I01.'.:, ........ T,_.~ ' ....... _'" ... L'''~ • _ _ •• J_ .... .... 



.. :, >,,1', 
. A.57626 et .0.1. AP~ENDIX E. 

. Page ;19':' of::.31 -:: .' 
..• ,._ ••• ~,_.~., •..••.• - ~ __ ._'u '-_ " .••• __ ..... '~. " •• , ....... _. __ 

• .:U."'lg ~.I' En...,. r~to::i.'?7 COnditions, o:nt. . : '::':~-': -:.:~ ~ 
82. '1'0 the r..a;:ir.7...-n ~..ent.fe~siblc, .. c:6..;str\!C'""..i~~::r ..... tC.~~ s.~i1 ~ tra.;SPOrG..eic> 

the '~i~ ti ra~.i~ fr~~·t~~:.Pl~~ ·!=Oi.~~:ii-l"~jb:;~li~~g"~~~-:~£~~: 
Qsta."'l.'t·;~iha.aes.. .-' .. ' '" '," , . " .. 'f> - : - .. ~':':< ,~:; :::: ~ .:~::~::;.;.:: ~.-::~ 

- " ... , .... ,:. ' .. "/ < ~"~~~., .:~; >'.:,,: .': .. ~·~,>·:.:I '~.~'. ':':::'~::J~';~:::'::" j.'.'::~;':;~::O'::-=':!: >._~ 

83. No ~e.e:r.t. or ~a...""Y~-ellinss sh.lll :!:e .. built. 0:'., :ins21lC!(l ~n.~~r~~~e. ~o= 
resicZe."'l.tial u::e ot..'"Ie: tha.~ t..~se n~ee~ fo; ~~;~t.~~..io;~~~l.:;~=~e::.l~~i;::~:h 
as thosa: forf'or~ ... SUl~"Visor~,~.or ~1at~~~:._~_: ..... :;~.:::' .. ' .~.';.'.~:':.~~ .. ;-':::~::'-~:~ ::: 

3'.. If' a'~ i..""i~ !o=:·~:,a.....y h:>usr.9"o~' const:nlction.-'~:rice...~.f.:,or.':lO"'"..a.l-.. zecr~ 

~tional ve..'\icle ca:.V; .. o1rlCl.s b...~ ac:!ve:sely i.~ctce: .throu~h 'U:Q:~y :con- ;.:-;:. 

s-..:uC""..io~,:\.'t)ri:e:s.fo:r: .. te:Tipo::3-'"'Y. :resicQ."'l .... ,zr:" the .. ~roliea.'?t,. S:~l. o~tdn ~Co:~-:y ! ~ 
I _. •• " ' ••• '. .. .•. ,. ,,_, ..... ' •• ",' .. _ ... ' ... , .... _,.,.f.._~~ " ........ _w'~ .. , "~ 

ZI??~~ ~o::: ~ ... elo?i.~:.locations· £.0:::., t£:::lZ'.O:'4!.."'y. trailC:$,.~:'.iN facili:ti~-".. . 
'T .• _ _"_.~ , .. _. ....~ n-"_ ........... ". ., •.• ' __ ." .~, .• ,.. _ ....... .'->_ . 

as. 'the al=91ica."'l.ts~1':prCV:tde·:·t.."le~S.l."'1ta':~~""'a·:.Coun .... "Y-· Pla..,.~tj :De~~elt::.~'i't.'t: :.: 

in!o:aratio:). O-"'l. the o:ri~i."'l. a."'1d te.~a..-.t':.nnd/or· .. ~.,t·~lOC'a.ti.O:'l·:of·.~lO',;C'c!i:" 

bot:'l c~n~~~'c~~::l ~~:~,~,t'!<'l,?o~.: ~~'i.s."~!o::::'ation .. shal~ ... ~ ,~",,"S':"i~~,.z~.i::~!~ 
... • • "" ..... '" .... , ... ~ ..... ' ~J~ ...... ", •• , ... ,~ f ...... __ ....... ,'_, ~"l,.._.-J'.~ ' ...... 

lIT'l:"lua11.y :1\lr.l.nS :';";.' · .. :.:: .... ~tto~.,;".·, .': :.~ .":.' .:.': :.: : .. :<:". ':r:',:~:: :':'~:'" .. :.:;.-:.r~":"''':::::' .:~~/: .. :: 
..... .. .... 

.~""~':'~:t~:~S=:t:~o~O:tt; ti".. ~~.;;!:~~~~~{~~~~;:;;~;~ 
s.'lall be i."'ltercc:r...cd· 'in:~~able :cev:i.ecs~ a."ld~. c.~"'I."lclea,.e!thc= ... to._the~.occ~. 

• " '. T - - .- - -.-,.. • .,. ' ...... ,_~, '''.: •• ,. ,~>_, ••• J 

or Ca."'lada~el-Cojo.":"1\o dra:i.r.agc·::shall :be.~~~'t"'.!.to- ·spill·.ovar:,~~or.,~~cd 

sl0?eS, o:'"'eoas-..al blu!!scP~~c.,:·l.30253(2))'_·· .' :,,"J'~:~-:" .... :-. .-;.;::.~~:;~.~ .'.~'.~".' 
87. ~F-'C-"'l.t. for ~~ .. cl~~ of' ~,,::ol~::~~Othcr·J:1a.....MCo1.lS·products:~ 1:0ge~~' 

wit.."'l eq.U~"'lt 1.0= dep1o:rrrc."lt, s.~l j::e pla~" :!n: 'lJ.~ropriZlte: lOeatiems:to -::::.:.: 

88. 

90. 

ha"·ldJ.e:b1ZlY.e:~oil,<lies.c~l flJel, .and . .other.hazarOous.S1.:b:~ .spillo:!, ~.lrinS',". .. " 
" .' _., " • _ ••• -.,.. j ..... '.' ..... , ............... ~._.,~, .' ..... '.~~ •• ' ....... "". ... ,~.::.. ......... ..,,~~_ • .,JI ... ,_1 ..• .' ••.•• __ , ... 01.... ... ' ... 

... ,,_ • .-' . -A 01-' ~ ... '\0._ &._:,:'. .,...:,. .,._'1 .(! i1 .... -'"'-"" "-- . CO:~,""'WIo.::l.on..,·~_.opera~n.·o •. l.Ooto::~ ......... ~ ...... .Iof"""~~,o.:.o :,,:o. ..... es.;:o.\ ........... ~ ~ 

accor~e·wi~ .the eY.is~.~untY. ·Pc:t;~l~~,~d.L~~· .. ::~: -2'~S~ ·f::30i32;~:~.R..C.) 
- ....... ~. . •••• ,~.-. ",,""- ", '." ," .. '.,," .. '-- ..... '. ':: • .....;. .. ....... ( ......... 'oj .. , ... ". 

ur.o:l·:ob$Olese~~eci or·~tion·:of·' o~;,:,atiori; the t~~·bc=:.deo::m-: : .:~ 

missioneC:,.:.all :~e:;:uilT..e.. ... t a:lU-.mat~--ial::. ·rC':O~,_inelu:llnS t:c.cs~e,. pir:cJ.ine::; ~ 
• ' • • •••• ,"'~"." -.-.' "", • ,," , •• "" ,.",.-"" eo ••• _ '~", .. ' W __ "'''' ,;.-'.t.",' • ..' ,,,,.,, __ "":.. .. r~ •• :,:,.t-;{.:, ~~'~" "': 

. v.i.t..~ the·siter~"')C! ele:""_~e.:U.-.tr~-=ci.ssio::l.~ on-sitc ~. Qff,-site, a."'ld 
- ~ 'P' • .,-~- ... -- ~ • ,,-, •• ". . .... ".. '" ....... , _'. .... ""..... .h ...... ' ,'. "', .. "- •• -, •• ~._ ..:J::""'~'~''f '':'''',.''~ ;:':::':":'~'~'" ~*.·j'I'" :~C. 

the':sitc%estore:l to..prior, condition... .. ~pJblic_~lities to :rceeive gas, fl:c:: 
•• ,..... • '- ,.. .•. - '1- ....... . ,.,J .",,, • .J .~'- ...... '" ... ',- .~_ .. ' ..... ""\".>. '~""'''''_~ :: ... -. .. ,' ..... Y.).: .. ~_~'I ;:r..:..,.~ ::;_''':-·''':I1:f.~' r;;;:;.i 

the::~~:~::~~,~:th.:-.~~ ~:-~::,~~:,~~~ ~?f:-~.,~..::v'" clition.. ' .•. " ... , . - ... '" ' ........ -'".~~. .,.- v· .-....... 
- ',_ ..... ::-/: ~ ... :: "<~.~.~~./ _ .:,: :" :' .. ": .' . -.. - -,','. .'" ......... , ;. , , ... '-?- ~.~. uI, . . ,'" ...... ~ ."" ' , ,~ .. ~ .,:.' .:''-.~~I.L.::''~:.·.;:::~f:?::.:~·t ..... ~_ _ .-~. 

Pr.iOr-~tO -~t!on;'of tbe:-'facility; :developer shall %er.:cve~·o:':eause:.:to';..1?e.:r~; 
~"ill2:l:Ove'~"""""'-"" ·:~e·:,,;\mY.~M.d:~clriSloeatecr:on the-:~ . .;-, -,-'. ":t.,-,w..-., J Ito _ '-.I .', _~ ,'~ 

