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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE
Washington, D. C. 20250

Mr. Robert L. Davies

Director, Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office .
Federal Energy Administration AuG i 276
Washington, D.C. 20461

Dear Mr. Davies:

In response to your letter of June 25, 1976, we have reviewed the
draft environmental impact statement for the Strategic Petroleum
Reserve. We have the following comments for your consideration.

Ve feel the Strategic Petroleum Reserve is necessary to mitigate the
economic impacts of any future interruptions of petroleum imports.

A dependable supply of petroleum products is certainly required for
sustained agricultural production at current levels.

Ve feel the statement would be improved if the discussions on the top
of page I11-72 and on page VI-6 recognized that only a small fraction
of the excavated rock from new mines will be marketable because high

transportation costs.limit the saleable area as covered on page V-105.

WWe would suggest that the current U.S. Department of Agriculture soil
classification system be used for the soils descriptions on pages V=92

and 1V-93. The first major version of this system was published in

1960 as: Soil Classification, a Comprehensive System, 7th Approximation;
Soil Conservation Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, U.S.

Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 503pp. An update of the
system was published in 1975 as: Soil Taxonomy, a Basic System of Soil
Classification for Making and Interpreting Soil Surveys, Agriculture
Handbook No. 436; Soil Conservation Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 754pp.

Since water is compressed only one percent by a one mile head of water,
we would suggest that compressibility of fluids as a phenomenon for
accommodating waste liquids froum deep well injection be deleted on
pages V=9 and V-11.

We suggest that the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Program discussion on page VI-11 be closed with a statement that permits
are not likely to be granted beyond January 1, 1985, because one of the
goals of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments (PL 92-500)
listed on page VI-7 is the elimination of discharge of pollutants into
navigable waters by 1985.

Thank you for providing us the opportunity to review this statement.

Sincerely,

R. M. Davis ‘<::>
Administrator \ ’



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT >OF COMMERCE

The Assistant Secretary for Science and Technology
Washington, D.C. 20230

August 17, 1976

Mr. Robert L., Davies

Director, Strategic Petroleum
Reserve Office

Federal Energy Administration

1726 M Street, N. W,

Washington, D, C. 20461

Dear Mr. Davies:

The draft environmental impact statement entitled ''Strategic
Petroleum Reserve,' which accompanied your letter of June 25,
1976, has been received by the Department of Commerce for re-
view and comment. The statement has been reviewed and the
following comments are offered for your consideration.

General Comments:

The living marine resources will be affected during the construc-~
tion phase of this project by silting, oil spillage, and brine
disposal during leaching and filling procedures. After completion
of construction there will continue to be some 0il spillage and
brine disposal during oil cycling procedures.

A substantial part of the petroleum is to be stored in salt domes
of the Gulf Coast region and brine disposal is likely to have an
adverse impact on the living marine resources., The statement con-
siders this aspect in a dispersion model. The area bounded by a
salinity isopleth 0.5 parts per thousand (0/o0o0) above the ambient
salinity is defined as the "area of detectable change.'" The area
bounded by a salinity isopleth 1 o/oo above the ambient salinity
is defined as the "area of influence.'" With some reasonable
assumptions based on engineering of the diffuser and a current of
0.1 ft/sec (3 cm/sec) the area of influence would cover 226 acres
and the area of detectable change would cover 2076 acres or 3.2
square miles during a 200 MMb salt dome development, Higher
currents would result in smaller areas of influence and detectable.
change. Therefore, the magnitude of the impact area is highly site
specific.
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The East Coast Region will not be affected by brine disposal

because salt dome storage is not planned. The potentially ad- '
verse environmental effects of siltation and oil spillage during
construction, filling and cycling procedures are, however,

present. Again, in the statement it is recognized that the

estuaries and near-shore environments are already under consider-

able stress, implying that the effects of additional stress on

the living marine resources must be carefully considered.

On the basis of the statement, recognizing the potentially adverse
effects on the living marine resources, one can conclude that con-
struction and maintenance of the SPR facilities need not have a
major adverse effect on fishery resources provided adequate pre-
cautions are taken., There are some deficiencies in the statement.
Consequently, it is difficult to evaluate the "adequate'" in the
precautions,

The statement has some good descriptions on the geclogy and hy-
drology of the regions in question so that a judgment can be made
regarding freshwater usage or brine disposal in saline aquifers.
However, there is no description of the structure, salinity, and
circulation in the estuaries or mear-shore coastal areas that will
be affected. This makes evaluation of the dispersion model
difficult: (a) Are criteria of 0.5 and 1 6/00 above ambient
salinities realistic in terms of the biological production systems?
(b) In the model, given the area of influence and detectable change,
there is the implication of an infinite supply of ambient water.
If the water is continually being recirculated, as is possible at
least over a period of months, the salinity of the ambient water
would continue to rise and possibly affect a much larger area than
stated. The leaching of a salt cavern will take many, months and
therefore the possibility stated above exists.

The derivation of the equations used in the diffusion model, a
document provided with the statement, appears reasonable. However,
no literature references are given and there is no assurance that
this model used for air pollution is also applicable to the brine
disposal problem. Refer to our specific comment concerning Page
I1T-50.

Obviously, some of these problems cammot be tackled until site-
specific evaluations are made. In view of the very wvaluable
fishery resources of both the Gulf Coast and East Coast Regions
with sensitive portions of their life-cycle spent in the affected

areas, the following suggestions are made:

°
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1. Retain a consultant with wide experience in estuarine and
coastal diffusion and dispersion problems who can quickly judge
the adequacy of the model(s) used in site-specific studies.

2. Establish multidisciplinary teams of biologists and oceanog-
raphers, familiar with the site-specific marine biology and
oceanography. These teams would judge the extent of possible
damage to the estuarine and coastal environment caused by the
development and maintenance of the SPR's. Rather than using
arbitrary numbers such as 0.5 or 1 o/oo above ambient salinity,
these teams would specify the tolerances and provide realistic
boundary conditions to be used in dispersion models.

Biological descriptions for both the Gulf and East Coasts rely
heavily on the use of "biotope'" classification rather than on
actual community description. Although a list of major biotopes
is provided, the simple listing does not provide the reviewer with
enough data to assess potential impacts to biological communities
and systems. Individual biotopes should be characterized and
ecological interactions within and between biotopes emphasized.

For example, it is stated (Page IV-110) that estuaries and marshes
are extremely productive, and that many species are wetland-
dependent during one or more periods of their life cycle. Marsh
productivity should be discussed in terms of nutrient storage
capacity and detrital transport mechanisms. Individual wetland-
dependent organisms should be identified and how each is dependent
discussed. Similarly, the discussion of "Species Important to the
Ecosystem' (Page 1V-119) should include relative importance of
each species and how each functions within the system in a general

sense,

In addition, commercial and sport-fish catch data are presented
for the Gulf, but not for the'East Coast. Catch data are useful
in evaluating relative importance of individual fisheries and
should be included for all areas which may be affected by project
implementation., The East Coast sport catch is particularly under-
stated. Although the striped bass is an important sport species,
other species are equally important, particularly on a seasonal
and/or regional basis,

Although the potential cumulative impacts of operating storage
facilities are discussed in this section, consideration is not
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given to the cumulative adverse effects of constructing the

facilities. Construction impacts, when considered cumulatively, .
can severely affect water quality and resident biota, and

should, therefore, be discussed in this section.