"~ .. r-:: ... ~.,:., 't,'" ~.: .. '.'.' •.• >'::.-,.>~ ... ~:t.ylf, I'(~":."'-.:-:-:.:··." _ .... H'. """ . ¥ .. " •• " ' .. 4,· .... '·'· .. ·,._. -\ . .,.' ... ,~ .. t' 
~. width of the pipcl.i."'l.e rl9ht-o!~y shllll':be'SI.1bjeet to.''t::hc" f'o:U~Mg'c:on-' 
~~~ .:; .. : .. " ." "'." ..... :::::: ... .':., .•. :; ~"'.:-; ... :~:' :'~~:., ..... "':./: ... ~ .:'/'::: .. :::.;".;::.:',~':.;,~.::-;, .. ~; 
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Pler:n:itlg rs::-, Const:ruc:tion & Opc:;~tion',; 66r;~~: ',:' ' . '. " '.,:: ,~ -:: (: . ", 
f90, ccntin1JO:!: . " , & 

a) If pr:duction capacity i=~t Q:-:?e~~' ~"exc:eed~~900 n:~~~~.-fi~~~~~":'
one 34~'Pir..ei~. ~bC' inSUul~~" Zne~dth"~f ~ rl9~t~f~~'~~~di:~' . -,~ 

•• """ •• .. •.•. ' •• '". . ' ' "" .·"f " ... " ....... '( , • ___ ~... ,: ~- •• r- , ... \-, 

rot ~ 100 feet dudng construction' MO '50 'feet during oi:C%'~~on~' .... " .,,-
......... .. I'''~ ,,' ", T "' 

b) If production c.:l~city is C).~:ea to exceed 900 I!,o:'t) ",'itll:i.n' tive:""ycii;" . 
the p:e~sea. ~allel' 34ft pir.cli."'le Sr.all l:e :tnstzU.led;'auriri~ 'the':i:riiQal":;::, 
conS~on'''period~''"''''' ",,' ',~ "~':':.: .~-.",;: ,:::".<:".; .:'::.: .. ""~':~,,,<;,~:~:: 

e) If t.he ~allel pirclinc is wtal;lc.-.!; '~ithCr;·:.nitiallY' ·or·:'at:·SQ.~ lati"..r· .';, 

l"JOin:,:; ·1:1'.e.',right-of-.'w'ZI.Y =hall~t, exceed:, ,12~: fe~<l\J:dng,.~truction . ..a."'lC: '. - ' _. """... . ." ... " ,"" _.h, , ... ,' r' __ .... .... .' 'j 

7S·fect·eu...~~ operation •. ~: .. ,.," >.':".-,': ': .. ,:;0 .J,::.':, :,,·_r~,~,-,:~.~", 

91. a)' DJi-ing co~_~n of'tl-c.':pir.eli..;e,. useo!' grou:')Crequ.i~.t· .. ane.·'r.aterr~·;: 
stO~a;~~hz.lll:e . restricted' to·tl-ie·F::cSeri:cedrisht-o!~~y~;;'·::' ~::: .:::":.~::.::::' 

b) Sidecasti.~, of sOil', ~'lali j,:c~%estric:e<!by, :tlle ::t'erroyal.of,:ex~s~_soil .. :,:, :,',-:' 
c) 'n:c'w;e o! herbicl:dcsshalll:lC",rollibited.·" ' '"'' ,,',.' "'''- .... ,,,',, ",.-, .... 

.. • p, "'0' " _, "~'" ' '." • .... • ,",.1 ,_ ............ ,. '" .... '.,;.J- '_ •• 

92. 1-:rr:l ~"\le."lt' :re~ir ~~i:ations> =hili'~ "'~jcetto t."le ~.e oper"tJ:oncl; :::::-:: 
soil tteatn'C:l.~, m'lCl :z:ev~~...a'tion corx:.i tions or.i.gin.:l.llY~ Cl.wlio:1. :::-:'" ',.'- .:,'" ,,. ", 

., ..... 
. -"' 

'0....-:1 01: ~-...-~so ... s v.~S\2l Lightl,nt'f :.~ .. Gc:le:::'~ Li~ilitv .,"., ...... ~ -, , '" ' 
~- .. w ... ..-"' ... -,... , _' 2.' ~ • ,-. . ".' .' '" ' ... , .... 

93. With sto=~se 12.."lki~illy:WIc3.erg:ro\:lded~:~:1leIein. ~i~;~.~i~~"~.:~,.:; ",~
aJ:cVe-gxOund'structures ,and,'equipre.."'lt s.""lall:J::e,c:arpletely~:sc:r~ed:,f:z:orn· .. ·; .:~: ,":, 

94. 

diXect ,~tion 'fretr\' ~"lY~'I=Oint: on ~ ~~sur.face within~te.."l,:miles:, ,of:: ~~~, 

the £acUity by ~~le maintaine:r de=.se'l.a.""ldscapJ:ng zsnd:s.hall~· :be::paintf?=l\~,,; .:-::, 

to . achieve the~, ez:rcu£lage ,~sslJ?le, ~g.: ~ ~¥:,~~":~ :' ":,',' '.;:~;.::::: 
:full z-:urity of: the; sc:ree.::: ploant.:i.ng-: .. , ,.. .' :' : "", ,~, :::; ~ ;.:; '_-:: ". -:" _. >, .. 

1:t) be.:n of cxtc....:.s;or' llghtirig' ori~ting'-in ,thcf~cility,', 'incl\X1lnq':~xnarine: 

faciJ.itieS~ s.":ill' ~- i;f~~:" tOward' ~c!:iaeent'~' ,cithout':Ln.~te.ob-"'~:~ 
$truct.lon~' l:i9ht llSht.lis'of" 'any '~·'s.~:be··~ctce· to-:'tholt~l:r:~::for . . 
1) ~..:io:i:.activities,: mld 2)-·csse:ltial ~saf~,~lightil:'.g. ~:.~~ti~::~. 

95. ~ ~~~4 'the' ~~tor '~f~'the 'faeW:t:y~''incl'liliri9' th6':'i:X1ivicJ~ ',Portriers::: 
of 'Westc::{I::G' ~i:at~; shail·:te :jolntl:rmla:~y lUM~Y:i;tl'Dut"%eSard 
1:6'. fa\Jlt for'~cii~a:uy:~io ~9'eS "or:!rijurl:cs':"sUff~::by":M1Y:'pro-;:; 
~'o:.' Pc:-..-sOn' 10<:at.&foUi:Siee tl'le:'e:...~~or ~cs';of:~-proPert:Y:::i.ncl1Jded 
jn this awlication' that result f:rcrn or zsrise out of li!'t';l D\G gas or 'ololter~·':.:' .:.:.::: 

, . 
.... ..... ' 

Sl'i:llag'e,'fire,.::explos:i.on, odor, or.air'FOll~~~J%'itlUn~, '.~~::~~~t):':~.:~: ,: .. 
For the:pu:pQ5eof this .. t:O%'1dition~".the--.~£-wi1:i:t:y.~"shall :be dcemea.. to inel~_:tl"~ ., ... .. '\.' \.. .- .. ~ ...... --- ...... -...... 

marine: facilities" the gas.handli:lq. £:J.cility, ~ pipcl.Ule entl't:ranS:lissial 
". "" ' .... ,'j.- ,,,'. ''' • • ,'U ' .... "o.-J ... , •••• _. ·,~:.;··~~.r:- .. :·.·,-.~~. -:: .'~ .. ~7~~-.::C:~ :.:;-'::"" ~ .. ,.. .~~~ .... -".' j~';''''''7. 

tIS·."" ; -faOlities to mx:l from the property" Zlnd lIll ve=sels, rega:r:dle.ss 0( Qmer~~ .. -.,.· ...... 1_ .. j •• .. " .... ...,.,_ ............ 
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• ' .. " ,+~ . ... J ...... ~ 

,'- "_1/- ''''0', ... ," 
• ..... " •••• , ·, .... •• ...... 1 

Conditi.o:'l ~S, o:m~\X!d: 
•. , ,",._ .... " t. "... " .. • , ..... r ., .... "'.f .... ' , __ . ,. " '''_'-'~ _ . ...-;: .... :.<: ': .. :'-:_:~ ":~:t '-":":::"'''''>.::-: .1:.: ,: 

or cont::01, ·tr~ or 4csign.ei1·to· tr~rt' or otl~1l.:e 'USee in cor.ncetio=: 
.wl:th .. 't!-~· r"A.ri...-.e ~oltiO~,' \olbilc ;loce~or:' ope.ratirig.:· wit.ii.;';: .tl".r<!Q 1rt:O.c::~IO!"_t. .• 

s..~~l.'i:le~: .. Znis~ =ndi tiO!'l .. shAll;' I')C)t;·.l:norti '.to: the l:lcne.fi t~o~.:~y; 0:" *:~e 
• . " , • '(0 "-04" .' '. ~ ", _. ...'., .... T·" "'o", n'..... " . .-\~' roo, " , .~ •. : .... <~ .. ~ ~ '_:"' .. ::4~.~·C(.""::/..., '":" 

ort.~ '~'~ern . U:C f.:1cili t'.r ~ . ~s 'c:o::eitiO:l si:-:,;>lY lrn~sc'::' or" pr~sc.""Vc.~ :""...:-ic. 
...... , ,', ',. .... , .... -'. ' ,"_ ~'L ..... ' "" .. !.,."" • .,.. ........... ,.n.' ......... :.L,: .. -:...,: . .,._ ...... :,.. ... :,._~ ... ~ .. ':i': 

~ilit:r !o:, tll'tr.l.~~eo\lS aetivities,' <:lefi."'ics·t."'lc·facil:i:ty·'cil:d aC""...iv~tics t 
, , ,"" ....... , ." .... ~' ......... '" •• ' j -.r .... '~ .... ,.r., .... ' • .-, :-~. J' ',"'r..:" "';" ':.:: 

~'hich ·it !s' Z1??l.i~J.:e; a.."'Xl clc:fi.."es -t.~ entities' t.~t ~C· ·por'"...ier~-.ti 0= l:Ic."'l~ 
f~'; "'-iez in t..'ie 'Ul ~lI!l:~-eous : ac:ti vi::y "a.~. ·ot."e:I:\t;ise, .. " it."-io· .extQ.-i~ -o!>th.::s" ':- .:: ':." < ~ 

. strict Wbnj~J,a.-,d the.l:i:nitatio~ ~l"J.. i~sh~l.l::c govc..""'ncd~ ... the·a?;ill~lc .. :::::, 

~ ~!'~l.i~~~· ~.:',~~~~,~.ii~tJ.i~~.~ ":: .. , .-,':; .~: '~':~"~-"" ," ~~.': ... -'.'~'.' ~:~,:":~:":<':":'" 
""'"'--- .. .t: ~ • ..,'I .~~ ... ,., ............... s\.,.; ~-~".... ..... -.'., ." . '-- '.< .. -:'';.. :.' .... :: """"'~ ... ::e.~ ... ·0. "'jV"'_""O!'l.~ ...... N;:sou::c:e ... ·-· ~.,..;t .-t?.;xJ.-'-''''~,,,-.,,, ..... , ... . '."-

96. Collisi.o:l1.~iea.~cc Sys~ CCl\S) - ~hc: ship s..'1.ll1 Ce. ec:xuip~ ,~tIl:a.:,m;)dc..~:"·;~: 

Collisio.."l AvoiCa."lce. SystO':\ to ,p:oyiee r~?id irI":1i~tion o.fS~~c:ltial .eollis~.. , .. 
'"_"_,' ; .. ' ......... ,' • .,/ _ .. ~ . .:..,. ,_fI<~:,':.\'" ,,:.~ .• ......: ... ,'.,. ,::~: ,' ....... ,,; .... _ ..... / .... : ...... - .... , ..... '" ___ .... ~ ..... , ',. ' ...... -~---- ~ .. ,., 

thrcil.t:> a, .... d !reethc b:id;e_o:ew !rCA-=: the tir.e:-OX1S~S'_~::ac,o!_ra&::,.plo~~;:. 
,r"', :.",,"~':~ .. :~~ ... ,·_:.'c .... ~ ... ::::. ',::~~ ..... _,.':~, .... '::v.~ .... :. ~ .. _ ,::~ . ..J..~ ... " .• _.: ...... '- - ...... ~ •• ---- ........ ~."' •. 

97. ~"l~.c::c:te::.~ 'Z':.c~.s:":.i? ~Wl.l:e «r4~:\o.'ith·.~' ~.a::ctc:.'~·to:;provie~~7iricP -::..' 

e 9$. 

99. 

S"~ .l.~ di:reetio:l:.:infot:r.~tion.:~,':tl':e bl:"S~eCjc. .: ~~·ln!Or::"latio.."f 't1i1l~.lX: ·n~s.:-:.:· 

for docr"..ln; Mod to e:1S'J:e that .doclr.:iJ'lg is rot_ "'t~W'Ae:"cond.itions. oU't-;-; .'~~ __ 
",r . :.:. .• ~~:~: .,,:_'.', .... ~ ~ .. \.~ . ." ..... ~'"' ... ~.~ .. +".~, .. ~ ...... ,. -.:..~! . .,' ...................... _' ... ~" ....... '.- __ .......... ~ .. 

Qde the sr;ec~ .. ~cd opera~o:w envclopQ. . . ..' . _ '" .... , _ :,\,,,/_.' ... ' 
.. ' '.".~ • "", ". "~'. '. ~".,,' ... 1., " ... :! '-H-'~ ~"". :~ .. ',~.' ~"::-' •••••• " 1,. .. ,.' "f 'r¥ .... _l ...... ~ ........ l._ ',.:" • 

cator tI?::~aC; ou~::at thestee.ring· sta:x1- fo:: .. use.by the-;~~-~\an>Z\."'ia~a~a::'secone 

a,p:'Opria::e place on the l:id~e for ~ by tl'lc !:astcr/Pilo~.. 1'lUs lndicater::< . 
•. ..:" .. ' ~ • • -..II ..II_'~' ,.",.: 
10\' ......... ZlSSl.S. In na.~l.r'.g' mOl.l., ~.l."19 tlle ... :G s ...... P.. ... ".... ',' ..... ~.., , .. ,_ ..... ~ ¥,' , .•.. 

,., ,',~./ ·'T··..: "':, ".L :,' ,.\.~ ,,,'.-= .I.,.~~:.' .... : ~--, .. ':', ", .. :". ;'-':>'L'.:"'" ~.\f ....... , ..... '~ d' .... ',.~ .... , ........... - .. - .r~"_ -- ,~.~. , 

DXkl:l~ . vclecir.'.e-...c=·-: If it:.is not:providee':on" thc::pie:-; the.: s.'lip '.s..~l::bS·-:'::: .... ..' . _. . 

~r .• ':'eG wit."'l a CIi:rcct re.:ding' bric:!ge g'losS01':C""...eo::·;=irnlz:.:w~~t,;:t."Ia~;:·~· 

d.isplZly.: the .'veloeit'l)' c~ the !:ow. a."lG stern. (.sepuatcly) .. tc;.:a:a~,t.':lc:,pic.:. · ..... ~ ... \ .. ,r<· 
" ..... . _', .~, ",' ." .. , ...... '\ .~. , ..... , ·r,o,.""'" .- ,.J...... ~." .... ~ .I .... ~ .',.' .......... , •• ~ .. , ... :~,_ ..... 1 ........ ,I:.~ ............. ' • .. "_-..,J ••• ,, ~..., 

\ociJl" ~ist:t"1pi~~ang .t6Q' hi~h a lateral velocity of:/thc:,:hip:into::the:pie:::.;.:;":·'~ 
.... ,... .. 

• ' • • .. .......... ' ... '~,' •• ~'" J._ '_"'.~' •••• - ..... , •• "1' ,'1 ..... ~ ... , ~, ..... -",.,~.- ....... :~1_::.. \.,~. 

100. ~.1"1Sc !"'.IIl:/:e..."'"S·~-··':'he·~. sl'W.l'~·ec,!Ln~-"'llth -a-sct"of"'r~"l~e~Ir~e%'S de-

101. 

':. f~9 ~:::L"'litiel L\Pp:o.:ic::l,toith~·pici-.:"··':OnC1M.r':ci=--'at the cne~o~ti=~·':trci;;~ci 
." .,. ,~ ,", ~ ., ........ ".",,. ....... _ .......... ~.' • .JT .... ,..·~··-,··" ... ' ....... ,.'1""4! ,./ • ..,." mlC! .,a·seconcl on ·theroinlar.d;·pt'opc::'lY ·w'gncd,."··' ',,- ._.... "... . ... " ......... ' --. ":.. ',-

... , ... _ .• : '_" ", ."". 'J ':............ • .•• ..:... '.::: '". <;, ::-..:('::. ",:,..:: .:,:",~~, .:' ':;.; 
Buoys - A bt:oy sMll II'arl: ~ location of the- r~rtod roc!':. ~d to rMviga-
tion) at·~le:l~t\:de ·1190: 20·:'5" ·1ati~C·~340··24:4<.-'Xh:i:~:repOrt~:r~;~i;?~t:i-: 
depth. of fO\l:'fatb:r.tS',~~-mJzt be'~~zs,'voidCd: J:,)~U:G··ships:;·:;At':iC;f'I":t.·:7-e~;o:.·~~ :::; 
w.:u.'=k 'tlle .~.eI:ll:r~st:~·;O! .. ~:fi~i~~oi .. ~·i:=r.~Cd.<.' .. ~". 
Wu-hoa<1s-ln·~~:vlcin.ity of'-~of£s.'".Ore Oil pl~tfom: (I~f:;;':; ~\:cl.l~ 
hQaas .zlr~4t a depth of.S~ fath::r.::. u.dWll be:avoic1ed bytll':G .:ship:..; :Do:o-~ 

bIJO;lZ ~k.i.~ ~ ~roa.eh ~ ~ cloekare r~,since.1:IleY.couldl;(.~.C' 
~ h.l7.a.~ ,..",th~ ... 'Ioo=-"" ..........,.....;,16 ~";!~~~~ ... ~. 
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• DJ:R U.G Ship Safety, c:ont.lnued: 
, •• 1 .... :.. "-,.,, 

. 
102. Li~~""l9, of ~ Pic: - '.Ole, entire~e, .and.pier head~: ~J'~~ ~~e:;~e<g:; 

·li9h~~t dire:tl; .. ~~le: f~~~'·'~·~side~',·'~~·,~9~~ ';"J~-be~in:ope:"atio~ e 
at ni9~; and: under,all·ccnditions.:of~· visibilit;y.: ,;Exoept~ for :ac:tual:..searc."l 
purp::Y'...es, Sl»Uights or, flcofllishts, I=Qinting .:iea'l.'m=e.shall l:lc, avo~.,~ .~"'l;"> 

oc:cult.i:ls, ~~v~lored light, ~~p ~f,:.~'~n~i;; .. ~,.~\:z:~ee 
.','. " ........ ,.4-'., . ., .• 1,-' ". ' ... '" •• ~'., .... .,., • • ' .. ' ... ·-'r.·'..-' .. ,.-.}··~ ... ,···~·· ....... 

to se....'"'V'e ~ ;l. navigation aid. fo1.' shil?snotyet .. .iA tl~e c:3oc::ki.:lc,:va~. ::::::~' ... , 
• •• ,_ , '. " •• • .._' '" •• ,. ..- ". ", "_ .,. • '. r' !. , •. no • -'" •• •• • .............. . 

Si+'.e ~tr\r.~"1tati.on Initigati."";g'xr.eaS\l:res are,·'.as,,·follows·:':·, :.-,:::'.,':.' <.-: "'..:; .~::~:--;.:':;:..:-.: 
. ," • .. '. " •••. • y" ', •••• " ".... .. ," ......... ' ..• ,' ............ ~ ,- • ,_.r I. f' ,. .J _, ......... ~: • 

103.. ~~t.bcr lnstr.:r.entation: - .~. cOntrol 'w;:ci"cin"the' piei' shail1:(;ii'~Videe' '\.:'i~ 
, 4 • , ,,..' ,. ~ • , .. ~ •• ,;'..... ." .. • ,_. -. • -, ~ 1""', ',4 r"' ... 

zm an~o.~tc:: for direct o."lSite readin~ ~f \Totnd '~Mxl' ·d.i:r-eet'ion-'to -issist in 

dcte::l'li.-ung i: t."'le "Md c:ondition!;."a.~: ~,e","pier_.are-::insiOe=~:or.:ou8~oe~1:he ,~,::,:~~. 
•• ." ~ ,"", I 1' ..... , , ... ,., .......... _ •••• :~ .. rt" ,. ........ , ;."'1#,I'.~"L. f'l: 

f~cd opercltiO~ cnvel.o!:lC.:' ." ,'.' , .... ",' . - .. _.. . ,;..:,- '., ' .. -,,-'-"'" " ~"""-- .'" -- ~ 

• • ...... "_, '0-,' .1 •••••• ' .•• ~... • ..e ".' ,P ...... ", ,,J.. " " ,"~' , ..... , ... ".: •.•• ,-: .. ~ .. ~.~~ :.:.~,:::~.~ .. :.:\:.~ 
104. Vislhility %'~~S\Xr~t- ~'l'hc:t control"to'I.;e:i:' 'sMllbe proVid~' With e:"Uir.:.lC:.."'lt. ~.cl 

" . " .. ', .. ' .,.. ,"" ... : .... , .... , ....... _, ..•..... ,'" .,:1. '.:.:',::::, ,._ ,~~ .. ~ .. ': .. -:'.::: .. , ..... ..:.::..~ .:.~-~: . .. :::;".1 .... '--:.-·.::1·. 
a'proceU\::efo=d~e:mini."'lg if tile· visibility conditions at tile pier UQ i..~:..ae 

or outsice .. ~: s,eeificd,oparatio:W:·enve1.6~.;.,r..a:r~ a·~Scries o~'eS~tA;"ec~ .':-:: 
along ~.t:CS'"..le:: toJ::e~vi~e uoO ·thc;co:lt::ol"tQ(~·"J01JId;·:be'aC1~~I:te~':"~-7 

. '" ... -..,' .\, " " .. " .' ' .. ' .. : ''', ., '., . . -: -,' ... ;,..'" .......... _.. :: . ., :::" ."... ......~ .. ,;:.; ~ -: .. c.::: "~I::' ::: 
lOS. So'JC'1l/tlIlve %·:eaS'lJrcr:cnt - ~. pie:' shall l:C 'e::rui~ .so th",t ..... ~e anC ~l"., 

. ,_", " ,'., " ,:', ':',',1''''': ",r',.:.:.: ~::"' ... /':.: ~.I:"' ........ r.::. . .' 
neigh;, di.rec-..ion, A1x1 l~iod can l:e r.eaS\.l:rec,"' to· dete:Mir.e if the oeea."'l "v.'(lter 

c:anditiontP."-""e inside or:;outsiee, :thQ;.specifie4:~~tiOMl c:rNelojji:: '1!rlt:i!!,Zj,,:; 

~. ~lishea' by-.visually observ:i.ng:: the'wav~~ri::swell: lie-..j;on acj~ a:~kca 
~''; .. ,..,' . 
t' ......... ~." .~ 

.. . ',~'."", -,~' ~'''-!'.''> ',":" '-;'~~~-<.:./ .. ":: : .. :''';,::'':: .. ~ ~ --='::.::'~>.:;.~ .~:.,.'-:",,~ 
106. :?aear - '!he c:or.t:ol tower shall be equip::e:1~::tth a surface search radar ~th a 

J..!i-to..2~e ,range.,:' 'l'bis-:rad:'Jr :shall>be epe:atecl :\v\~~ Ml--'D~cr SluiYis:~:~t: 
as 'soo:l. as it. i:;:~:ithin:ra.~e~.\:·,~,,- " .. :' ::' . ""." . 

',.,. • :.' " (' •• ~', ..... I .~ ", -. "~'~ ',,' .• : .......... _:., -.";':".~, .:"~:: .... ~r' , .... ~':..:;,...~ ... :., .. : ..... / ',!~''..:: ~\:':':~~~:''''''''.:J 
~e"Irliti.9a~' ~~es' m.,olvln9 'the'. ~pprOllch :route, o::r.rnunications,. ~~ th~ 
Ooc:lti.~.opcra.~.·c:::l\I'elcr~~·':' ':'::-:;'~"" .';~ " ~.:,,: .. ,:~ ·:·:,':":: ... .":'Y::',: .-._; .: . ...:-....... ,;:..' ....... - .• 

107. ~ its a:;.p..~e.."l to the 'Vie:i.nit:iof, tbc trestle,:'tben:G:'ship'~~l'::'a~>:';':: 
to.c:arm.miQte_"-'ithllll .. other·.:vessels .w.tt!nn:'Cor potcntiill.Y."J3itlUn)'its-path .'~~, ~ 

,. ....... • .".. •• ,,' ...'. ••.• , ',.' ~ ""I • t 

lOS. 

mx1 ir.fom tl'.e::\,·of its intcntion::,. .· .. It ,isreco.v..en&xl·J,tllD,t, the:,;,control to\~::.on 
.,' .. ~ , ' ., ",.. -.. ' . . " , .' ., " . , ... '. ..... . ... . ... 

the pier a.ttempt to c:or.r.~c:a.te "Tith· vcsseJ~" with~'l.'teh,:the,l'J«;~ship".nay,.jnter-, ....... ,'......., " .' 

=t m'Xl Woe them of the ship':: intentions. . 
."" ' • r ~,., •• " '''d'' ," • "":<~" ' ".~,' ~>';".""; .::.~ .... -,,:, t~,:: ... ..::: :-.. _. ~~',:,:.~-,:: ... ,,"'" 

, ..•. '., .' •.• " .'. _, t· .. ,...... ... .. ,...... " • 

~. IJ\':j ,ship mld the site .. shall· ,r.u.tt:lml.ly confi:c:t,. by.uSe: of ".their .:ra~ ~~: 
, ' I .. ' ~..~ '- ,... ", ••• , _. • ... ..' ---' - • .... .., 

~ti .... ..s, .u.l .. ,.Ves!Zelt:taffic'With ..cic.'l .. tl')C,I.::G;..;sbip:xnzlY:,-mtcract .... :~ 
.. .. .. ,. '. .' " .. ' - ", ", '. '. .' -,' '~'- . , . .. .' 

~u:=e'. par""~~Y ~c:a"~tion..,.~ of :.~~~llity, .w:Ul'::in:eff~, e 
be a ~ traffic sel:'\1:Lce £Or Zlll U~: ::hip$:~ .~the:i.r~'ia~:·lU'ld,~. 

. '." ' ," ., . ... .. . .. ~" " .. 
... .:lOS'" 

'. .. .,..,.,.. .;... ~ ''1 '- '. ,AI .~- ... , - "·'1..... ."~ 

~site c:ont:z:ol:'tQr.o,1er shall. also a~' the":wp--of C:X:I.$cng·and~fo:ecasted·~ . 
'WeAther c:oneit.icnsmxl, in,'~~ e::ert. a;p:>Sitivc~%o!e~~~:m:d::~o: 

••• ,....." '" .... ,.' "'Y-, ~" ".'~'.~' .. , .... ,.. •• -1 ... ,<' 
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.~ .. := .:~;:2~: .::::~?~ ~_,:::.::.~'~~~_:.":~'::::::: :::~:~_ '.:,::'~ ,', ~t 
_eo."'ldiciori U09/:cont.i.~: >: ' .. " .. ':' ,,' "', '. ' '. ,.. ..... . ,. . ... " ... 
., -wna~·:speei!iC·COnditions,~ ~hip.·,·;~~d .P~:tO,·,~ tre;;'lc:' oi'~~~' f;;=';~ .::,.:.:, 

f~!'~le ·~theri: sea".o~ <ship t:J:~!ii~ .~~tio~ .. 'In' ~rcJ~ 'io~.::tJi;'·6::.s.~;(~ 
• ..~ - ...... "' ••• , .... ' \ .~. ,,_, .: •• !~.~ .... .:,~) I""· , ... ~, ...... ;,. ""_._' ","." ... " 

faeiH.~: to:be"~le,~to=l\SS\:.e-:-·:tl~se .. fu.~ons 4.~d e!fectivelv'ea:i::tthEi:iouf; 
. .. , ..... .~ ',. ~ .... " .,., - ',-," ',. I ........ ,..:.., ~:~ ~'.~~' IM>'-':::' ,~ .. ",...;. ;;:,. ...... "":""'" 

theta.Je:' s."'la!1"havc su!!icic.nt::.r..etcorolO<j'iw.
" 

n"yigation, .. and. oo~.::"licat.io:"l= 
, ' ~ .. · ... c.,. ' ........ "" _..) .; ,I .~ ..• <' , .... "t ... ~::"_':: ~ .. :.""" /' ... ;:;;.~:J'.~ ... :'_:::' 

i:lput ~.,e!o= e<',!Ui~.e.. .... t,. :iJ~eluc3i.'iS pos:si:ole linkage \1i:th_ va..,ae~gA.O::OS.. ..'~, 
,'" '. . .• -.~ ... _p'.... , - -,~'-' ' ......... :~. ';:.~ .:,::-,:,: .. _:"" .. :::::~:' ... t', .. 

llO. Be~o=e o?Qrat.io:l·o! t.~"f~=ili~Jl':the'O?O:·,s~l oete.."T.\i."")~ speeif:i.c.erit~:,~:a- !c:-
" •• _ •• ,. n. .- - • ,~. •• _",..... .n •• ,. •• ' ....... _ ..... :' ~,. :. .:,~~; .~:;~ ::. 'r.:! : f ',:'" 

I:~G sr-ip a?,:'lroael'l to the'pier:,- for 're.~'iin9', a.t. tl~ "c'loci,:,. and. fo:', 1ClvinS t.1Y! 

l:e:t."i~ a..'id',-' these shall·j.ncludc· .visll,illt.; , .~~·.~;~~~mv~-:~i~;~::' ,;0;/: 
• . . " .... "-".' ". ,. ". ,,, .. ,:, .. : .. : , ..... ' •.. :;,":'::~.:r-;.::: .. _:-::: .. ~ 

slc1~at.ions.:T.-.e-...e eor.c1itio~· s!~~l·~ e:'lforcce'l.:"ltil .such criteria ~e ~,~:'i~ 
• L .-' - , ,. +. • '" ", • • " _, •• ,.,- ,::.:, ;~' ~.: :~.7: ~~,:..'.~ ... ~c~. 

to t."le facility: ~,.the'.tJnite<l::.States. ~~ .~a:C. . ' 
ill. n~ shiZ'S USl:.~ th~ ~=t facility ~Mll rove" ~a eurin~~"~~h ii;:,."ii.; f;c-:. 

,,.. ,-... ,,...., .... ,. 

t.~ so~cc·to .tl~ t~ ~ _p=so:l.c;r.::Ui!ied o'll"~ ~~..ifier.l to ::~-a..";d·"sc=-

v:i.ee . ."u ,s~ps' ~~g~ti~~ ~.e:~.iCciho~ w't..';";"Cilts;a.~d·h:ve ava':l~l~ zt.:.: 
s\..Wly:o!:re:.);e~;t.,.~~;··s~!!i~~t~'·~~ ~e':the~ r~fi~ri~~~·r:o~ . sUch ins~-

~·'.C--H .' ...... , .. ~., ... ,..··, .... ··' .. ,...'·.r ... ~ • .......... r"" .• ~."'~ .... ......... ts ...... ~ *!" s. ,-.~. ,'r .,.' ...... ,-, ,J' ..... ". • • ..... 1 _ :'7,:~.",,--::.-:::::,,::-_ .. :,<; ~ ,:.;.:.:'::. ... ':~' .. _.. . ...... ~': .... i ... e::\S.... ' .. '. _ ... ,' '., .... 
........ J".' .• .• ' __ •. ~'_,1'.\ ':.': .. ':"j '.~.'...; ,,'.: ,._ ,.' ' ... 

D:1:~:R:.>~':·t~S:,e ,raci!iti<!'s.:.',:, ".;:' 

em ... ~~ CPOC '~l,~ntr~ct,~~~tJ,~, ~;~~',:'~~;~~,~~',;~1~ ~:,,~~.'~~~:;;,~ 'z~te 
W~t.c.:' Q..lality, Cont::ol.l3oa:"c1 to cete..":r."ine t.~' ~~~.ilitY o!=l;1sl.ng:'a 'C!i!!ere::.t. .~: ,: .. ~ 
~-ate:e::eha."l~e.ana';';'~~i:;'tion 'syS~ :"f:~;' theO:lc:F.:opOsC<3:' ;:.....;e/o-: lCs~: 
biological. i.~~..i:~··pr~~ei" iTL' tt~"·~,,;~:~.stem~': If~ the' Usc :of:less 

ehlorl..~e~., { .. Oll~) '~~da design'~ing cO~~r.i~cl~··~Oi·t.~o~hOut:th~ 
... "~,, -,' ~ .... "-'J'" : •• ~;":. > :':" '.". '~"- , ~,._.""" ".. ~.f ••• , .~._ • 

systc Cnet!di..,s.'?O,ant.i~foldin9' cl-a.U.cals) is folmdto ]:e' e:'1viX'o~tallY"'pre-

f~cl:>l~,thc:l tr.e CPU: ~~.all· ~ic:::'e.-l~ such ~te6s·l1.~or '·~ci-e:.::,:"·" ,.:; 
, . . '-' . .. '. "',. , , ~ 

~ c:o.~tioni..,g.. t.-,e ~~tt:ac60r<liriS'lY (I>:~C.?!·:3023J;): .. :' .: ":"':: ... '.~:.:: ,: ".,,;.:,< ::.:.: 

113. The ~lne' f~~~z '~lO~e',~~,CJesi~~'''tc; ~e :intQrl'e:e..,cn'itll:·lon~s~~!'c 
:;.edi.r..ant tra.~;);,::·:, cP~~C~'~ ~ -30235) ~': .~ .. ~:::;'= '. ~ ... ,';: ':';-',' :' .. ::::':'-;::~'.':-,. 

~ . '- ..... - .......... r.~,."'·_' ~ . .,~ ,',\'k "..',' . 

• • ' '" r '. J'.r ,,': ",. ':~:'1 ... '. :',;; I'"".::,~ .--:::', 
11 /1" 'l. ....... ",:_-- •. '10._,,'" .. .,. .~'. • ... 1 .. - !_" f' '10.:_ • ~ ... 

.... .... 'r' ... ~ ... s~ <p~("I,C~'·:r~tten·~r.ot.U:: . .::ab.On.,.to........:. ,c:~crq......... .l.S ........ ~g lJ"-'!1JS -""Y, 
, " ~"', • .. ',-., ".,... ..,,' .~ .......... 1 .... ~.' ••• ' -~' •• .':-:"' .. ~;.:"~~';7:~-, 

. kell' ··m..."'V~...ers, local ,~""ires,,': a.'id .. ~~t ,1a\rl.Ch . facilities, of tl~ proz:o~oQ off-
'", .' '" '. '·"'·e .~ .... '-....... __ : .. :~\' .. :" ,;"',...:.-.:.:/oo.:'~:,""~".-;:: 

. shore ~~k, i'!"icl,...:lj n9;~but:'%'lOt~llr.Iiteclto. the.lc:cation (sJ.I',.Qa~, duratio:l/ u.c 