In a separate section, the impacts of constructing and operating
storage facilities on the East Coast commercial and sports fish-
ing industries should be addressed, inasmuch as they may be of
considerable importance in the areas where the facilities could
be located.

The environment of the impact area (Gulf Coast, East Coast) has

been thoroughly described and summarized in previous Federal environ-
ment impact statements, e.g. (1) U.S. Department of the Interior,
Proposed Increase in 0il and Gas Leasing on the Outer Continental
Shelf, Final Environmental Impact Statement, July 1975, Washington,
D. C.; and (2) U.S. Department of the Interior, Proposed Quter
Continental Shelf 0il and Gas Lease Sale Offshore the Mid-Atlantic
States Final Environmental Impact Statement, May 1976, Washington,

D. C.

However, neither of the above documents are referenced in the sub-

ject statement. We believe that the environmental impact statement
process could be streamlined to the benefit of both the public and

the decision makers if Federal agencies made better use of available.
environmental informationm,

The summary maps of coastal environmental systems in section IV,
B.1.f (pp. 40-62) and section IV.B.2.h (pp. 109-122) are virtually
without value because of the poor quality of reproduction. We
believe that it is counterproductive to include maps and other
descriptive material that the reviewer is unable to decipher. The
maps in these sections should be presented at a smaller scale or
the quality of reproduction should be improved.

Specific Comments:

Page I-12 - The table on this page summarizes Federal expenditures
required for alternate storage facilities, Actual dollar amounts
are listed as expenditures per year. However, no reference is
given on how these values were generated or over how many years
this expenditure will take place. The numbers are meaningless
without reference to the length of time over which the amounts
will be needed.

I-6 Il
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Page ITII-50 - Two weaknesses in the discussion of the brine dis-
posal problem are apparent. First, the major constituents shown
in Table III-3 are not different from '"sea salt'" in any important
respect. However, a more careful chemical analysis should be done
to assure that in the 0.71% abundance of "H90 insoluble'" fraction,
there are not significant amounts of metals or other substances
noxious to marine organisms or consumers thereof.

Assuming a reassuring result from that determination, there should
be no deleterious effects of brine disposal at sea, as long as the
brine concentrations are reduced to sufficient levels. The state-
ment expresses what appear to be conservative standards, but some
biologists should be consulted on that., The results obtained from
the advective-diffusion model, however, are inadequate even for a
general evaluation of the scope of the problem to be addressed in
later, site specific, evaluations. The model description contains
some typographical errors and other points of confusion, but
between the statement and "Appendix B'" from the Radian Corp. report
the model is understandable, The principal error is in assuming
that lateral and vertlcal dlsper51gn coefficients are equal and
have the valu 3x10° cm2/S (322 ft%/S) for the far. field.problem
and 10° to 10 cm“/S (1 to 10 ftz/S) for the near field problem,
These values are reasonable estimates for the lateral dispersion
coeff1c1ents, but vertical coefficients on the order of 1 to
10 cm /S (ZI.O’3 to 10~2 £t%/S) are more appropriate for either the
near or far field problem in the ocean. The gravitational stability
due to the density of the brine will in fact tend to bias the process
toward the low end of this range. The result cited on pp. V-19,
20, that the brine is vertically well mixed within 200 feet of the
diffusion is a direct result of using a vertical dispersion co-
efficient perhaps one to one hundred thousand times too large. A
ballpark estimate of the time regulred for mixing from bottom to
top in 20 feet of water is T = D<K, 5%10° second, or about 5
days, In an ambient flow of 1 ft/sec, thls'would imply over 50
mile displacement before completion of vertical mixing. This is
inadequate as a specification of concentration radius, but points
up a critical flaw in the model application. From the source
(Ref. AR-070), we judge that the error stems from a misinterpreta-
tion of either a question or the answer about appropriate values for
dispersion coefficients which has led to a value appropriate to the
horizontal direction to be applied also in the vertical., Thus,
this model, in fact, does not assure us that brine disposal at sea
will not result in a dense brine layer overlying an extensive area

I-7
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of the bottom, or collecting in topographic lows with adverse
ecological consequences. A more careful evaluation taking into
account the density effect of the brine and appropriate modelling .
of diffusion processes is required.

Page I1I-101 - The table and gréph on this page and the narrative
references thereto should be updated to more accurately depict

the current magnitude of the worldwide tanker oversupply crisis.
While Table ITII-8 shows 516 vessels representing 36,845,100 DWT
idle as of September 30, 1975, it is important to note that this
inactive fleet had swelled to 557 ships aggregating 54 million DWT
by May of 1976 and is currently estimated to be approximately 50
million DWT. In addition, the narrative should focus sharply on
the age and size distribution of the idle fleet noting that to a
large extent it has been the rela tively new, large tankers which
have been hardest hit and that it is precisely these ships which
would be best suited to any strategic storage program, Of the
above mentioned tommage in lay-up approximately 70 percent was less
than 10 years of age and 65 percent was in the 100,000 DWT and
above category. In addition to this tonnage, there are approxi-
mately 22 U.S., flag tankers composing more than 1.2 million DWT
idle at the present time.

Page I11-103 - Because of the unprecedented magnitude of the over-
supply problem many tanker owners have expressed an enthusiastic
interest in making tonnage’ available for use in a strategic storage
program., As a consequence, the statement on page III-103 under

the heading Procurement of Tankers is very misleading. It is
recommended that the present statement be deleted and the following
paragraph be inserted in its place:

"The data in Table I11I-8 show that there is an un-
precedented surplus of tanker capacity in the world
fleet, therefore, it is clear that a large pool of
tonnage is now available and it appears likely that a
surplus will continue into the eighties. It is for
this reason that considerable interest in such a program
has been expressed by tanker owners both independently
and through the International Association of Independent
Tanker Owners (INTERTANKO), an organization which repre-
sents 75 percent of the world's privately owned tanker
tonnage, and by the International Maritime Industry Forum
(IMIF). 1In summary there would be little difficulty in
attracting a substantial supply of tamker tommage to the
storage program in light of the dismal prospect for
employment in the near future,"

- o
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. Owners fixing tankers as floating storage installations should

not be able to resume operational trading via an escape clause
until the termination of an agreed upon storage charter. There-
fore, the concern expressed in the statement of an escape clause
which would protect tanker owners is not warranted and should be
deleted from the text. The U.S. government as a charter should
not accept such a clause in the terms of its storage charter.

Page I1I-102 - The statement on this page regafding Navy tankers

in the National Defense Reserve Fleet should be clarified, These
vessels are not prime candidates for inclusion in the reserve
program because of their relatively small size., 1In addition, this
is probably a good place to include a statement regarding the ex-
tensive experience which has been gained by the Maritime Adminis-
tration since World War II in safely maintaining a large fleet of
reserve vessels. At times during the thirty years of its operation
the NDRF has included more than 2,000 merchant vessels maintained

at as many as eight anchorages around the country. In the late
1950's, 158 million bushels of surplus grains were stored aboard
vessels in the NDRF. This experience over an extended period of
time clearly demonstrates the technical and environmental feasibility
of safely maintaining a large idle fleet and of using that fleet for
floating storage. Again, it should be emphasized that it is not
being suggested that NDRF tankers be employed in the oil storage
program but that the NDRF experience offers clear evidence of the
technical viability of the floating storage concept and demon-
strates that safe anchorages adequate to accommodate large numbers
of vessels are available at a variety of locations in the United
States.

Page IIT-103 - Under the heading Environmental Impacts, delete the
reference to "air emissions from boilers" since neither the main
nor auxiliary boilers are expected to be in operation.

Page III-104 - We suggest replacing the term "bilge tanks' with
the word "bilges'" on this page and elsewhere in the text.

Page III-106 - Under the heading Manpower Requirements, change
"Maritime Commission'" to '"Maritime Administration."

Page II1-106 - Under the heading Cost, it is recommended that the
statement regarding the sale of tankers purchased for the storage -
program be revised. To rule out the tanker purchase option because

I-9
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of expectations as to future ship sales for scrap or transporta-
tion based on the current market oversupply is not reasonable. .
The primary issue relating to the current market situation is the
low prices for which idle tankers may be obtained. Estimates by
INTERTANKO suggest that a 12-15 year old 100,000 ton tanker may
be available for a price of about $2.5 million. Such depressed
prices could make the purchase option quite attractive in some
circumstances and it.should not be arbitrarily set aside., It is
likely that the supply/demand relationship of tanker tonnage will

balance in the early eighties and it seems justified to consider
purchases as well as chartering vessels for storage installations.

Page ITI-107 - From the cost discussion on this page, it is obvious
that costs will vary from vessel to vessel. Foreign owners have
indicated, however, that a charter rate of about $2.50 to $3.00

per ton per year would cover the running costs associated with a
285,000 DWT tanker serving in a storage capacity. Such estimates
are now under investigation by the Maritime Administration and an
independent cost assessment is being developed., Tentative con-
clusions indicate that very large vessels can be expected to
provide storage at a reasonable price. It is therefore recommended
that the example of the lay-up costs associated with the 50,000

DWT tanker cited on page III-107 be deleted as unrepresentative of
the costs likely to be incurred in any floating oil storage program.
Storage costs for a vessel over 100,000 DWT are being calculated.

Page TTII-110 - While it is generally felt that fair and even-
handed treatment of the environmental issues was afforded through-
out the Normal Operations section, the reference to the TORREY
CANYON spill on page III-110 under the heading Catastrophic Events
is an unfair example. The risk of a catastrophic spill from a
securely moored tanker in a safe anchorage is quite different from
that of a vessel underway at sea where in this case an error by
her master caused the TORREY to run aground at full speed., It
would be better to cite here the record of the National Defense
Reserve Fleet or the record of the more than 500 tankers now laid-up
safely around the world. In any case, the TORREY CANYON reference
is irrelevant.

Note: The Maritime Administration at the request of the FEA has
been investigating the prospects for strategic petroleum
storage aboard idle oil tankers,

I

. °
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Pages 1IV-15 to IV-23 - This section should include information
on tidal waters, including the fact that diurnal tides range
between 1 to 2 ft, along most of the Gulf coast (Anon., 1975a).
Also, the isohaline map of the Louisiana coast shown in Figure 3
in Chabreck (1972) should be included in the final environmental
impact statement since it shows several areas in the Gulf coast
(off Atchafalaya, East Cote Blanche and Vermilion Bays, as well
as the Mississippi River Delta) to have ambient salinities of less
than 10 ppt (see attached reference listing).

Pages IV-40 to 46 - The discussion of the wetlands on page IV-42
should include the value ascribed to tidal marshes by Gosselink

et., al, (1974). Since many of the salt domes indicated for
potential use are in Louisiana, the vegetation map of the Louisiana
coastal marshes shown in Figure 2 of Chabreck (1972) should be
included. The discussion of submerged grasses (page IV-45, 2nd
paragraph) should include an indication of their value as sum-
marized by Thayer et. al. (1975). Since the habitats of some fish
and shellfish are noted on pages IV-45 (3rd paragraph) and IV-46
(lst paragraph), the habitats of the most valuable species listed
in the Commercially Important Species section (pp. IV-50-55) should
also be discussed here. The synopses by Cook and Lindner (1970),
Lindner and Cook (1970), and Moffett (1970) on brown and white
shrimp, and by Reintjes and Pacheco (1966) on menhaden should be
consulted (see attachment for references).

Pages V-3 to V-5 - As previously noted, most Gulf coast diurmal
tides range from 1 to 2 ft. Thus, even a small degree of subsidence
could convert a periodically or regularly flooded marsh into a
permanently flooded area incapable of supporting tidal marsh.
Therefore, the final environmental impact statement should fully
discuss the impact that subsidence (even as limited as 1 ft.)

would have upon tidal marshes.

Pages V-15 to V-24 - The discussion in this section is very idealized
in that the portrayed salinity distributions result from the assump-
tion of a constant current flowing in one direction. Such a
situation is unrealistic for near-shore environments where tide and
wind are significant factors in determining bottom currents. For a
more comprehensive picture of the possible configuration of

salinity distribution, the model should be exercised for zero

current and for periodically oscillating currents, In addition,

the effects of sudden severe weather (e.g., hurricanes) on the
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salinity distribution should be included. The final statement

should fully discuss whether the anticipated speed and degree of .
mixing would be the same in portions of the Gulf where ambient
salinities are much lower than oceanic waters. As noted in our

above comments, Chabreck (1972) reported ambient salinities of

less than 10 ppt in the Gulf off Atchafalaya, East Cote Blanche

and Vermilion Bays as well as off the Mississippi River Delta

(see attachment for reference).

Page V-16, Paragraph 1 - The reference in the last sentence
should be to Section V.B.6, not IV.B.6.

Pages V-50 to V-52 - The statement says on page V-52 that the
estimated ambient salinity concentration of the Gulf of Mexico

is 35 ppt. However, the ambient salinity concentration off

several parts of the Louisiana coast has been reported to be less
than 10 ppt (Chabreck, 1972). Since the brine discharge location
would be along the coastline over the shelf, the final statement
should discuss whether a brine discharge in these locations would
cause "...salinity increases only in excess of 5 ppt above ambient."
In this regard, the effect of elevated salinities on early life
stages of important species such as brown and white shrimp, Gulf
menhaden, and blue crabs should be fully discussed. Accordingly,
the salinity tolerances described by Copeland and Bechtel (1974), .
Barrett and Gillespie (1973), and Zein-Eldin and Griffith (1969)
should be reviewed in the final statement (see attachment for
references).

Page V-52, Lines 11 to 14 - It is indicated that a considerable
impact on wetlands may occur with pipeline construction, .The final
statement should note that there are two general methods of pipe-
line installation, push-ditch and flotation canal, which may be
used through wetlands., Excellent explanations of each method are
contained in reports by McGinnis, et. al. (1972) and Willingham,
et. al. (1975) and should be used in developing an explanation of
both methods for the final statement. Another report (Anon.,
1975b), which should also be cited, describes the environmental
desirability of the backfilled push-ditch method by noting that
the marsh should grow back in about one to two years after the
ditch is backfilled.