tYPe of c:o.~~ctiOn:·tc>::be"~pc!rfo~ (P.n..C.:'i'30230) .~'.-,~' ... -.. :.~,:. .. :::;~ :-,~;: .. "!:, 

• ,'" ,~,,' .... ''','._ ~ : •• '.~' • ~,' _: ",' ." ,,',. ' •. " ~..' ' •• ~ L. "",' •• _.;"':."~ ,,:.:~:'I'~':_r:r;. -::.:~~;":: 

115. 'lile. ~p;>l:i.ca."'1t s~l dc:velop a.."'lO '~le::x!:'l.t· a' pUblic::wo:IMtion-:Pl:09rcftto.(!d\!C!.'tc 

~"p'JbJlc, .p~ti:d;i~i)': ~frcc:rucnt ·~~:Of::the:-:U~G~'O.ffshore-_P~j~~:~~, o~ 
-- ... ,'. • .......... '" .. ~ ,-•. ,: •• -:.,:"".' ....... :.:::;' : ... ~ ~J •• ~. '.. """"''- ~ • s .... 

the p:ltentizll ha~ rc:sultinCj "frc:::t -ml'Ur.:;. spill ,:(P.R:;.C.::.:s30253)c.~~·cr"r,-. 
",.1. -- ( ',.,..:. >" .,,' ,' .. ~~':\:.: ~'\:~' .::.:~,., j.,.::"::'.;.~~':'.'",,:,: ',::_'.:';,." .. 1 :~ ",,::::, , .• , -" 

~ .. i ,::,~, ,':r "~:':;~::':"I~:~>:: :c':::. ~~~'':;: 
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._ 'k' .. '" .' .. 
D.I: .. R., :E:!Wiror.r:.ental lbnitoriner 

.. ',. , -... ,'" 

116. Prl.or. to OJ,'!C:atiorlS, a Wcl.ine st\.i.t;{ \:ill }:)o ~~ ,iiich .. ,·ti.u:· ... --e:n~:;: ...;.:; .. _:::::: 

llll' ~iCUJ.tu=al'M:d:~tive~~B.on'·~ti:~ 'adjaeett ~to-t.~, ;bcil~~?li e 
AS r.ca...~~ Ua:l the cCl~er' o{:~.e"~6·Il:G pjJ,.nt· at ,~1J! mean.:tJish~tide, .. line, 

• , '; - oJ. ........ 

117. 

112 .. 

119. 

up to ~ ::ile.s' to the. ~~t, ~';o iniles-to:the r:o:::th·,·lInd·:dTree.:.:oi1.cs .. tc>:t."le.;~c 
(statute %:Iiles).· 'n~e o::::'!!'!Unitic:··~~ "he- ~~ted.~:i.n te:ans :of.-:thcir~~""l~ 
~ti.o!l, uaal ext~""lt~ ~ o::lildition:by ~t sc.i~..ifj.:ts a~.~~ 
t.he CPt.'C iri. c:o."'w·'1.l1:tAtio!'l. ','ith t..~ Sta-t:C ~ent> of.:Fish 8nd:~ •• ,,, 'Xhis~ ... 

, .. - ..... '-'- .-,.,. . '" , 

lin~ ~J s~· incl~ thea*sition of ccilor·:in!ra-re::;· .t\erial:pl':o~:l~~1 
(tn..~Cncies). ~gee ser~-~~y clurin~·the "JCt:~ dry SQaso~.,· ~ -~C~ 
(2x2x3 .oiles, as 'acove) s..-...all':be ·flor.mto obtnn tIti= p~~p2'ly flt.A_:~".J,e.,:, 

of 1: G, OO~, F-""OVicli."'lg' this eoes: nOt: e.ellt~{the-l'lO:c:lal- t.ir.e:£or.' ~;i.."'l:U.ng ,o~ ~~~ 
• • ~" 0#- ... • ... - .... 

, ',' I.. .. _ ... _" .. 

Prior to ft:ll-s~~' ~~;'O~l~. ~.:. ,"'O:k ~t ~:-o~d ~fect:>tr.e· r..a%ine~iob i.~ 
the area, to.~ dista.""l:e to be: d~ ~y a:~i«l'sCientiSt~~ii~iOvoJ~'by 
the Sbte De?a-'"1:r.'-Cnt of F~ll a.~ C'll.~~ ~;i: tlle' Sbtc:~'7nto:' ~ti· Co:.trol: 

~--d, slWl be studiecl. ~hC' len~..h of the s~ pe..""iocl sl'o.all'bC~dct~by 

A ~ified r."M:i.ne biologist; Zl.."ld shall not ~y the ~t .~!eons:"'..xuetio:. 
• ,,'~ " /" ~. ".'. ~ ,_, _, "'-''''''''' .~ .'" •. ~ ............. _, .. '._L" __ ..... ""',._ ... :.._~ ..... _::.~~~.:: 

~io= to o-~~~~, ·~:~ch:~~ .~~~.tnC ,t~,~~ .~~~.:t:t:~. :~e'~ ~cnQ: s~tu~~:e 
WJ.~ to,. the C'lSt, a.na,we:;t of.ti'~ trestle shalll::e ::onito~ l:y ~c...."t'SQ.C..i.~..t-;t 

~'-'e<l by thc.ciJ.ifo~ PlJbll~:·vti:8.ties~lOn in c:on...."'Ultation: .... lit.~,.~ . , ... \ ~. " " -. ' -

Sta~ Der~~.cnt.of. Fish a.';"d G~.e. '.t'h.:ts lJaseline"hc'-sh~il-':iriclu:3:e"-a::~~cn~ 
Pl':o~~~.:::eeC:o. of. exizting. f~tl.lres w·~t1Ons'·aS~te'Fvith::thG:c:::ocl~ 
and the ~~~. al'~. ~ei.~te:lt: is' not' to' ~y ~eeoo.~~of~c:o:-.St.1.i:CtiQ~. 

, " . -" "... . 
. -", '.'- " ' .... ~:;.,:;: .: :-::. ,':',- <::" , . " .. '~ .. ~,r",. 

Dur.irlg Sbrtup m'ld s~ent.o~~tionof the.z:~ £:leDity, obs~tio.."'lS'·of 
" .. "'" , .", ."' .......... , ... , ............. ,..... ........ . 

agrio:lto=al.a.."ld· native onsl~re vege~tion shall be tnaae r.:QntilJ:y' or' '~ly ~ 
app:o~te, m-.d: ~llnelUdcseci:~U3i:~ra-rC(l;~~;··~·,p~h:t,::;: 
at the~e ~: l:G,OOO taken for a set·of·li.=~ x:~odenbtive-'of those:P~"'l:t 
c:cmrn.mitics ~e"l.sitive· or asi.."lQ,icatori of, poll~on. ·1.he __ ~lc-.sbl.tll :.also ~ " 

ra.~·CNe= tllO·hlse:ineStt:dY·area. '~~,.:;~ ~;clJ.-~.;ti~;~-" 
beach ~-n ocea. .... biOta ~nitoiing .. syster:lS,shall., oontin1:e,:for-at ·l~t. . Zl.>ti~ee-

••• ," • ~ _ , __ J .... " '. ,', _ ....... 

:iQar pcric:4 a."1I! the::eafte:'until'such ~·thlt"it:~;~cnt..,t!-.at ~ ,sor.ious, 
. ..... ...... ., ,~ .~, '.. ..::.. .... 

=eor.r:i.ng p.:cblc.s~elat:ing,· to pollution. ,of· the . .a:ir, wuter,. or lend exist. ~¢ 
; •• • • •• '."..". " '. / .. ~,;. •• J • ,:-, • + .:.' ...... ~ .~ ,~ ......... ,. - .' ... .~ r ,.. 

On;olllg".marla~ ItOnitotillg-pro;ra."t'\shall,.m:lu&!.~ ~ly ~!:i.ns~zod··Qb-'·--···" 

1ierV().t1cn. ty. ~ ~t scientific '._".:~f :th=!-~b ~~~:i~y-:if!ectee ~~, 
but;not:restticted to, tlle ~1Q. ~ter ~e'and:~~-'~~'~~tEke"~t~ 
and tlle U:G tanker and tug And line l:::oilt ope:at:ion!;, ~ fuel lwldl:i.ng u.d 
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clelivc.."'Y, a."'ld the .:::o!ir:'c."'1t trarlSl=¢rt caused )::)y the facilities and operation.:;. 

"l'l'li:;. r.o:U.to:dnsr>rosr~~ .. shall c:onti."l\Je:.for ~ f.eri.od o! ,three ~'cus ~ maY'b6-...::-
r

:::. 
. ."' .... ,. -•• -l ... '. '",,- •••• • :.J_, . ", ', .. , "" .. , ..... ' "'"";'. '.r,'" r-, "~ .... _"..,'" J, "., •• '''_. '"", 

:re:cll.lcod, to: yc;,:::l".l observations only. tl'lro1Jgh t.~e e~i::ion 'of' 't.'1C' St:ato"~"; ' .. , 
- • ',' ro ... · .~., •• , '.,., .,', •• , < "-' " ,' .. :': ~ .-", ,-'. "'"',""I"""~"r""- ".'\-T''''''"'.,Jo." ~,--., .... __ . 

o! l::'is:-, ~"')Q.. Cre ~. the·.CFt:C. In the eve.."')t that evidence' of ':serio~:ponutio:,r "~'. 
cill.~9c is. ~"'sa!'VQd ~~~cl;'j,~'at~~~~le' ~·t."e. ·:o;;:".ltio~:: ~f 'tl~~"o~shOrE/-~o::; :'~.'. 
lMrine facili~i~,' ~ ~~~ .to th~·Mt~e·~:·ti~~ f~eiliti~s,;'··£t'·Q.;; ~~:re~s6n.'~lY··:: 

, • . '- • -:-, c , '". • ",., _ .. " ,: '.' .', I··..... • ' .• ' : ... ~.~: "' :*' -+ •• ~ ,- : ... _ ;', r' "~"', .... ', .. ", .. ' .... ,,,,,,. • I, HO 

e~ed. tha~the scrious,.poll1Jtio:l could reC'J:', desigri'r.odificatio::s· a."'lCJ/o=-' '.~.-
• .' .' .' .' '. '. •• • " : " • . '" •.• ."'. ;;. ~.. .'''10 .~., ••• .' "J : .. , """ .~ "-,' '1"'.....,... .... , . ... A '" ... , '. ~ .. 

other aroropria":e .aetio:'\\lliU tc, ~e.."'l to avoid future' ir.1~cts '".lnd ellr.U..'").)te ..... , '-
~~eF'~le.i..~~ts~ .. S\:~h· ~~~;~. '~1~1' ~ W;~~tc(i~j-~~e;~:~'~O~.lto:->:··:-~·· ': 
\""[.Qn xcccip: '0:" o!ii~i~ '. ~tifi~tio~ bY '-tl~ d~' i.~. ~. ~~hedui~~' oi'-~li~~cc::-:'~~ 
s..~ ]:e, filce.. - . .... ..... ' . - . .;, .. "..... ,'., ::,. ", ':. ,.-:.:.:. ,-;::.:.-:::: ;::,:-~.:..:.::'..,::. -:;:../,.'::.::~ 

.,' ".~ , .' .' , . ". ..... ~.,.'. ' .. ' 

'., .>:~ '-.~,.:;, ':')/:,,':·.'~~'_"'::A~ :,t.J ''';-:':''f~.:'":'..'..J. ,~:,:~''::: 

tu..~: co:".s~~~..io:·f,:inel1JCins '~ain~ ':o::erati~ns.· .at. the oWlore . site .. a."'1C ,~~-:,_", 
• • .. ... -. " ••• , "y' ~. ~ .,~ .. , ..... , ...... - ..... " ... -;: .... .,_ ••• ~ .. .,.,I'''''''~ 

s-..ru~..ion of··tl~r.'.ari."')c:· '2eilitic:=., . C!Ucl:ified.:~il,/ a."'Urnal, .a.."'ld .pla."l~"seiQ.."'lt.i~~.~ '. 
f ' .. '. ". ..., ...... ', , ....... .1 .... _ • ." ... 1./ ......... , •.. _ 

s.."'"4l.l =C:'U to:- . f6r'evie~nce·of. ~-site·.Qa.~~c .. :.to .. a~icw:t:1J=al. ,a."')e. native .~.,.: , ..... " 
.' ... ~ - • ',,,_ ... _.r .... ,;.. ......... _ ... ~., ••••• ~ •. ~' ..... __ .. .. 

shorc a."'lci r.ol:'ine ~e'""...ation'- a."ld·l:.1iol09·ic~ cc.":-:mJ..~ties:to .eete..~e .n~-site~. _ .. . 
. . .•.. ", ......... " •. ' r..,. .................. _ ........ " ......... '._ "'_ 

i.r.'1~Cts of bo..avy·eonstr\J~..ion' ~etivities.·~incl\YJ~"19'·:·dust, ,C%Qsi(m.".~turbidi,ty , . ." " "._ 
.. ,. . .... -- ... , ............ ..,'."!'" - ,~",-, _.' ... ' ..... ' <"',~. r . .... J 

sll tlltio:oi·;' a.'"Ie::· the' e!'fcets.'of mi ti9a.tiOtl :.r.~cs-. a.'"ld.conai tioIlS-.:rec;:ui:eO .. ~.l- ,. _"" " 
• -0' ~., ~ .... _~. ""~,·.",,.~ .......... '_I.,,_ .. 

this ·'N"'....,~t~ .... .. ":).: ." ....,... .. ... . 
.~.... - < • .. '0'." •. '.' ',' .• ' : ,':' .: ; ~' .. /" ,:.:.:' , ..... ,:,,~ ~~. :--:.-: .~ 0 ,.:.t' '':;,::" ;"':', :::""';'" 

, •• .Ii .... 

Prior': to cO~S~""1J~..i~;·~: th6: pror.osea~ pl~::i."')e '~e:; f.O\'1C%' ,tran:;mission xout~.Sl~l:· 
l:lc surV~· by ~ifiedseic."ltists .app::CVCcl·.:by:xt:1~::;tate. ~""trnent~ of .. Fis~ •. a:"'-';. 

~ ... -'II '.' ,.... ~ ""' .............. A ......... ..,I ... _,~ ........... ••• _, .. ~'. • ,Ioo" ... ~. 

~"1'C·dl:'ir.c:i the' i~o!,r.iate: ·seasons. In)'o:rdcr. to:.~"'1t. se:lSitive .. "J.'QIj~...a.tio."'1. ~.~_ 
" _ • • ' .... ~ ....... oj- ... _ ... ~ l _ ... _" ... '_ ~_ •. , .... ":" 

a..~ \\"ilCJll:!c- va.....-,ietiQS~·"· :·PMe ,lire ~"'l9ered: :sz;e:iess.""lall .bc.;proteetee . ucctlic, 
• • •••• " ••• , ....... -1 ... , •• .....,- ... " ........... :"~., ... -" .... 

%csUlts:'o!' t.."1e~' f~cilit~"s: pr~atio:l, .. inst:allati.on, lIrA, o,e:~tion):ly_:th~ .. _.,~~.".~ 
.... '" ' •.•• " ..J.~ ... _ ......... ..." \ .•• .;'...J_, ............ " .• 

followi.~S': .' ;1} ' .. 't.~"'1~ th6 p:;~pos...--d .J:c1lte.:passes ,t..""....""01Jgh ~~:;. _of. rare, ~cr .. ,c:nf'l"":9C:::od 
~ ,., ' .... ' ... ~ ...... - ~.".o.j;."" l ... ,_~,Jo.II.J....,J_:~/i .,:_ 

species, the pi':')Cline ;:,;....%r pa..:er tra."lST.Iission :route .... s.~ ~ .:re.alisncQ to ~' 
.. '. . ... , .~ .. ~._ \' ' .• '.......' • '. '"". _.\ ~ "'_" .• ,~.- -I- -'-,.t 

~void sc.."lSitiV2 ~ecies 0:- Uezl~; 2) :eot.~ :cutes shali b:;"~~~iish~d ~~t..~-'-~ 
appro?ri<ite .. na~.:::e.\1c;ctation;.~"')d. 3,., .~..c latest ~ ~t effective tne1\.."'lS 0: 

, . - ........... ,-" ' .. _ . ..." .. -_. ,,-,-.'.~:~' .. : . ~,~<:"':"'. "'~'.";;' ,':;~.,-......... ~. -:'-:. ~.,., ........... -,..'",,-' ... ,....,...,..' - .... ,'" 
soll::re:;toration.~o:: ,e:'I9'~ccr.i."'lg. ~:":.\ctiee .s."W.J. be applied' to prevent' z:..."'lC" -: '.' .... ~, • 

• ~' •.. ', .•••• --' •••• ~.' .... ~-. '.,..L_, .' ...... ,) .... ; } .......... -':.:; ..... ~' ',,'".~l'~''' '::'F-: 'J,' .. ,': ". J_. 1 .1'~·I·;""" ~_ ..... -.-¥,IA ...... ' • .1 __ ._1 ...... 
control e:o:.io:-. Md s)~t.'!tio:'l. of arc{: ... jncl1Jdi.~ r..!:%shtis,- s-..r~;.'~ rive::s;"-

... ~ .. ,~.,,:: .... -:-:".>: .. :' ... '. ~",-' ..... ,. .... ' .......... , ...... -. ,_f' .......... ~' .. _ ··~r.~. ,"'; .,1+ ... , 

~ other se:-..sitivc ~~ from pri.oor.:u:y l<:,..,e-altc.ring' aC'"..iVitics~and""the1r 'sceO:'l-