The need for backfilling incompletely covered brine discharge
pipelines in the Gulf which have been jetted into place should be
discussed, since fishing trawls may '"hang' on an exposed pipeline
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or the walls of a trench. The feasibility of installing such
pipelines into the seafloor by the method of fluidization
described by van Steveninck (1975) should also be discussed,
since that method would apparently leave little or no trench
(see attachment for references).

The construction and operation of petroleum reserve facilities
has the potential for significant impacts on the commercial and
sport fishing industries of the Gulf Coast. Such impacts on
fishing industries should be addressed in a separate section.

Pages V-56 to V-58 - This section should contain a full discussion
of secondary industrial or domestic development that would be
expected in the coastal wetlands as a result of constructing and
operating a salt dome storage system,

Page V-124 - The source of Table V-33, Potential (oil) Spill Loss
in Coastal Areas, is given as ODA-179, 1974. The Bibliography
lists this reference as National Inventory of Sources and Emissions:
Arsenic -~ 1968, published in May 1971. There appears to be an in-
consistency in both the date of publication and the subject matter
of the "Source," as given on Page V-124 and that given in the
Bibliography.

Page V-134, Paragraph 1 - The discussion of the movement of oil
spills is grossly oversimplified. The movement of spilled oil is
the result of a complex interaction of wind, local currents and
coriolis force. Although empirical observations are not conclu-
sive, oil spills appear to move with a speed 1.5% to 3.5% of the
surface wind and directed at angle of from 0 to 20° to the right
of the surface wind directiom,

Pages X-1 to X~4 - This section should indicate the coordination
which will be required in the development of plans for storage in
any specific salt dome, including the consultation with the Federal
and State fish and wildlife agencies. The Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act (PL 85-624 as amended, 16 U.S.C. 661-667¢)
prescribes in Section 662 (a) that any department or agency of the
United States, or any public or private agency under Federal permit
or license, which intends to modify, control, impound, or divert
certain waters or deepen the channel of any stream or body of water
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must first consult with the United States Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice (FWS) and the State agency exercising administration over .
the wildlife resources of that State. In accordance with Re-
organization Plan No. 4 of 1970 (35 FR 15627, 84 stat. 2090) the
functions of the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, a previous com-
ponent of the FWS which handled these responsibilities, were
transferred to the Secretary of Commerce and ultimately delegated

to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). Therefore, whenever specific

plans are being developed for a salt dome operation, consultation
should take place with the regional directors of NMFS and FWS and
the head of the State fish and wildlife agency.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to provide these comments,
which we hope will be of assistance to you., We would appreciate
receiving fifteen (15) copies of the final statement. Also, it

is requested that one copy of the final statement be sent directly
to the Area Supervisor of the National Marine Fisheries Service,
Environmental Assessment Division, 4700 Avenue U, Galveston,

Texas 77550.

Sincerely,

(R Uzt ®
idney R. G 11ergg;

Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Environmental Affairs

Enclosure
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ATTACHMENT
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20201

puUG 1 0 197

Mr. Robert L. Davies

Director, Strategic Petroleum
Reserve Office’

Federal Energy Administration

Washington, D.C. 20461

Dear Mr. Davies:

We have reviewed the programmatic draft environmental impact
statement for the Strategic Petroleum Reserve.

We are deferring comment on the potential environmental
impacts of the proposed actions which would be of concern
to this Department until we receive future site specific
statements.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the document.
Sincerely,

-l

Charles Custard
Director
Office of Environmental Affairs
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

In Reply Refer To:
EGS-ER-76/611-MS760 SEP 101976

Dear Mr. Davies:

This is in response to a request for the Department of the
Interior's review of the draft environmental statement for the
proposed Strategic Petroleum Reserve program on the gulf coast
and east coast.

In general, we consider the draft statement to be adequate as a
discussion of programmatic concerns. It is noteworthy for the
section on mitigating measures (p. VI-1 to 49) and for a concise
summary of nuclear reactor risks (p. II1I-16 and 17).

GENERAL COMMENTS

Utilization of Salt Domes Offshore in the Gulf of Mexico for

Storggg

The text does not adequately discuss the Federal agencies which
would be involved in a program of this type. The Bureau of Land
Management and the Geological Survey would be involved because of
their responsibilities under the Federal Outer Continental Shelf
(0CS) leasing program; the Corps of Engineers and the Coast Guard
would also be involved. In the event that a dome located on the
Federal portion of the Gulf of Mexico is chosen, consideration must
be given to the necessary pipeline right-of-way, facilities instal-
lation, and possible conflicts with existing lessees or other users
of the area irncorporating the proposed storage site.

Consideration should also be given to the value of the salt, and

possibly sulphur, excavated from the dome in order to provide the
petroleum storage space, and to the steps required for obtaining

a lease to remove this mineral resource.

Disposal of the salt when constructing the caverns may induce
environmental changes that must be recognized. The environmental
effects of a specific storage facility on the OCS can be evaluated
when precise locations are known.
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Discussion of the Atlantic Coast

The text fails to discuss the Bureau of Land Management's OCS leasing .
program for the Atlantic coast and the effects that the leasing

program will have on the Nation's petroleum supply as related to the
strategic petroleum reserve and vice versa. The Mid-Atlantic OCS

lease sale held on August 17, 1976, and the North Atlantic OCS sale
planned for March 1977 could provide 580 million to 2.0 billion

barrels of oil. Also, there is a lease sale planned for the South
Atlantic OCS in late 1977, there are additional sales planned for

each of these 0OCS areas within 2 years from the first sale date in
each area, and, of course, there will be continuing sales in the Gulf
of Mexico. The Nation's energy supply, and thus the Strategic

Petroleum Reserve program,may influence or be influenced by the results
of these 0CS sales.

The discussion of impacts with regard to the use of tank farms in the
Northeast should be updated to reflect recent reactions to new petro-
chemical development. The New Jersey Coastal Facilities Act and
decisions relating to it now severely restrict any such development

in that State. Petrochemical development in the New York Harbor area
has been protested by increasing numbers of citizens. With the rash of
refinery and tank farm fires in the Philadelphia area, a discussion of
accidents and accident rates at these facilities seems warranted.

Socioeconomic and Environmental Data

One OCS environmental statement prepared by the Bureau of Land Management .
is referenced in the FEA draft statement. However, there are a number
of other BLM OCS environmental statements which contain large amounts of
baseline information, both socioeconomic and envirommental, for the

Gulf of Mexico and the Atlantic coast. Much of this information could

be used in evaluating the onshore socioeconomic and environmental impacts
of developing the Strategic Petroleum Reserye.

On page IV-78-79 and IV-137-138, "quality of life" rankings are

presented based on the Midwest Research Institute's quality of life
indicators. These rankings mean little unless the quality of life
indicators and perhaps the assumptions behind them are presented,
possibly in an appendix.

FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES
Although the biology section of this statement basically refers the

reader to other sources for information, it appears to be adequate as this
is a programmatic environmental statement and site-specific environmental

®
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statements will be issued prior to locating storage facilities to be
used in establishing a strategic petroleum reserve. It is hoped that
future site-specific environmental statements will offer a fuller
discussion in the biology section rather than referring the reader

to references that may not be readily available.

On page IV-122 under the heading "Species-Specific Information' the
statement is made that:

"There has been no single comprehensive survey of the entire
region; however there have been several surveys of sub-
regions.”

It should be noted, however, that two major studies have been published
which together provide coverage for the entire area. These studies are:

Marine Experiment Station, Graduate School of Oceanography,
University of Rhode Island, 1973, Coastal and Offshore
Environmental Inventory - Cape Hatteras to Nantucket Shoals:
Marine Publication Series No. 3, 2 vols.

The Research Institute of the Gulf of Maine, Nov. 1974, A
Socio-Economic and envirommental Inventory of the North
Atlantic Region - Sandy Hook to Bay of Fundy, 3 vols.

Also, in section VI.A.7 (Mitigating Measures — Biology) the following
two pieces of legislation appear to be applicable and should be added:
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 and the Fish and Wildlife Coordin-
ation Act.

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (PL 93-205) gives the Departments

of Interior and Commerce authority to determine endangered and threatened
species and to protect them and their habitat., Section 7 of the Act
requires that all Federal departments and agencies utilize their
authorities by carrying out programs for the conservation of endangered
and threatened species. Section 7 of the Act also explicitly directs

all Federal departments and agencies to insure that any actiomns taken

by them do not jeopardize endangered or threatened species or result

in the destruction or modification of their habitat.

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661-667e) requires that
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service be consulted whenever the waters

of any stream or other body of water are proposed or authorized to be
controlled or modified for any purpose whatever by any department or
agency of the United States, or by any public or private agency under
Federal permit or license. The purpose of the consultation and ensuing
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recommendations is the conservation of wildlife resources by preventing
loss of and damage to such resources as well as providing for their
development and improvement in connection with water-resource develop-
ment .

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Although most of the process to be followed in meeting the requirements
of Federal historic preservation laws and regulations is outlined
appropriately in general terms, the FEA should indicate how it plans

to fulfill these requirements in this particular program.

The general process, which FEA recognizes, involves identification of
significant resources, assessment of the impact of the project on these
resources, and development of plans to mitigate any adverse impacts.
Although the EIS covers identification of properties already listed in
or eligipnle for inclusion in the National Register and properties
included in the State inventory, it does not discuss how the FEA intends
to identify other potentially significant cultural resources which may
be affected by the Strategic Petroleum Reserve program. Because the
number and kind of historic, archeological, and paleontological resources
which might be affected by the project are unknown, only an extremely
general statement on the potential impact of the program on such
resources can be made. Thus, it is also impossible to determine how
potential adverse effects could be mitigated. Avoidance of cultural
resources (p. VI-38) may not be possible in every project.

Specific comments follow:

Page IV~-62, paragraph 3, lines 4-5: The National Historic Preservation
Act of 1966 and Executive Order 11593 should be referenced.

Page IV-63, Paragraph 3: The current listing of the National Register
should be referenced (i.e., February 1976 and subsequent monthly supple-
ments) .

Line 2 of this paragraph, as well as page IV-127, paragraph 4, line 2,
should indicate that the National Register includes cultural resources
of local and State significance in addition to the referenced sites of
national significance.

Page IV-63, paragragh 4: We believe it would be appropriate for FEA to
state here when a list of properties on State inventories will be
complied, who will be responsible for this compilation, and how it will
be used in project planning.



5

Page 1V-63, paragraph 5: It would be useful to indicate what resources
were included in the referenced study and map (e.g., State Inventory
properties) and what percentage of the project area was actually
surveyed by Environmental Consultants, Inc.

Pages V-54, paragraph 2, and V-96, paragraph 2: The final EIS should
indicate that the 'Criteria of Effect' were established by the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, not the National Register.

Pages V=55 and V-97: The half-mile radius used to define the

"surrounding environment" of a cultural resource does not seem to be
within the intent of the law. The impact of any undertaking on a

cultural resource is judged not by its effects on a certain physical area
but on the character of the resource that qualified it for inclusion in
the National Register. In some instances, undertakings that will occur
beyond a half mile may severely impact a cultural resource, while in other
cases, an undertaking may occur much closer than half a mile without
damaging the resource.

We therefore recommend that "surroundings" be determined on a case~by-
case basis, in consultation with the appropriate State Historic
Preservation Officer.

Page VI-32: The statement at the bottom of this page can be construed
to mean that the State Historic Preservation Officer initiates all
National Register nominatioms. Although his office has to approve
nominations submitted for his State, each Federal agency is responsible
for initiating the nomination of any cultural resource within its
jurisdiction that appears eligible for the Register.

Page VI-33: Executive Order 11593 is directed to the inventorying and
evaluating of cultural resources on Federal land or within Federal
jurisdiction or control rather than, as is stated on this page, those
that are on mnonfederally owned property. Since the discussion of
historic preservation legislation is inaccurate in some places, FEA may

wish to substitute the attached summary in the final EIS.

Page VI-35, paragraph 2 (bottom of page): The name of the State
Historic Preservation Officer is listed incorrectly. The paragraph
should read: ‘'Nominations to the National Register are made by each
State through the SHPO. In addition, Federal agen¢ies are responsible,
under Executive Order 11593, for nominating all properties under their
jurisdiction and control that might qualify for the National Register.
Procedures for nominating properties to the National Register are found
at 36 CFR Part 60."



program and the '"Other Programs" listed here to FEA's decision-
making process on this program. In the interest of brevity, these
could be omitted from the final environmental statement.

Page VI-36: We do not see the relevance of the NPS grants-in-aid .

We recommend that the discussion of the Advisory GCouncil on Historic
Preservation (ACHP) include references to section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and the '"Procedures for the Protection
of Historic and Cultural Properties" found in 36 CFR 800. By elimina-
ting the "Other Programs" on this page, this reference could be tied
directly to the discussion of the ACHP procedures on page VI-37.

Section f (p. VI-37) should be acknowledged as. a discussion of 36 CFR 800.
We also recommend that this paragraph be changed as follows:

"As a first step in planning a project for a specific site and before
the initiation of any activity, the responsible agency official (who should
be identified in the final EIS) shall identify properties located within
the area of the undertaking's potential environmental impact that are
included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register. This will
be accomplished by conducting or causing to be conducted a professional-
quality interdisciplinary survey of the project's potential environmental
impact area, in consultation with the appropriate SHPO. The results of
this survey shall be evaluated in consultation with the SHPO, pursuant to
36 CFR 800.4(a)(2). The agency official will request offical determina-
tions of eligibility for inclusion in the National Register for those
properties that appear to meet the criteria for eligibility and those
whose eligibility is questionable." .

Page VI-38, paragraph 2: Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act of 1966 and 36 CFR 800 should be referenced.