da:ry %CS1.llts. 'l'r.e pi~e, as 'V.~l as tl'lc por.:er tr~ssion ... l:ine;.~out~/.,~-;e. ," .-, ~ 
. :.:7 . .:.:' .. .'·..:. ......... " ,..... .J-") ............. ,: ... ."." .. 01' fj ....... ' ....... ,.', 

It.Clj~ta:'A~'>. '-"P. to 250 ,.feet. each.side .of the <:c:'ltc.rllne of S\Jc:.'l':i:01.1t(i;:{·~be:rC------
. ". - .-. ..' .., ... ~ .. ,"'"., .' .' _ ...... t.. ~,.:' ... ,,""~ ..... -: ;"::::' I' ~' .. ~ ". ~~._- ;,; . 7 .... '. " ,.}. ~~',' 'c •• ~ .. __ ,,,-.:~,, " ,,. ,"'" , I~<"'" '. "to ~I 

:r.:a..~ .. o::axla.-.:;e::ea. species . are l:now:lcr S\l...~ee. to cx:i.st '"cr -\l:C~" -~'~'Cl:l-ns .. ~ .. ' ...... -
-.. . .... ~. ., ,. ~ . '.... '-'~' ... ". ,'" .-- .. /': ·· .. :-'·I:~····· '. '-".. .."'." -; - ./"" .... '",''' ........... , __ .,; .. ,_ ,.. _ ....... ' 

sensitive:ue.as .. ·S1J:b..,as,all nzrshl~,stream, ~o£ ri vCr" c:os:::!ngs;-a:e "to'·be 
, ..... ~'~.-.• -'>~''''''' .' ....... , .... "' .. ~ .•. ,.. :.':e·:: .' ".,,':, , ~.,'." _., ... :, ............. ':"~""""'."""~ ..... _ .. '~ 

aw~tely eo.~ted .by c:r::r..pe""..ent.seien-;i.sts appmvedbyth/.: StAte'DQp.art":·-
c . ' ••• 1 .~_. ' ...... ',. ..' , •••• "'~j" . .'._.~ .. " .:'" .. ,..~ .... , ...................... ,'.,;. -''''.'-'w'' 

zrent .. of·,Fish zsn,d.~ •. ~ ~tion ,.Jill be in ~"of·-sens.it!vc ~le:: 
dist:ril:l\,\Qon, mc.al _t .. and:~~ti~.:::~ '~~e ~;::~J fv's.ncl~· ::. 

... . '._ ...... , '" _.,', ...... : ..... ,-., ... ". " . ",'" .:.::. ,..:~.~ ,.:: ~.:,' .• -<:; ..•.... ~~., 
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.: ~_,. . ~ ;.1 

r'·.· ,. 

'1121 _ .. ~_ • ..JI. '., . :,: .": ; ".: .. " ". ," --:.:: '- .. : .,-~ -, ,':. '::'-, ... :: I.:',. 
, ~.~J~ •. _ , 

'tJle a~:i.ti~n of. -~i~;" "Wl:'a~~' p~~phy . ,tl:W~cno.es):::':W~ed~ SOTli--"· -:-~'.-: 
•. ,_ "r".~ ,'._ ... '.~ •. n:,~ .. _.'~'; .', "' .. _, ..... ""'_ , ... ~', . ~, 

an.~y ,~t t:ir.-esa!'ProFia~ to cleteimine "the :basel~(f~t!oru:..:-of:.'sUch~ ~:-j~ 

Mld sr-<cics, a.~ .~;hlch".~ Clct' ~ Cl~k~g~t·'Whi~"i't.he '£utore ~ .. "":' 
ca.." ]:)c .j~ed. Zni~"~9~ s~· be:;'fl~ ~ :obti.\n p~aphY'-3.t· a 'Scale 'O!'~:::;} 
l:6,000. ;.iter ~~~etion, . theSe 'w~ ~l'''be'~h6tO#a,hcQ (as';ZtJX;vel::': '-:"-:~:.,:-: 
~ly, fo=t\·~ yw.s,.·~.~o~d. ~:"sc:ientif!~-d~tition sMll·~ 6~~:'-'~':~' 

. . ..' -. ...' . '-. .' ... .. ., ." 

taincci slmlll:t.i:J\cO\lSly, ,:li, tho: ~ . aeriill"'photo pr~(1.~; to L6l'lciraete:ize-:t.""le -: i."l- -: ,,- ,;' :. 

pacts of ccns~ction. :~Vherc' ~cts ch.~:':be at~ee:to:the ·pipe~·:m'.o/or-'-"·;: 
~ tra.~ssi;'''l l~~ ~roj=;':~ \-:::C:rc' the"'~ets::r~ts.nS)On~;lhlota::mYJ'~:':~· 
!roo e:rosion 0= siltation QJ'l l;)c sho\'r.l to :be feasll)ly ~ject to r.ci.-b:<J~tion~ .:: .. ;,'~~ 

S1JCh mi tigZttio:l: ir.iJi'beorcSered· by:tl'le· CPtiC -lI.."ld, a-: sc.~odw.e:· .of COIi?l~ee~~'ill:_lx;.-: 
~ to theo?"':ater •.. A :r~l'Uation of·, the .~ipelin~ .~ .. p:>'I'1& .:tran~i~?:-:;_, .. 
%Cutes shall' l:eperfomedyc.irly, 'using: lLerial ·Wr",-rcd ·photoc].r'.:lp!'ly ·~9~O~!9._,"': 
tr.Jt.~" seientific" eval12tive tcehriiO'l:CS to::oet~,tl~ .!::ind· and- Qcgl:CC of" .,~ ... ', 

_ '. , . ' .. ~ " . ..,.".J _ 

envirOlrc."l'2l . ~6ts 'for A period~ of::tr,.,'O:~years. ~ .:'.I'h:rC!clftel::,: "fu..~.cr,;YQ~~:l':: :;, ~ '..: 

~lcr.'C."ltation ofthe·lX>nitor~':C\r.Uuati..".~:p:cogl:'Wl will,~be~ap!>li~::to tl'lQSe" ' .• . ' . -'.-.... . - --"-."" -~ 

~r"'..ions of the :routes ....tJich lire SUSf,..QCt.ec1 to continue to e:<,::erie"lCe aclvQr!"...e " ' ..... . ..~ _ ..... ' ... '"~'-." 
e:'l'I.':i=on.~ ~et' or ... ,here . enduring. tests .. of mitigation ~S1J%'es a:re l'IccaeCl .. 

, .', .. - '~:. .,-~ ... :" ~'",-- ... ' .. ,.,~~; \,". ~,~.;--::::,,:.,:,:;,,~,,~,'./:, :.:,' "~"::';',":/.~ 

122. m r.onitorin~'a6tivities: sball~bc-~:subjeet.to .irs;ection ar.d.~.all .. ,%ec:o:ds.'of ... ,,, , .. " 

r.c..-u.tO:ingactivit:tcs s.~ be' avan~lcfor: inspcction.lJy .. _~:~·:~'; ~~~.~~~~' 
Util:i:t1es . Cor.T.-.i.ssion ~ ilnd: thc'~' Barbara.: Co1Jnty .. ~t; of: _~t.ll ..... 

~ces'up:i~'~eqJest:I' arid ap'Ol.ieant· shlllsul:r.lS.t,~ l:C!sul~:_of.:,~~~~-::": 
lDg'aetiv.ttiei ~erly to ,tl:~-Califotn1a,,~lic .. otiliti~, Ca:mi.s:;i~1' ,':, ~~_':,,::,'.: .. ' 

l.23. 

, = ~ Sta~e ~t" of' F:tSh Mid;'~~:' ,.::,'. '_' __ :' .'~'. .• ,.,. . ..... ~." ... ' ,. 'e •• , " .. ~--
• ',v '. ! '_' __ Ir ~ '.'to- ~... _. • .. '" '" :.~:/:-.:; 

' • .- -.,.J." 
: ' .... '-,' 

.. " 

Appll~~, ~l-0J.l"int~a~~-'~~ ~v~·~nitorins~ic-.lVi~.li.ntO:a%r.rmnitorir,g';mlal~ 
:reFOrtir~~~.:..~~~~t· ~t iii· bC''';ecV:ele;rci: ~ati.veJ.~:~a~te~:£ceeral, 
stat~,'~;~~~~~~~.~f ;7~_' '._'-.'. ~~.,i.~~,:',es.:. ,:: ... ~ :.: -".:.:: :., .• :,:.:: ;::.',:. "--:~):"'~"':"::'. "':':'~::' ~.':;-::, 

- . "~ '~. . "... "'" .:~ '::',:' '~'/~. ,;:. ;~~A:': ',;':': ~;.:~ .< .. :;-. ~ :".,:-::.. .. J 

::>.I:.R.., Cult~~i:::l:tc~ces~' . ,,":::.: -'.'<-~' -'~ ':' ',' ,'::; ,'~, .. : .. >:.-:::: ':~'7 "'~':" ... ':-:-:: '.r:"_.::;; 

124. ~.callf~~ :;~ll~ o;i'l::iti~·:·o.,;.~;~io~:·~·:-:retain:thC (~'·Qf~::~';:::. 
"", ,,"' ", .... .... . ... , ... ..-: .. < .. " ':,' .:,.- .. :-:~ .. ~ .. : "' :'.~~. ""'/"', .... ' ..... ----. I..... ., ..... ' ... ".,............ ." 

tural :resou:r:ecs ~9er hereinafter "x:cf~··to·,~ ·r1a."'mSc:r~"- 'tl'li.s:~ ':sb3J;j;.:: 

be ~~ed. ~ ~ ~'~s~ibie aftai:·~l:oW:L·~ Of:tne1::X;~ject?:mXl·~~.7. 
durln<Jthe ent:%~ ,~~~ .~. of .l:Otl{:ph2iSe i .'~~~::2- of::the:ptO-<~.~ 
jcet mil· ~ until,~'~ "'~~--theo:ms~~ ~·'OperatiOn·of the'=!fiacili't;y. 

, .;,;,;." ~~~ ~ ~S:) ~;:t.~ a·JS:;stm:w:tth:ttose··FedcraJ.:; State ~ior'~l~ 

~ I' J 
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.12-', o:tntin~: . " "-"" "'-. ''''~''~''r'''' .... ~ ., .... 
'"Y ... _ •• ,. '....... - I_ ~"'rl' ~ .... ';"/0- .... _. I .. ' ." ." e ;uciSl!ic:'"..ions '~"'ld '::r.ndia.~~ple:, .inc:t~: :r~~~;t~:f.¥;.~~:~~~~~-:"·~~~:' 

':{ok!;t :'c:om-...t'li ties " aetively.:.inwl...,eO;.:in-, the pres,c...~~~;.of.~~~s..:: .:.~~~.~ ::~c 
Sa."1to.·'Ba::~a a"'lC 'Be..'<c:rsfiele·:~~s,: .;~..,o:·arc::haeolosi~ g.ro~s ,involvc:!.il:l .:t.')z 

'.~ • • - I •. -', r I J __ .... ~ ... ,,.1 .,. ' ....... .'.......... .. ,.~, .... "J _~ 

p::'cse..""Vatio.~o! anti;qIli ty si tcs" ';:ot~tially .a£!ec:""~'byj ~ .p~)ee.t. ,c:.· .' _ ... ' 
. - _" ... ... J..... .. •••• _ ! ~.I' '." •• ,.i , I 

12$. 1be FO&:OseC o~s."'lO=e :t..~G :acili -:y I inc1u.ii."'lg Orls..":ore e1e:':'\C..")t$ 7o£;:the sea...:atc:=~;-.... 

systm, . s.~l·.:be ,t:Qyed .f~-:: the:prcse.")tly·FOP05ed .. 1oeation .a??~oxin\ltely.,.2., 50,:" 
. "'. ',-.. &'" -. ,I, .• oJ " •• _~. _ ,. ".- -. ..... __ .~ '_'!i "-.,,1 :"r, t~'r ,. .... ~ ...... 

fee:.~ ,to-- t."'le.~~st..or:: les$,·~t~ no less. ·'tlwl:l,.SOO .·fee:.,. if. i t,.ca.., .be ..prtIV't.:::l. ~-: ::., 
. ...... " "" .- ','," .-.~,- ..... ,., -'--' ... '-_ "'~.I. , .. I'::~ .. :'; ... I1', . .:;...) 

signi!ica..~~ si:.e ,o:"site;,o:rr;o:'le.~t·will·.be e..~c:ounte:ed,. toavoid .. disturbinS .tl'lc 
..... ,,' ~ • .' • '" .. " ••.••• _ • - ...... • ... 1 ,*.,.' ~J~ .... : .. l" ,,; ~&.""':t_ '...~ .. / 

soll" n6.a:the::~....beolOS'icl-" .. si:t;cs nC!a:'·ca..~da acl.Cojo·,.· .. incl\ldiI:lg .. Site SEa .1502 .. 
... ... _... - -, .......... ~., ~ • , , .+~ .... , . ..., .~..... , • .J_ ... _" .• '....;... ,c:.-. '.;;"" _ _'0-

'r:lis dete::".i.~t!o~ s1".al1 be ~de' prior to .tl'le,approval of .. the .. fSJ:lal ,sit.ing o! t.¥-.... ,. "'" ~". ..... n... ~ ... ·.dO .. ,. _.~. ., .. .-J .~ .. :..; ~j ..... J.:\'t :' ... ::~: ... 

facilitj·~ 
'. ,,' .. L'" :::....,: : I':' "'h:" ,. :~: ./._ '''' to. .. • , • 

, , ., • ,', -~ '" r '. ~~.' ~,~.,:' ~.:~ "~ __ ~'::'''':'~T~~:' 6~.~:t:"':.:'::::{.-, .:.,:.. ... :--./ ~'.~.:;-I~I~;~.,~~ , .~~~ • ~::.,: 

12~ 'II. '1 .. .:_. Ii!. Ii! ...... - \.- ef#O'Io.-." ell"" "l·...:I~· ..... , ... g. _~y oca: ......... n.o.~~ya~o.· _~·.or.s:41re 0=0 ... ~N=e .• a :l.:t:i.~S,:u'.lC ~~ .IJI"O_ 
'. I , .. _, .; ........... , -- ..... '" • ._. " .~ '. ' , ,J.' t .!., .• -. ,.-, .. ),. .. '~'" 

~t li .. :-itec.··to·the ~aeeess ,a.!d. ,pi~ine.,,,?=O~"~~,.cl,~i~.p;;.~ '~~9!l:1~~t";·.~~~~agc 
" • ..'~ ......... ~ -.... , .... _. ,,, ..... -.1_, •. .. ,I~~j","",:'.~"', 

a."1d Jnete..-:_"'lS$2~on\·:1OC'A~~'io:".s,·.et.c.,.· "vo'bich. has. r.ot.l::ce.-.. ~yedr for Mt.iqJi~cz 
~ w ,"" .. " ....... " •••••• ' .... - ..... _.r. ..1'._'. '.,~.:. ...-.oJ.:... .... t'. :'"'=-~I::: :..).~ .. --:-~.~.:: 

. a. ... ~·C'l.l.:'Z'e.,t--.~cult1Jrcil.:JCrl'lurcesr·shall.l:e so ,su..-:veycci. ~fo:,c. " spe.cif.:i.c ~""i:£ i.."'lZ..1. . . .-. ..... '~'." . "; .' .. _, .... ,,,_. I .... ..,: , .. , __ ~ _ ,~:,,:,,, ::~. ", ... ='1~~~j_::'l .. :· ;.\:~. 

l.oc:atio::.::-!o=:.:..ucl .. ;a~ !: .. ,~~'of,the-project.J.s a??=oved by.thE:. 0· . ..:....... . .. 
• • ., .. - "", •• " .... • ..... ' •• "" .. 1. 1 - "~ ,.' ., • .,~I< ",~:.~ ..... '::; "".; ~''::.~.~·':·:I·:: 

~7. JUt.e...;.ativc ::~~...e.S-~r' ·:~a:,,'H/..:.rc :;locations s:~,ll .~ .. ad":r~: by 7.~,:V'J:;;:r~:::.~l: Ll 

. ~ 'IotlC:l 6iJ;·.:ur:1'1 ;:.:·~sour,"~ will :be signifiea.."1tly ~ct~: l:7y_.the.::p:opo~ 
loCat.io."ls·:~cssa\'--~i~16eO!·~sites is dete:r:U.ne.:i~not toJ~e:--£eas~lc:.byt.l;\C.::.~i,;C .. 

,~;'{f~;s~:!:e, the"CPix::- :slW;J.:: D,ipass-icult1.lX'al ,reSQUrees;~ch>','Ni~~:l:Ie~,si~l
ca.~tiy .. ~e:ed: t;: ~~~~ ~r~.facilltieS:::~::'y.a.~9cr:Wut:·de~~:,the:'c6l')-

" , . '.'. . ............... "' .... <,- ... ~'.-. "' ....... ' .. ~ .. ~., ,,' .. ~. --,~, .. ,-~.~.--=;'~.; ... ~"",!':::~:.' ~ ... '~.>"I:':.·: 
. ditions. m-.,d~ .\rtlic..;', a., ju:.g:ne.~t of. "~tential. sisnifica.":lt .. ~" ::a.~ be ~~C: 

, , ", .... .• -..... ..' . . - .... • -'. C' ,.- .. ' .. ',' ,- -

. 'a!:e: the· }~"".a9er" oonsults 'With. ·tlle~ Statet ~tork . ~eSe:Vitio;-officer' '(sf?;)) ~.;. .. ' 
'. .. _. ' .... - .. , ..... .• J ....... , ......... ,.,./ .... '" .• r';_ ...... ~, .. ,~ ... :.:~:.:~;::;:.(.~.) :,4 ... -:: .... ,.·~~. 

thc:~ Native-;·A~ica.") Jicritage ... ~.c>"" ar.d, other .. local ~. and axchaeologicol 
.. .. - ." ~.~ •.. " ...... ,,' .: ~.-, ".,<' ... :' .,.'~ ,.,. '~.J:.. ·,:.<c.::".x):)O-:c..: :r'Cll.·:....:,:'~ .. ~.~/:; • 

.e.Mso~' ~;so."'lS or l:odi~. .'~.;.;.-~, .... :'~. .. . . .. ,,',:::~ :"j;,::-'.'~ '''''::'.:~. '::::,:;:':':'::' 

128.. 'tbe JlA."'l.agcr:' s..~::i:cplc:rcnt a.~ ... ;for.'the ader;r.;.ate S"Jl:>s\lrfaee archc:ologieal 
• ". .... .... c'· •• ~. -~ ..... ~... ~ ... ~ :.J _'"" . , .... :~ '.-:'-..;... .~t:l; ;';.::' ~,--"' .. ~>;: I~':.~ ,,:/;~. ~f~ fIr~ .. ~<:- ," 

.tes-..i.""lS' fo::-eeas.·o!-~ :o::-.suspectea. .. C'Ultw:alre5O'~""Oe sit.c~; in order. to W...e:~-'· 
•. ... ~ ..... , ....... ,-" • .J .1_ .I ....... ~ • .. , ... '_ .·'~/ .... . " ., ..... :.,-"' •• /_.;.,-: ... : • .:: •• '""":' ..... ~~ "',,/ -:::-::.,~' .4' .. ~"',.I_~· 

mine~:p:ope::·:mit.iS"'~O:l. cnly .. 'Wbcn avoid2m:e .of the site is determined not to'be 
• • ,.... '''',.' .... .•• ...... ._:_ ... 1 .,,' ";''''-' ... ','_"'~,'" ,".,w ,. ~ __ ~ ' •• ; .... ~"' ..... ~ -- .. _ .... 

fea~:i'ble. . '.. ' .. ' '" '- .... -- ~~. ": - ..... , 
,.~ ~::-"' .... , .,,'" ) ___ I' • ...... v 'j~ ...... ~_,.. __ 

129. ~ l'..-mage:- sl'lall ~t with and ~ely, l£:oct fuiiy,'-foUC:M··t..~··x:eo:xll~ ... 
tions of .the loeal.Native ~"l I:nd.izms, archacol?3.istS~:NABcZ:~~~.-:;"ll;:::". ~::~ 
~rOWi· of' ~. fina{ ~~iit:iori ··of·~tive~·A~i::ml· .. lnd:i:an:~aetS.~::Dm .. :Us.;:.~: 
or' ~thc: ~..s:' of ·xrci:dg;;ti.o.~~~'1:hc· event-that':antiquities::are~~ed::&:~ 
c::>.~..io."l ~c:tivitics shall be' b:i~ of' ~'~;·::~okUts,':lIrI!:o'"..l".er locll 

Native hte.riCM1l:rll:es .end 9%OU?S, mx1 2) tl~g those sites ar places to be 

:fenced W other.r.r.ise protect:.ed ellrl:n9 c::onst::ruct.ion of the p:ojcct .. 
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t>.E.R.., O:lt\:r~ ~urocs, continued: : ':'::::::..:.::-.~::::.. ;.'; .. ~. 
130. ~r~9Cr,-i:ftcrc:o~~t:atiC:m -with· loCal 'India."'lS:i.~Mcl'lOleologists,:;SSO?"..:.ZI.."lt!::.: e 

the ~> l...ili <."iMlop··or ~iJse:to':be' dC!V'clor>-~ :a, ',clata: ::2lvase ::prQJrar:t,·,~j,nc:l~"'lS 
c:aror.>l~..e ~ .. ~f,.:6~;' r.aate.r£als· di~sitiOl'l, ,in!or.nation pt.lbl.ication·:.~:co:;.;S, 
etc., i. ..... tl'le 21Vacje of c::ultural re--~Urccs ana :Wotr.'i\tion-f..."'"an the ·hi::-:t.ot:,ic -.' 

~c-of Shi:i:olop_ .' -.. _ . - -. :. ...... ,,". ~. __ .. __ ;.:: ::. ,__ . 
,~ ".:. .. .. ,,:;, - '.~'. ~ :-=~.: .'~~: .: I-~::' ... " ->_. 

131. "l'he 'CPci:·...;m:-r~ire"t1'll\t<the··~vase'::6fShisbo16p,~unadr provisions':o!:-: ' .. 2; 

132 .. 

. Corxlition !~.130 ~~e, ,·1ill·~: fu."'lCec.lby:: ~ Zlp,li~~-: omd:be~ aCC'X91;i.s:..:d~-r.:.::: 
wit..~"'i· ~··l~ioci. --of':threeye6:'s after ~:-projeet-!~~~:pc:%'litted:rec)arOl~s: 
of'~ ~sitio~-- of:Condi'tion "l~_ l25 ~'I1C'~ I)l."O\'iai.ng~:t."lat:My·:ir:;:osition:.ha:;. 
~~ mae o:l ~e vlll..lge of·Shi~iolop.~· "': . '.:- ........ -:. :.: . _': .. ~' ',. " .. :~ ... ~:-::: 

• • ~ • k 

~ :a'"lllse: \'::U.l prepare directly or thro\""9--~ the a:;:;is~~ of ccrr~~-'C:o:i-": 

SlJl ~"ltS~' ·tJ;e latte.:-: f\mded~bY: the -appli.2.."lt: and' ~:ovce: ,by:.:the; ·I-:tIrI.lSc:r.:·,;.·4l11~:-. 
sal~s~'-r=itisa-:ion' ~~eh: prOgra.~~ :" 'I'hese:-ptosi~ . ~e:~to . ~~te_a;:,:: 
smt?le si:e-: \Jhic:~'is' agree~ie: iri . exte."\t' by ',tr.ose" local' uca: r~rese!lQt.ivcs"'O! 
tl*:e scientifIc' a."ld Ind.ia:~; ~nm~ties .. cmdby· the SHOP' <ll"Idr~iC: .. ~ .l·:a."')ag'er.:; 

.. • ~r .... 

shall: (l) follow all' of, -tl'le"ilit~~tseicntif~c proCoeurcs for~·,th~:e>:ColVatio.."l; 

ana:-ysis, sto=a~e, proteetion~ %~ch ClCC\...""rerltationl: an:1_P~~.~~~I):_.<?~~:~:,"~. ~ -:-::.e 
info:anation:· a.'"ld :material cultural :re':'~ from e.aeb salvage-site,. and . C2L s.""AI.1 

~ • ,.' .. ' -'. ""'" ,'I ,_. ,_ .' .. \ ~'..., 

folloW the det~tion :by-t,he'nen:ers of the.07.\.tM.Sh, l"ok\lts,and. otber .. l~ 
.,~. ,.. ",.... I" ,,,,, .. ,,..., .............. . 

Native A~can- ''r.r.l.bes-:.a.nd -Q:oUps. eonceming'··the fiMl-·disl:osition. .. of·,.native 
;.:ne:ica.."1. In:!i.a."l_utifacts or .burials, incluclinq other tYPeS~ of %l'Iitigation "in t.'le 
event that a."ltic;:u.ities are discovered d\:lrl.ng eonstruet.ion'~aCtivi tics.':: :~' .:.:.=, 

133. ~va.Se of cw.:t'%~ -sites- s."lall' ]:C. fUllY' funded ':by-~ 4l"liea."lt:::a.."lclshallJ:e 

illo\l:ed eXel~~ive'ofth~ prov£Si~ns o!~Condition n>~···l25-'~;'Qnly.··a!te:j.a!l '. ~ '", ',.. . " 

~voi&.~ee proeeC.l.l:res· a."'ld other 'miti~ation 'ap?roa~~ .su;:h:-as"fencillg;: Zl%".d." 
salwgo a=e clee::a3 ~"lfezlSlblC' l:Iy the cpo:. . .•... ;~.;, -~ .. ~: •.. ::."":~ .. :-~:--~~::::.::. 

l34. ''l1le' cPO:' is' X'~StcCi'tO X'~ . the :'alt?llCant "to grant· -aCcess.: to: the, .site "to' ..... _. 

l~ r~ti~;~·{~-ls ·for:·~~al·ciine· religious'· T.easens:.,'71th: thc:::te:r"l.: 

and' ~~:isto . bCri~6tia~ ~t~:'~t. awroV~~: prOviCtin9: 'aceeptC!d 'C2fety 

pra.ctiocs ~:ill r..o.t.l:Ie ca.p:ca:lised. . '.':' :::':'-" .. ~:)~ 

Pl=i.1<I ~~~,'c;i;~;::-;:,:. ~c .,-: .•• :_'~:~'_':::_: ::.:"-;, ~:-:._ ~~?'::"',"~~ -: =.: 
135 •. The·:c:orlditie.."lS.:·aco.?t.ecl . ...relate.to .. the.pipel:i.ne .. ,as,. OI.ltJJ.ned 'In __ the m::m-and;'-if 

-'. , '" .'. ........ ....- .. '. '.I ., ,.' ••• ..,.J __ ..... ~ ,_,' "';"~.'. : "-,~') .. ' "";?"'" .,~"-:,, .. " ~~. -, .. "1--'-".;<*' 

··that·route :is:·:p~sEd-.to--]:)e.~ca, .. Santa".~a_·COUni:i ~~the ~rtt..""'lity 
• ... • • ", • ".......... ,I ... " .... .,' ~... ".:: .:',." • '.'.: • _: .... ":: ,~': ::...' /~:' .... ~...:' --.~" ','" ' .. :' .... :' '::0 

. to 'p:te.Se:').t. ~tio:'l.ilJ.co."'ldit.io.~to ,the~.. _ " . 
" '. - .... " -'" .. ' .... -' . ~.,,: .. ".-:.: :.: .:, :...:..' .. ~' ...... ~:..::'::, ... :. ::::,"' .. ..:: :-:<::~~·::· .. ::.:...-:I 

.. , .• r·_' .•... 
~ "" .. , < •.•• ' .......... . 
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137.. If there is to be a mai.."'l ao:ess road :roTI. Gaviota State Par"" or J'alama State 

~k or a."'l'j ot.."'.e:' al te.rr~te roa:....ay frcm CY.isting public highways to th~ p!'O

!=Osee CO:lS~...io. ... area, it s.""'.all :be desigilod to not excoee a safe 2S mile pc: 

mur t:'avel~. P.ed1.lCt.iO:'lS in the ~ve st.a.~-e '!rl!y be mad~ for 9~ 

c:a\::SC! ~ ~??:'OVee. by the 5a."'l2 Bar~""a County P\lblie ~rks ~~. 

Board o! S\..7...:Viso:'s, De'Je1o;t:'e."'lt Rishts a.'1d Inverse COnd~tien 

13~ ':a-l'· .. ' .. , "'._-.. '.",- h . • .:z_' d 1 .. '~ .. ~.. ~~~ le.a.~ .. s.~ pu..""C:~, 0 .. c:cqloll.%'e "',I,{,\J\.19 emlnen. ~lU.n, ~~ O~"'l .. rlg .. ..s 
for re.siQe."lti~ 1.:SeS ",'ithin a fo~le radi,\lS of the exterior pn...ri.~c:.: Of. tl'-~ 

plant Si2 to p=eve.."'lt the exeeeeing of the reside....,t.:U!l de"'lSitie!: pc:c:-.i':to:! 

lmde: th~ P..::~lic: :Jtilities Code, ~ 5582. StIch rights to inclu:1e c:o,;c.::;.,tio~ 
for a."'Y dJ,.·-::u.rJ.:..::o. ... ot' m:C.ification of rights or values p:escntly held o'!'" ~J.joy~ 

by a ... -ners of p:c?C-.. ty wi thin suc.."l area reS\ll tinS fraI~ the i:'lstal.lation or o;.c::

atio:l o! S\.1;;.~ fl'l:llit.:. or fra:l 9O\"e.."'l':'nental restrictions i.-:;ose:1 0:"1 such pro

per'"..i~ as '" co~cc of the existe.~e 0: op-=ation of this facility,.' 

Eoard of SU?e:yiso!"s, In.sj?ectio."'l and En!orc~"'lt '~Jres, Fees a.")d ReiT:bJ.r~t 

1",0.. a) ~t Sa. ... ta ~ba.ra Co1Jnty be ~"'ltcd the re....--;o~~ility and aut.":o=ity to 

c:c.."euc-; all 1nspecti0."'lS and e"liorce:ne."lt proced\J:es no::rally pe:cni tted :ro= a. .... y 

o:he: p:cjec:i aa'"ld t.iat .;;he County of Sa.."'lta F"rba..~ :be paid no~ fees ~ £0= 

lm':f oth~ project. 

l:» ~t specie-: s'bitie.s a.~ overseeing of conditions bci:lg eond\JC'"..eC by the 

County of SC:nta Bar~a l:le r~Jr:;ed 't:!y t.hc- State of califor.niZl. or the 

ap?li~.,t as eesi~t....6(l :by the CP"Je .. 

B',:)axd of SU?e:yiso!"s, Contr"dc:t\2l A;'ree:rent 
141. h CPtC has asked the Ctr.::nty of Sa.'"l.ta. Bar~~ to S'Ul:tait o:;)nditions th-~t wo-ald 

l'lO:mally be :wl:rni tted. In doing so, the :soard o! Sl.:pe::visors has :i.nse::rt.ea thc 

O:>unty of Sa."1ta Bar~ as 1±ough it ~e tlle pe.ttlitting agency.. Ha:uing:ret "W:tt."l 

Cl'DC staff an:! :recos:niz:ing 'tl":e differences that still exist ~ the ~\%lty 

staff Mld the 0?tX: staff, the Po.n'd of ~ :recomrends that there shall . . 
be a fomal con~actl.tral agree:rent ~ the CPU: ~ the County of Santa 

:&.rl2::a afte:' ~ .... y ~t has been grztl'ltcd .. 
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to 

sn~ ~~ c:rJJt':':i EQ;;..'W OF SlJPt:tVISO~~ 
~cd 'I'e:'s a.,.,e Co:Ylition~ 
t'lcstcrn U~, Poir.t Concevtion 
r~eting of April 10, 1973 

Condition 1\0 .. 40, po.g'e 10, ~ at end: 

'l'hc C?"lJe shall ewllUltc Vflrious ta.""ll: ecsigns an: rro.teri.3ls, i."lcllJdi"'l~ 
ooncr~..¢ .. 

Cbndition No. 49, Prlses 10 and lOa, add to erii: 

If the Cl>UC fail::. to clO:ePt C'o:'ldition ~:b. 49 a."lCl if IJ.."lY lrrp~t3 
~ to be n"aOC for lMJ.! access, scr:e fo:c':\ of northerly access :O~~ 
shall :be oonsiclcrcO. as a seo:oncl~ reco.c.e:rAation, ba!iOO on the avail
~ility of tousing in the I.cr.;oc area .. 

Condition t~. 13, page 2, ~ at e:".e: 

r:\Jrtl"'~=c, prior to cons-...ruetion, t."'e ~~lic:mt shall eo~ a 
CI.m.llativc feas~ility and risJ.: asses.s::'el'1t rep;:>rt relating to the 
prosr.«:ti ve lifet.ir.lc of the proposed UX:; faeili ty using o::m't:i.nuou=ly 
9athc.::etl, C'l:t'%'ent &t.:t. for tl-.e Little"Cojo site. Of specific statis
tical relev.:ll'lCC is tho ~ct of 'Y."lm, ~V'C, ~ C'\:Ir.I:'Cl'lts ur;on tl"-c 
reql.tixea l::ertl~ opcrtl.tions. 
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This appendix lists the envi~onmental impact mitigation mea
sures proposed in the EIR process. Alongside each measure is 
noted a volume and page reference where the measure is discussed 
in the EIR doc~~ents; whether the measure is required by this 
decision; and if required, the number of the condition it is 
~equired by. 

Rete~ences to EIR documents are made with the following abbre-
viations: 

TR = 
D m 

F.l • 
F.2 

Technical Report 
Draft EIR 
Final EIR Volume I 

Final EIR Volume II 

The titles corresponding to the referenced ~echnical report 
n~~bers can be found in Appendix 1 of the Draft EIR. 

Note that the abbreviation RWQCB in this appendix refers to 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
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\,QU;l\E rACE 

Tit 1 )), )', H. 