Page VI-38, section G: The "Program Policy" is not entirely clear. The
final statement should indicate how FEA defines "known historical and
archeological sites." If it means all resources which are listed in or
determined eligible for inclusion in the National Register, this should
be stated.

It would also be useful for FEA to indicate its policy for situations
where there is no prudent or feasible alternative to the use of sites
and rights-of-way that affect historic and cultural resources listed in
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register. For the purposes
of the final statement, it is sufficient for FEA to state that it will
comply with 36 CFR 800 in these cases.

The same considerations apply to item 7 on page VI-55. The final statement

should indicate how FEA will insure avoidance of historic and archeological
resources. If professional-quality interdisciplinary cultural-resource

o o
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surveys are to be conducted in each project area, this should be made
explicit.

Page VII-3: While the first sentence of section D is true, the rest

of the discussion is too vague to be of use in making decisions. The
weakness in this section comes from overly general discussion earlier

in the draft statement, as analyzed above. Again, it is not clear how
sites are to be "located." What does '"today's technology" mean, who is
responsible for determining how exploration and analysis are to be done,
and who will make the determination on what should be done with a site?
This section could be clarified by leaving the first sentence as it is and
changing the rest of the section as follows: "While it is as yet unknown
how many historic and cultural resources may be affected by this program,
it is FEA policy to survey each project area to locate such resources and
to avoid them whenever possible. Where avoidance is not possible, FEA
will consult the appropriate SHPO and, if appropriate, the ACHP, to
develop a plan to mitigate the adverse impact of the project on such
resources." .

Page VII-3: While the statement in section E is basically correct, it is
not particularly clear or helpful in making decisions. A better state-
ment would be: "The possible destruction of archeological and historic
resources as a result of new site development may result in serious long-
term losses of information important to an understanding of history and
prehistory. These losses are partly, but seldom wholly, balanced by the
fact that such resources, when they cannot be preserved, can be thoroughly
studied by appropriate scholars prior to their destruction, providing
additions to scientific and historical knowledge of the area."

RECREATIONAL RESOURCES

In general, we do not believe that the draft statement adequately addresses
recreational resources. In neither the Description of the Environment

(ch. IV) nor Environmental Impacts (ch. V) is any mention made of outdoor
recreation even though the project areas, the Gulf Coast and the East Coast,
include some of the nation's most important and virtually irreplaceable
shoreline recreation resources. We suggest that the final statement should
include a detailed, quantified discussion of existing and planned recreation
facilities and a thorough analysis of the project's impact on these
facilities.,

It is indicated (p. VI-55, sec. 8) that some sports hunting areas will be
eliminated and that fishing and swimming will be temporarily affected in
waters where high siltation occurs. These unsupported conclusions should
receive detailed and specific documentation in the final statement.
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It is stated that development of new storage facilities would affect
hunting, fishing, and water-contact sports on a short-term basis
(p. VIII-3 and 4). We believe this statement requires substantiation.

WATER RESOURCES

The statement does mnot include a general provision for mapping the
configuration and extent of solution-mined cavities in salt. If
geophysical mapping is to be done, for example, to assure adequacy in
size and shape of each cavity and to determine its spatial relation~
ship to other adjacent cavities, to structural features, and to margins
of salt domes or masses, this should be mentioned, because it would

aid greatly in evaluation of the potential for impacts on ground water
and would constitute an important mitigating measure.

The last two sentences on page V-9 need clarification. The first states
that "most sedimentary rock will not fracture at pressures of less than
0.5 to 1.1 psi per foot of depth." The second states that 'sedimentary
rock on the Gulf Coast normally have hydrofracture pressures estimated at
1.0 psi per foot of depth which is equivalent to the normal pressure of
overburden." Clarification is especially needed in view of the apparently
low injection pressures (less than 600 psi) mentioned in the next sentence
(p. 11). 1In the case of horizontal fractures, it may be true that the
confining stress is roughly equal to the effective overburden load, that
is, the fracture gradients may approach or exceed slightly 1.0 psi per
foot of depth. Research has indicated, however, that such horizontal
fractures are comparatively rare. Vertical or highly inclined fractures,
on the other hand, form often and at much lower fracture gradients. For
example, records of 276 induced and extended hydraulic fractures in the
Gulf Coast, Mid-Continent, and West Texas areas showed fracture gradients
ranging from about 0.6 or a little less to about 0.9 (Howard, G. C., and
Fast, C. R., 1970, Hydraulic fracturing: Society of Petroleum Engineers
of AIME, New York-Dallas, p. 19-20).

The apparent discrepancy in effects of withdrawing the ground water
required needs explanation. Pages V-31 and V-32 discuss ground water
needs for constructing and operating a 200-MMB salt cavity storage
facility, indicating a resultant water-level drop of 150 feet. Page VI-53
mentions, on the other hand, a water-level drop of 250 feet for the
operation phase alone.

The proposed depth of installation of the sacrificial anodes should be
given, if they are to be used at shallow depth (p. VI-5). 1If use of deep
anodes is planned, which may reach aquifers, mitigating mode(s) of con-
struction should be described to assure protection against ground-water
impacts.



OTBER CGMMENTS

Introduction and Summary: It should be mentiomed here that authorization
is granted to store as much as one billion barrels of crude oil if
necessary.

Page I-8, first full paragraph: The study of marine life tolerance should
be referenced and its availability indicated.

Page I-9: The sentence about tropical cyclones should read "...great
hurricanes every 80 years."

Page I-16, section c: Reduced petroleum supplies would have some impacts
whether or not the Strategic Petroleum Reserve program was operational.
The differences in impacts with and without the program should be
summarized in this section.

Page II-22, paragraph 2: It is stated that '"together the 8 sites have

an existing storage capacity of 385 million barrels.”" The fact that these
8 sites alone have this great a storage capacity appears inconsistent

with the later statement that 370 million barrels of existing storage
capacity are potentially convertible to the program (p. VI-3).

Page I1I-23, paragraph 2: It is stated that "two existing government-
owned tankage facilities were also identified™ (p. II-23, par. 2). Little

further information on this method of storage has been provided in the draft

statement, yet this method is said to be the fourth priority out of eight
methods under comsideration (p.'II-15). It would be useful to provide,
at least, information on the capacity and location of the surplus tankage.

Page II-24: Would private companies have to bid for individual domes,
mines, or tank farm sites, or would the Government obtain them by
condemnation?

Page III-1: Since necessary storage facilities would have to be built,
why is an Industrial Petroleum Reserve discussed as a nonstructural
alternative?

Page III-34, last pardgraph: It is stated that the equivalent of one
additional 300,000-barrel tanker would be required about every 10 days
to fill up a 500-MMB reserve in 5 years. The figure should be omne
additional tanker every day.

Page 1IV-87: A more recent map is plate 3 of U.S. Geological Survey
Open File Report 75-61, Sediments, Structural Framework, Petroleum
Potential, Environmental Conditions, and Operational Considerations
of the Mid-Atlantic Area.

Page IV-92: The earthquake off Cape Ann took place in November 1755.
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Chapter V: It is time consuming to extract the information about
impacts from the material in this section, which also contains informa-
tion on background, theory, and methodology that might better be placed
in an appendix.