41, n, 4). 
B4 

F.I '-1 
Til 1 E6, 81 

Tit 1 ua 

Tit 4 IS) 

U. t 154 

u. t 151 

Tit C 1St 

ut 151 

F.1 H 

F.l '-I 
Tit U 1.' 

F.I ,·s 
U.U n,n 
Tit SA no 

• 
1.PPlNDIX ... 

Page 2 of 12 

~ITJGATJON ~UR£S 

Erosion control aM draln3~e control .,CJsures to 
.tligate effects at grad~ are~s, gullies, aM 
the sbor-e areJ. 

~itlo.~31 solis study to deler.lr.e the best 
louM3tlon design. 

Install seaW3ler lines bene~th the sea floor 
to .lligate S3~ drilt and deposition. 

ot~y local r~ulations r~ar-dir~ grading and 
other conslrucllo.'> puclices. 

V3ler ar~ gra~el cover for te~porary conslruc
tion roa1s to reduce dust. 

Seed upose.3 sl~~s and tc~ruy stoclplles 
of earth. 

MInt.lre open burnl~ of cleared y~elatlon. 

Develop a plan for transporting vorlers a~l 
r~terlals, ~~Icb .tnt.lres air pollution to 
the utent feasible. 

A cc&pre?'.cnsive pachle of air qudity .ltlg3-
tion ~~3StJres has been su~ested by tt~ Ale 
RCSO<.Irces Bo.lrd. 

ReFla~e proposed seaw1ter inta~e system with 
a ·caisson· system, subj~t to a feasibility 
study. 

St~)y options for rroudll9 H.e hvt:!1 01 
chlorination nccJed for t~ scavater sy$l~. 
(r,clu.Hfto] non-fOYlin.] CO.1H~s a~ sd.Nuled· 

or..) lntcnance. 

c~n;-r 1...,1> DISPOSITION 

Required by Conditions II, I). 

Required by Condition I'. 

A~llcanl~ proposed design Incorporates this 
fe.tture. 

P.equlred by Conditions I, ~, 4, S. 

SelECtive use of volter a~/or_9ravel cover 
will be required by CondlUollo 1, "'here dee;r~ 
appropriate. 

F~ulred by Co~ltlon )). 

P.equlred bV Condition )). 

Required by Condition 16. 

FUrther consideration of these ~eolsures is 
required by Condltlon It. 

Required by Cond Ilion 4. 

Required by condition 4. 

e 
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PEUFUICE 

\'OLt"XE 'ACE 

TR 25 n 

Tit 25 n 

Y.I c-. 
TR SA U. 

Tit 5..\ 1" 

Til sa 20. '5. 
2) 

Til 58 u 

Til 58 u 

Tit 5' u 

Ta 58 u 

Til 58 n 

f. sa n 

• 
Af'f'UWJX F 

Page 1 of 12 

Kl'lGA11~ ~ASUPES 

Monitor the systCQ's t~~ct on v~tec q~.llty 
vltb refercr>ee to (>r·~pnlc chlorlroe c()a.f'O'JMs. 
llyi~ org~nisas. ~nd ~~tal lens. 

StuJy t~~ cold vater plume to deter_lroe l~e 
exposure of p.1ssh·ely et\lI'alnc-.) org1ni$!O!' aM 
l~e aerial extent of aff~t~ sea bottOft. 

Prepsre an 011 spill contlr,ger>ey plan. 

Mini_he lnterferer.ce ",lth c<lI'1<f.erclal kelp 
h.1rvest. 

Acquire, dNlcUe. ~M ren~'iet~te ",lth a.'Pro-
priale ~1llve plants la~ of ~ly~lent 
~ologlcal value to t~e habitat lost due lo 
rrol~t construction. Ihe ~pstreaa porlion 
o( tbe c~i'isja del Coio should be cor.slduN 

. for tM s f'Urpose. 

A,~id fill of Ca~sJs del Coio riparian corridor. 
Dispose of excess fill offslte. 

I'rote..:t the CsiUda del Colo vlt~ a ler>ce and 
buffer lone duri~ ~structlon. 

Avoid fill of co.stal ravlr~s and Ilabllilition 
of bhlUs. 

Flrebre3k. vltbln tOO feet of eacb tlr~. 

Sun'ey aM aUgn pl~ltne CO<.lte to avoid 
~bltats of rare or etldangered sf~les. 

Pl~llroe should parallel exlstlO1 r~Js or ot~er 
elghts-of-vsy. 

COKK~'~ A.'~ OJSrOSJfIO~ 

7e-i"lred by condltlen S. 

'equlred by CQnJltions t. S. 

Jl:eqo.lired b)' COr'>oHUon 5. 

,eq~ired by ConJitlon 1'. 

'equhcl by coMltlon 10. 

'~~lred by conJltlon 1. 

Condition 1 r~~ices pcotection of riparIan 
Nbltat. In.:1OOlO1 Caitsd~ del colo. Felld~ ~r 
other ~~a5ures vill t~ used a. c.ece.sary. 

fhese measures viii be requlre-J to the ertent 
fe~s'ble. Exceptloas yill be per.ltted vith 
n.e ~f'Pro'ill Of Hoe Cr\.1C conuructlon lIIO!Iitor 
(CO .... UtlOll u). 

Cecislon ~~ tbis aelsure "'ill be deferr~ until 
tbe PUC •• fely standard. are devel~. 

Pequlred by condltlo~ •• 

fbls ~easure Is DOt fea.ible. 

e 
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------------~--------------------------------
UrUEN("£ 

VOUJ~----;;:G£ 

Ia. SB 

'tit sa 

lit SB 

IA SB 

tit sa • 

lit sa 

Ia. is 

F.l 

F.l 

fl., 

Ia. , 

Jt 

11 

n 

II 

II 

It 

n-lS 

,-, 

'-9 

ll, 24 

n. :n 
It 

KltlCATIOS XF~UPtS 

Jl!eve-;etate route 'oIith appropriate natl\-e s~ie!l. 

J:Up 'ilrOUM e<il.lip"'ent 'oIHhln pif-eHne e-ouI60r 
darl~ c-onstru~tion. 

Avoid sld~astl~ of excess soli. Jl!eplace 
topsoil lost dl.lrl~ c~structlon. I\ev~etate 
pipelf~,e rO'-lte followl"'J e-onstrucUon. 

th3sed plpellr.e constru<tlon. 8ulld only 
sl"'ile lC-i~h line for development to 0.' ~ro. 
Loop later only as r.e~~J. 

Kini.lle pipeline operations corridor vldlh 
to t~e extent fe.sible. 

Control access to ~Ir.tained pipeline. corridor, 
.~ plpellr~ servIce ro~s. 

Allill ace-ess r03,3 do~ exisU~ H-lUlster 
~nch read vlth .Inl •• l l~pro.e~enll. 

Conserve t~ soli d~rl~) ac~ess rcad construe-
tlon. Jl!eSfrea,l a~ l'e"e.;etate e-ut slopes 'oIllt. 
'ilrasllar~/shrubla~ .ixture. 

"llli_ile e-le~l'l~ for construction of ~el'llr.e 
t~~rs. Save and respreld topsoil (top 12") 

LI.ltatioll of .ljor c-onstruellon actlTltles 
to t~A da,tl~e hours. 

Ll.ltatioll of noise 'ile~crated d~ri~ operatloll 
frGm the 'ilas turbine 'ilenerat~r!l. 

COKKL~~ JL~O DlSPOSltIO~ 

I\~lred by Conditlo~s J, t. 

'eql.llred by Corod lUoll t. 

P.eq'llrcd by CoOOltlons J, t. 

This is c-onslslent 'oIith t~e public appllcatloll 
(A-SlUn. 

Jl!eql.llred by Cor~ltl~n t. 

Jl,eq-.Jlrcd by ConJ.iUon t. 

Jl!eq-~hcd by condlUOIl U. 

lI:eql.llred by corodltlon J. 

C(h~itlon IS require. that trans~i.slon by 'oIOOd 
pole ~nd unJer'ilrou~ transmlssiOll lir.e. toe used 
instea~ of ~et~l t~Jer •• to the txtent feasible. 
CondltlOll 1 req-~lres conservation of tap loll 
dl.lr'~ construction. - -

This ~asu[e shall be 'iliven conslder~tlon ., 
part of Condition J. 

£l~trlcal POOO'u '01111 be qcr.eutw of bite 
(Condition 15). CoOOltlOll 11 '01111 reql.lll'e 
that ar?£Of'rlate noise l'cdl.le-tion. l'ieUlIUI to. 
applied to the I~.ndby 'ileneratorl. 

L ____ ---1.- _____ ~_____________ ------'----,--

e 
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VOL(jK£ PAGE 

III 1 no 

III 1 no 

III 1 no 

III 1 121 

lit 1 121 

lit 1 n, 
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,UfICATlCN MEASIJi':ES 

Ihe exact ~lllcnl of h.pact rcsu1tif'r) hOG the 
access r03ci, I>o,,'er lranSJIisslon line and plr.e
Jlne fa de~"'ient upot> spc-eiflc locatlond a,,.} 
design decisions unavailable at present. Our 
analysis indicates that potential lr.pacts can 
be slgnlfh:anlly H.!;;':C~ to .. awropr late rOl.ltir-l 
and desl<Jn, dhcussN In technical "eports 1 
and I). Of ~rtfcul.r Ir.porlance Is requlrl~ 
the all<Jnroent e~ineers to diligently survey 
tt,e con Idor and use route selection cr Her fa 
that place high priority on avoidance of poten
tial adverse laM-use h~cts 

lleach are~ IWlpacts vould be rNIXe-} by settll'l9 
t~e seavlter SU.Q Into the face of the bluff 
ar.d the electr ic s'.bstatio-"I on the bluff above. 

eelch a~ Ylter use i~p.1cts ~~ld be further 
red~e-} by design of the trestle to span the 
belch areas aroJ present IS little b<.Ilk. aM 
ot.struction as possible thrc,'J'ihout Its le~th. 

AvoleS an exclusion aor,e around tt,e .. ar ine 
facilities to .Inlahe 'beach and vater use 
h:pacts. 

Strict a.it.erence to a~ enforccsent of curre ... t 
lind use policies an.J regulations of the County 
and coastal COIl'II'ission yUl constrain undesir
able hn.S use cM~es S'JuO'Jr.ding Hoe project. 
Fevillon of lt~ curre~t C~nty °IOQ-ALo lonl~ 
to Halt der,slty to one ovr,er-occ"pled unit. 
per IOO-acee parcel vould pre'\;ent ~ny of H.e 
project' S teMency to increase H.e IlUi01belC of 

-units per parcel In the area. 

Yhe visusl ~rshness of the access c~~ could be 
r~\lCed hy (ol10'0'ln,) cont<N[ ",}.ere possible, 
shl.plhoJ [o~ c"ts ~n.S e",b.allUenls to blend Into 
t~e su(rou~i~) eartb for~s •• inl.lalf'r) cczoval 
of e.istl~) v~etatlon, aM ~~i~ extensive 
b<.It canf<lUy chosen use of MV laMscapl",}. 
Substantial .itl~atlon ~ld require substantial 
[~\JCllon In the e:nen.t of r03i reco."Istnlclion. 
bow';er. . 

CCHl'U:ST k"l) 0 J S POS " lOS 

F:equhe-} by CooolHons 1, I,ll, n, IS. U, 
n. 

The applicant ~~s revise-} his pllnt layout to 
c~ply Yith this ~elsur •• 

Ihis lOeal'He shoulcS t~ h.p}e;:.er.tN to U:e elltent 
feasible and is requirN hy Con.cSltlons II I)' 
aM n. 

Condition l requires that nelcshore a~eSS not 
be unreasonably resl[icl~. fOe sifely stan
dards an.J UnltN SUUS C03st G\ludo 1r~.3htlOt',s 
yill deteraine the sl.e ellclu.loa lone [~~Ired. 

The LNG leralnal ~ct 11alls the ftature a~ 
quantity of ( ... ture de.el~ent Vlthln • alles 
of the ter.lnal. It. does not, bowevec. pre
e-pl lt~ california Coastal coc.,ission and 
C~ntr a ... t.~rltr to let .or •• trl~ent Italtl 
on de.elopcent. 

F:e-}'J Ired by Co ron Hoa U. 

L-_____ ..L.. ___ .~ ------------------ -- -.--- ---'---- -------------
,-------~--------
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----·~~;UESCE ,---' 
MlliGAIION K£ASU~ES 

VOW1U: 

Tit 1 

F.l 

Tit , 

Tit 1 

Tit 1 

U.l 

r.l 

,It 1 

U1 

rACE 

156 

'-10 

156 

116 

Ut 

113 

'-10 

Ul 

It!) 

toute tt.e p:l'o'er tu.r,saisslon line Inl~r.d. out 
of sIght of the c~stal terrace. rather th3n 
alo~ the c~stal terrace. 

V{su,)l h.racts of pa.-erllr.e can substantially 
.ltlgated by usl~ an existln] ~~ pole line 
a,,] u,.dergroundin9 UlrO\l9b Ule Gavlota Stale 
rar);. 

Choose a pipeline all~r~ent th3t Is as protected 
fron public view as possible and vhere .inlDWS 
change viII result foe vegetation. 

Provide free bus transport~tlon for construc
tion e~ployees between residential centers and 
the construction site. 

require r03~ cro$sl~s by the pirellne to 
.lnialze extent and tlEe of traffiC IE~ct. 
with Sf~lflc cor~ltlons contol.lnJ to state 
and local agency construction contr~ls. 

Minlalze construction traffic on tt~ Hollister 
i(oad "dor to Its iapco,·.",ent. 

The viS'HI il'lp~ct of 1m storage tanl:s coul~ 
be .ltlgated by parthl undergfou ooi h9' 

The LNG fer.ir.a 1 Act req~lr.lIlent on density 
vithln one .Ile of tt~ ter.inal results In 
dooon-Ioolft.) density In tholt are~. t",p~ct on 
local property ovners coul~ be .itlgated by 
purch3se of s~e of tt~ resldentl~l develcp
.. en~ rights In,oh·N. 

Continue restclcted ~ccess policy thr0Q9b 
Hollister ~nch. 

L--------L--I---,- ---.. -~~.-.-.-- -------~--'--

C~I~~ ~~o 01Srosl~IO~ 

condition IS will c~~lre the preparation of • 
stooy to deter.lne wblcb rO'Jte vill t.a,·e tt.e 
le~st ad.eIse Isp)ct. 

The extent to vblch this ~eslure can be 
1~~l~ented vlll be deter.teed ~s req~lred by 
CoMlt.lon IS. 

Peq~lrc-J by COMltlon I. 

This option viII be studied as palt of the 
transpo(ta~lon plan req~lred by Condition 1'. 

This ~easure shall be qiven consideration ~. 
part of COl\oHtlon U. 

This .. easure s~All be qlvtn co.~.ldtratlon ~s 
~It of COM It Ion '6. 

lIequlrc-J by COt>dltlon 11. 

This .. e~sure (also s~9~ested in S~nta ~rbar~ 
Condition 11') Is rejected as redundant. 
LandO"oT.er. have ed.tl~ avenues of redress 
thrO\l9h th~ COYll •• 

This Is c~lred by cor.Jltlon 16 lJ<lt Jln ~e!i 
sod if led by COMltion 11 to allov It-lted 
(ecre~tlonal acce ••• 

.. '- __ -4 _. -_ • --.-------, 
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tllTJGATIO~ tlFASUIlES 

'U, 1 lU 

Tit 1 lU 

Tit J us 

TR J 191) 

L __ a ___ _ 

I 

----------------------
Availability of a hcll~teI to ~covi~e q~ick 
~er .. etICy response Is Sl.'9',iestN duci""l both 
C'O/'lshucUon and operation r-hnes of the 
proi«:t. 

Facilit.te involve~nt of local 9Ovec~~nt 
a.~cncies In ceviev aM q<lid.lncc of pcoj«:t 
devel~~ent in a a.tnr~r ttllt ~.I.I~es their 
u;"'eut.ndil'><) of event and declsior.s, their 
feeling of p3lticl~tlon, and t~to.lni.lzes 
their eXf~nditures. 

~itlg~te vis" .. l impacts by attention to design 
of the facility. ~educe the ~ .. ssive. rectl
llne.tr for&s of the tee.ln31 facility if 
feasible. Partial burial of the tanls a~ use 
of euth ~n's aM ,oeqetallve screenS woo.rld 
r~uce vis" .. 1 lm~ct soa.e~hat, ~ttlc<ll.rly for 
persons locatN on the 8\3rir~ tenace. 

Color a~ ~lnt ~tterns ~~ld be us~ to break 
u~ the pe(ceiv~ (orcs of the tee.Inal faellity 
to ~ li.lted extent. 

Pl.nti~lS of trees in carefully chosen spots 
on the sur(our~[~l hills ~~ld also be used to 
block off the sight lines fcom houses to the 
tel.Inal. 

~inl.ire Hoe level of access .roa.) lr,pro,,'elfients, 
uslr~ buses foc laber ar~ the rall(oa~ for 
~terlals and ~ul~ent transpollation. 

l~rove the Gavlota Inters~cllon apfropclate lO 
the construction traffic d~a.lnJ. deter.lned In 
con$"ltatl~~ ~Ith arPropriate state and local 
tUn$f'Ollatlon a·;er.cles. 

Hinlalle truck traffiC on the aecess c03d by 
~llliling rail transport to the qreatest extent 
possible. 

~L_~ ____ -- ----

CQK>iU'T ...... iD 0 IS ros If lON 

This propos31 ~ill be con,ldeced In tbe for.ula
tlon of an onsite disaster pl.n fOI tbe GpeIa
tIoMl ph.!lse (condition 2U aM ~ln be .. ~Ired 
by Condition )) durln9 the construction phase. 

'he rue staff is direct~ to a~t this .ppr~ch 
In t~~lr rel.tlons vitti the local 9Ove(~nt 
agencies. 

~eq<lhN by Condition U. Sccunlng of n.e 
facility by the use of off.lte landscaping 
should be con'lder~ In the a~llc.nt·. pl.n, 
subject to the a~~ova\ of tbe f(~~ty ¢~.er. 

consideration of these roeasures should toe 'ih'en 
In the transportation stody req~ired ~y 
COMition U. 
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u, ,S. 
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reolect ecJ~sign to avol~ t.pactln~ significant 
~llu~al ces~rces. 

_ Movc~cnt of proposcJ Folnt conception 
facility aw~~ from the DOst significant 
cultural resourceS. 

_ use of Altecr'.1le plpellr.e aligM:cnts to a,-ol15 
cultural cesourceS. 

~jor d.1ta s.1lva1e proqra~ if avold~nce o( 
cultural re~Jrces Is not possible. Ssivage 
of dsta to be lost due to resl~Jsl 1.~cls. 

Studies of sensitive aress to assess 1_p3cts 
a~ plan avoi15snce or sslvage pr~irazs. 
~ages ", ,!O, tl, " l~llet ll, " (bullet I). 

Monltorl~ of construction yOrk to .lnl.l~e 
vl~!sll$5 a~ other d.1~.1~e. 

rencln9 of cultural resources located near 
constr~tlon areas. 

Avoidance of future land dlsturb i n9 actlvlties 
In areas ~here cultural resou[ces are locat~. 

Construction of a seaw.111 to protect S~-SC' 
s~tb. 'a1e tl (or ss1vI1e, see O£lR p.1ge '-I). 

Ncalnatlon of eligible sites to \t~ N.1tional 
pe9 l s ter of Hlstorle ~llces. 

CUltural resource ~nsger at PUC to ovecsee 
altlgation progrl.s. 

AFProYll of altlgatlon proqrass b1 the State 
Historie preservation Officer, the N.1tlve 
~~erlcan 8erlt£ie C~lSllon, a~ locally 
CQt>Cune.! )!J.\ive ,t..tr.erlcal\s a~ arc'hacologlstS • 

____ ' _____ ~ ___ If ___ .~ ......... ~ .. ~ .. 

hquhed bl Cor-HUon II and h recoqJ'llled bl 
the arP11c&l\t'. proposed ~yln1 of the facility 
aPfrosiastely 1,(10 feet east. 

~equired bl Cor-.lltton ll. 

~eq'.Jlred by COMilion 1). 

~~ulred by condition 1). 

ThiS ~eal~re viiI be used ~.ere nece.sacy to 
lmple~el\t Condition 1). 
~ f~rlher espanslon of the facility'. nov con
t~plat~. Further development of the area for 
ott.er ~ses is cOl\trolle.! by the Cal((ol'/lh Coalt-t 
at COII'o/IIlulon and tt.e COUl\ty pl&Mln1 c()(T'<1Ihslon. 

this ;'eu\lre is roOt, _cond1er~ r.ecesssry slllCe 
the site of the terafnal vil1 be .eyed east to 
a\~l~ this ares. . 

the Itaff cultural res~rces ~na;er on the 
~I\ltorlng ptogr .. Is directed to Initiate this 
measure. 
thiS measure viii be considered a. psrt of lhe 
DQnitorlng pr09u:s te<iuired bl Condition U. 

ConJition 1) r~ulres conlultation vitb the.e 
entitleS. 

- --,------------
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M1Tl~'TI0~ ~EASU'£S 

--~---------~-------

Ship Ar.e_etu 

Ship ~te of ~rn Indicstor 

OOCkl~ velocl~eter 

~hlp Collision }.,~td~nce system 

~~e Kul.ers .t F.clllty 

KuUn--J 81J0ys 

Llqhtln<) of Pln. kIth, aM COt'.uo1 Tc .... er 

. 
F.cllity Weather toSlru~entatlon 

Facility Ylslbility Ke.surir-1 ~~Ifr~nt 

Site W~v./~~ll Ke~surl~ [qUlre·ent 

Site lU.Jn . 

APi' ro.1C 111 I\o<l te 

Fsclllly/shlpC~~~lc.t[ons Proce.Jures 

----------- -------

:<X."IE"'" "-'.1:1 OJ SPO$ 1 WM ('(~ 

---------
F-eqyhe.J by C 
1>y U.S. Coast 

'~uhe.J by C 
by U.S. Cout 

,eqylrN by C 
by U.S. Co.1U 

F-~'Jhed bl ( 
by U.S. Coasl 

,equhN by ( 
by U.S. Coul 

P-e.}u hed by ( 
by U.S. Co.1'~ 

JIeolulrN by ( 
by U.S. Co.1S1 

fequlrN by C 
by U.S. C()4sl 

F-~ .. IrN by C 
by U.S. COUI 

'~~hN by4 
by U.S. Cou 

F-~uire.J by I 
1.11,1.5. Cou 

F-~Ire.J by' 
by U.S. Coas 

lI~ultN by , 
by U.$. COolS 

~ltlon )S to the estent perattted 
Gulrd requlatlons. 

~ltlon IS to t~e estent ~c.lttN 
Guard r~ulstlo~ •• 

<>MIllon )S to the estent ,.n.lttN 
Gu.rd r~ulSllon •• 

,:>Jltlon is to the u.tent ~r.1tted 
euard r~ .. l.tlonl. 

~iltl~~ )S to the estent per.itteJ 
Gu.rd requl.tlo~s. 

~ltlon )S to the estent per.ltted 
G'.Jud ffi'Jhtloo •• 

ndltlon )S to the e.tent F~r_ltt~ 
Gu~[d r~ul.tlon~. 

""ltion lS to He extent pemlUed 
Guard ~~~l.llons. 

<:>Mitlon )S to the estent per.ttted 
Gu~rd f~ul.tlon •• 

""lllon lS to the edent per_1Ued 
QJard rt9ulatlonl. 

r.dltlc/\ lS to n.e extent per.ttted 
Guard f~ul.tlon •• 

'ondltlon lS to H,e extent penilUed 
Guard r~~l.tlons. 

<>MIllon lS to the extent per_ltted 
Gund r~<Jhllonl. 

-- -- ---'-'--'-'--'- -- ---------_._-- >---- -, 
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II 

In 

MITIGATION KEASOPES 

I- -----

Cover 1m pipes aM tar.ks yilh ~r.ergt ab~rbih') 
~t~rl.1 to frotcct thea from ,~netratlon due 
to .lsslle fr.~ments. 

tcchnical ,"eper! II contains .ltl~~tlon 
~easures relatlh') to seismic desl~n of t~e 
facility. With t~~ e.c~ptlon of those ~easures 
speclficia}ly llst~ belovo this subject yill 
te the subject of further hearl~lS In OIl-I. 

A conservatIve approach to consideration of 
lle.1f-slte fa1JHI~ should be a~Of'ted ar.) further 
stuJy .3de of seismic h3rards to the site. 

Peductlon of Impacts to '~ltural resources by 
C!oi~ fewer Impro,""",ents to the sollister i':aoch 
road. 

Mitigation thro~h av~ldlnce ~re ~lllb!e alonq 
the 3 .. h.~ [oa,i alternat h.-e. 

Careful planni~l in consultation ylth ~3tive 
~erlcans necessary to protect int~rity of 
religious values IntrInsic to Point cor~eption 
If Jal&llo1 access alternative Is a:Sof-ted. 

Mitigation of ~'e[ line Imp.lcts thrOO<]b 
avoi,bnce. A su."ey pr->]ralll to Identify 
im~ctl in tt~ corridor is first necesSl.Y. 
$3Iv.age of fnfoI~tlon sh¢Uld ~ ~"e "hen 
lICCessu·y. 

~E~7 A~~ OI5P051'IO~ 

this r.e.al~re Is rejected slr~e lh. eve~t II 
j~~ too i.fr~ble to jUltlfy the expense. 
the ~roposed safely ItanJards contala rroyl.lon. 
...blch \o'O'Jl<i protect the public even shoo.lld 11Kh 
an event occur. 

Pequlr~ by ConJltions l6. )1. ll. l'. to. Cl. 

Stu-it of tt~ ~,e.as'J(e vlll t~ requlre-5 by 
Condition U. 

Stoo:t of tt.e meU'Jre vill t~ req"lre-i tel 
Co.-.! it ion U. 

Pequired tel CorJitloa U. 

pequiri!d by Condition. U aM n. 

• 

/, 



APPENDIX G 

NOTICE OF DE~NATION 

. TO: Secret~ .. for Resources 
1416 Nintu Street, Room 1312 
Sacramento, California 95814 

FROM: Cali!o%'llia Public 
Utilities Commission 

;50 McAllister Street 
San Francisco., Cali!. 94102 

SUBJECT: Filing ot Notice o! Determination in compliance with 
Section 21108 or 21152 o! the Pu~lic Resources Code. 

A-5762E. WG 1'e:cn;wJ ETR 

Pro-ject Title 

State Cleari:c.gb.ouse Nu:noer eI! submitted to State Clearinghouse) 
Steven W. Miller (,415) 557-2374 

Conta.ct Person Telephone Num~er 
Point COneeption, Santa Barbara County 

Project Location 
Marine te:r:minal for reee.iving LNG and .:mcillm fasilitie~ 

Project Descriptio~ 
The pag-es of ~ carmission' s decision ~ifying required mitigation 
:mea.s1XI:es are attached. 

Tbis is to advise that the California Public Utilities Commission 
as lead agency has made the following determination regarding the 
above descri~ed project: 

1. The project has been ~ ?pproved by the Lead Agency. 

c:::r OJ Sg:oprov~d 
2. The project @1 J:d.ll have a signi!icant effect on the enViroll

mente 
c:::7 xD ' 1 Dot 

;. @ An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project 
pursuant to the provi sions o! CEQA-

o A Negative Declaration was prepared :tor this proj~ct pursu
ant to the provisions o! CEQ!. P. copy of the Negative 
Declaration is attached. 

~ly ~1, 1928 
Date ~e~e~ved for Fil~ng 

Date ,. ...... , ........ ,._-

Attachment 

I': 