Page V-15: The basic equation is not dimensionally correct as written.
This does not imply that the salinity dispersion results presented in
the report are incorrect. The currents in the Gulf of Mexico are often
erratic and often change direction. For these reasons, in site-specific
environmental statements, consideration should be given to determining
the duration and velocity of the prevailing currents in order to
guarantee that the dispersion-model conditions are met. If there is no
steady current, there could be a significantly larger area impacted by
high salinity. (Appendix B, in which this model was to be discussed,

is not included in the draft statement).

Page V-56, section 8.a: Does the figure of 260 acres for surface
facilities apply to each site or to the total program?

Page V-79, last full paragraph: Although the wastes will be periodically
delivered to a waste-disposal company, the impacts of off-site disposal
should be analyzed.

Page VI-6 and 7, section 2: Minimum excavation is the normal and
economical procedure. Any excavation has an effect, although it may be
limited, and should not be considered to be mitigation.

Page VII-2, last paragraph: Water consumed is irretrievable. However,
water rights and allotments (commitments) can be changed. Therefore, a
water allotment cannot be considered irreversible or 1rretr1evab1e until

the water is actually consumed.
Sincerely yours
1lﬁlam
U A{ A u—"
e

Ausistant cretary of Interior

Mr. Robert L. Davies

Director, Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration

Washington, D. C. 20461



LEGISLATIVE and EXECUTIVL AUTHORITY FOR

FEDERAL PROGRAMS DIRECTLY APFECTING NISTORIC PRESERVATION

ANTIQUITIES ACT OF 1906 PUBLIC LAW 209 16 U.S.C. 431-33 (1970)

This act provides for the protection of all historic and prehistoric ruins
or monuments on Iederal lands. It prohibits any excavation or destruction
of such antiquities without permission of the Secrctary of the Department
having jurisdiction. It authorizes the Secrctaries of the Interior, Agri-
culture and War to give permission for excavation to reputable institu-
tious for increasing knowledge and for permanent preservation in public
muscums. It also authorizes the President to declare areas of public lands
as national monuments and to reserve lands for that purpose.

HISTORIC SITES ACT OF 1935 PUBLIC LAW 74-292 16 U.S.C. 461-67 (1970)

This act declared as national policy the preservation for public use of

historic sites, buildings, and objeets. ‘It led to the establishment of the
Historic Sites Survey, the Historic American BuildingsSurvey, and the His-
toric American Engineering Record, by giving the Secretary of the Interior
the power to make historic surveys, to securc and preserve data on historic
sites, and to acquire .and preserve archaological and historic sites. The
National Bistoric Landmafks‘program and its Advisory Board were also esta-
blished under this act to designate properties having exzcepticnal value as
commemorating or illustrating the history of the United States.

NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT -OF 1966 PUSLIC LAW 89-665 16 U.S.C.
470-470m (13570) as amended 16 U.S.C.A. &70h, 470i, 4701~470n (Supp. 1973)

"This act provided for an expanded National Register of Historic Places to
register districts, sites, buildings, structures and objects significant in
“American history, architecture, archeology, and culture. It provided for

a program of matching grants-in-aid to the States for historical surveys

and plénning and for preservation, acquisition, restoration, and development
projects. The act also established the Advisory Council on Historic Pre-
servation, Jo advise the President and“the .

Congress on matters relating to historic preservation. The Advisory Council
is authorized to secure information it may need fromFederal agencies in
order to carry out its responsibilities. ©S€€Ti0a 100 of the Act requires
Federel Agency heads to allow the Advisory Council opportunity to comment

when undertekings to be licensed, funded, or executed by their agency will
affect properties.listed in the Lational Register.



THE ARCHEOLOGICAL AWD HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT OF 1974 PURLIC LAW 903-291

Enacted May 24, 1974, the act is directed to the preservation of historic . ‘
and archcological data that would otherwise be lost as a result of Tederzl
construction or other federally licensed or aided activities. It autho-
rizes the Sccretary of the Interior, or the agency itsclf, to undertake
recovery, protection, and preservation of such data. Where the Federal

- government financially aids in activity that may cause irreparable dumage,
the Secretary of the Interior may survey the data and undertdke recovery
and preservation. Archeological salvage or recording by the Historic
American Buildings Survey or the Historic American Engineering Record are
ameng the alternatives available to the Sccretary. When the activity takes
place on private land, the Secretary must compensate the owner for any
resultant delays or loss of use of the land. This act presents two inno-
vations over previous law: (1) only dams were covered; now all Federal
projects are; and (2) up to one percent of proiect funds may be used fgor . .
this purpose. This Act jis not a substitute for Federal agency responsinilities
under other environmental and historic preservation legislation.



EXECUTIVE ORDER 11593

This Executive Order, entitled "Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural
Environment,' emphasizes the leadership role of the Federal Government in
the preservation of the Nation's cultural environment., It directs Federal
agencies to establish procedures, in comsultation with the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation, regarding the preservation and enhancement of
non~-federally owned historic and cultural resocurces. The order also directs
all Federal agencics, in cooperation with the approprdate State Historic
Preservation Officer, to locate, inventory, and nominate to the Secretary
of the Interior all properties under their jurisdiction or control which
appear eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.
In addition, the Advisory Council procedures for the implementation of
Executive Order 11593 call for the identification of cultural resources in
the potential enviromnmental impact area of Federal projects. Agencies, in
consultation with the appropriate SHPO, are to apply the National Register
criteria for evaluation to these resources. For all properties which
appear to meet these criteria, or where it is questionable whether the
criteria are met, the agency is responsible for requesting offical deter-
minations of-eligibility for inclusion in the National Register from the
Secretary of the Interior. :Proposed procedures for determinations of
eligibility have been published in the "Federal Register' and, when
approved, may be found at 36 CFR part 63.



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION *
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20210

AUG 2 6 1976

Mr. Robert L. Davies

Strategic Petroleum Reserve
Office

Federal Energy Administration

1726 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20461

Dear Mr. Davies:

This is in response to your recent letter requesting that

we review the Draft Administrative Environmental Impact
Statement on the Strategic Petroleum Reserve.

In reviewing the statement, we noted a discrepancy in the
level of direct labor expended for the strategic Petroleum
Reserve, as cited on pages I-14 and VII-3, and contacted

Mr. Ferguson at your office to point this out.

no other comments.

Sincerely,

N b N h

WILLIAM -B. HEWITT
Administrator
Policy, Evaluation and Research

*New Name: Employment and Training Administration

We have



Form DOT F 1320.1 1-67)

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

d OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
.ZV1}2171c711111 um
pate: 2 August 1976
In repl
susiect:  Comments on Draft Environment Impact refer 1o TP1=50
Statement of the Strategic Petroleum
Reserve

rrom = Director, Transportation Energy Policy Staff

™ : Joseph Canny, TES-72

The Alternatives section states that when considering long term
measures for national energy dependence as alternatives to the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve, they should be examined in terms of
providing near-term protection against import interruptions. Two
general long term measures were identified for consideration;
namely, increasing domestic energy supplies by developing pre-
sently unavailable resources, and reducing energy demand by
conservation. Using 1980 projections, the potential increase

in supplies and decrease in consumptions were estimated for
various programs:

1. accelerated development, of
domestic petroleum production;
increase over business as
usual projection for 1980: 1.1 million barrel/day

2. accelerated development of Outer
Continental Shelf of Lower 48,
increase over business as usual
projection for 1980: .5 million barrel/day

3. accelerated development of
Alaska OCS, increase over
business as usual projection
for 1980: .6 million barrel/day

4, accelerated development of and
enhanced recovery from Lower 48
Onshore fields, increase over
business as usual projection
for 1980 1.2 million barrel/day

5. accelerated nuclear power,
upper limit increase over
business as usual projection
for 1980 in terms of oil equiva-
Tent .5 million barrel/day

6. 1980 projected savings from mandatory
fuel economy standards .4 million barrel/day
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7. 1980 projected savings
using carpool incentives .1 million barrel/day

8. aggresive development of
public transit, 1980
projected savings .5 million barrel/day

9. affirmative Govt. action
in the industrial sector,
1980 projected savings .485 million barrel/day

Although these various programs and their impacts are discussed

the text does not compare them to the Strategic Petroleum Reserve
as it sets out to do, nor does it provide a framework for comparison.
An official or a citizen seeking to weigh the alternatives might
add up items 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 to get a sum of 3 million
barrels per day less petroleum demanded and more domestic petroleum
resources available than the business as usual projection for 1980.
This works out to over one billion barrels of petroleum per year.
This quantity is 850 million barrels more than the Early Reserve,
and 500 million barrels more than the Strategic Reserve. From this
comparison it can be inferred that the alternative measures would
be more effective in both near and long terms in mitigating the
impact of an oil embargo. .

The alternatives merit a more thorough evaluation, and mo.e effort

ought to be given in comparing their benefits and environmental
impacts with those of the Reserve.

) an .
) ey

Donald J

* It would seen that item 1 should equal the sum of items 2, 3

and 4, It doesn't, however, and the smaller figure was used in
the computation.



THE DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20220

ASSISTANT SECRETARY

JUL 291976

Dear Mr. Davies:

This is in response to your letter of June 25 to
Mr. George Tolley, Deputy Assistant Secretary (Tax Analysis),
requesting this Department's comments on the draft environ-
mental impact statement for the Strategic Petroleum Reserve.
The Statement was found to be adequate and comprehensive,
and we offer the following comments for your consideration.

We believe that the maximum use of crude o0il in under-
ground storage, particularly salt domes, is the most preferable
approach. Crude oil provides flexibility in the refining
process and can be stored without concern for maintaining
specifications. :

The use of salt domes would present minimal safety hazards,
storage problems, or management concerns. For all practical
purposes stockpiles in salt domes are a sealed asset, yet
available for rapid delivery in a closed system.

It should also be emphasized, as was noted in previous
Treasury comments to OMB on the Industrial Petroleum Reserve,
that the oil industry is faced with capital requirements
estimated, in the National Enerqgy Outlook, at $234 billion
through 1985. Considering these capital requirements and
the recent loss of percentage depletion and continued price
controls, a significant additional responsibility for strategic
storage could adversely affect investments in the development
of new supplies of oil and gas.

Moreover, incremental stockpiling of products or crude
oil by individual importers or refineries would undoubtedly
be accomplished in additional above-ground tanks near their
own facilities. From both economic and environmental points
of view we believe this to be inferior to underground storage
of crude oil under centralized control.
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As a matter of principle, the need for strategic
petroleum stockpiles, whether military or civilian, is a

national need and the costs should be borne directly by the
beneficiaries--the taxpayers.

I trust that these comments, generated by Treasury's
Office of Investment and Energy Policy, will be of assistance
to you in the preparation of a final impact statement.

Sincerely,

Hboin T Pt

Warren F. Brecht
Assistant Secretary (Administration)

Mr. Robert L. Davies
Deputy Assistant Administrator for
Strategic Petroleum Reserves

Federal Energy Administration
1726 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20461

cc: Mr. Stern, FEA
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¢ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Lmao‘ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

17 AUG 1976 ¢G003
OFFICE OF THE
’ ADMINISTRATOR
Executive Communications
Room 3309
Federal Energy Administration
Box HQ

Washington, D.C. 20461
Dear Sirs:

In accordance with our responsibilities under Section 309

of the Clean Air Act, as amended, the Environmental Protection
Agency has completed its review of the Federal Energy Administra-
tion's draft environmental impact statement on a Strategic :
Petroleum Reserve. Our detailed comments are enclosed.

The FEA programmatic draft EIS explores the potential
environmental impacts of implementing the Congressionally
mandated Strategic Petroleum Reserve. This involves the
securing of close to 500 million barrels of oil in long term
storage facilities, such as salt domes and tank farms, as a
national reserve against the possible interruption of foreign
oil imports. EPA continues to be in general agreement with
the need for a Strategic Petroleum Reserve, however we are
concerned that certain alternative actions which could
conceivably eliminate some of the expected adverse environmental
effects of this program have not been discussed in sufficient
detail to permit an informed decision on their merits. We
have suggested further investigation in the following areas:

1) comparison of the environmental effects
and practicality of offshore and onshore
salt caverns,

2) the feasibility of extensive use of.
seawater, rather than freshwater, for
"leaching" of onshore salt caverns,
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3) the pOSSlblllty of the recovery of brine
injected in disposal wells for reuse as
the o0il displacing medium during "cycling"
of the salt cavities,

4) the compatibility of the program's storage
sites with appropriate State Implementation
Plans for attaining and maintaining the
National Ambient Air Quality Standard for
photochemical oxidant, and

5) the more detailed examination of
alternative methods of transporting
foreign petroleum to United States ports,
including the comparative environmental
advantages and disadvantages of these
transportation' methods (direct shipment,
"lightering," and transshipment).

In addition to these substantive technical concerns, EPA
urges FEA to include in the final EIS some indication of
its current plans for instituting the Strategic Petroleum

Reserve program.

The final EIS should differentiate

between adandoned program alternatives and the remaining

preferred plans.

EPA is also concerned that the Early

Storage Reserve Plan, submitted to Congress in April 1976,
is not discussed or referred to in the draft EIS. This
plan, and the Strategic Petroleum Reserve Plan due to
Congress in December 1976, represent a smgnlflcant
narrowing of options and are important steps in the FEA
decision making process.

We believe that these plans, along with other FEA decisions
such as. whether or not to implement the Regional and Industrial

Petroleum Reserves,

are part of the major action being proposed

and therefore should be addressed more directly in FEA's
programmatic statement. We suggest, therefore, that the final
EIS include Early Storage Reserve and Strategic Petroleum
Reserve plans as part of the proposed action and describe
their environmental impacts as thoroughly as possible.

As a result of our review and in accordance with EPA
procedures, we have rated the draft EIS Category 3
(Inadequate) . The addition to the final EIS of the

(]
|
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information and analyses requested above should enable
EPA to better evaluate the environmental impacts of the
overall program.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this
draft EIS. Should you have any questions regarding our
comments, please let us know.

Sincerely yours,

?%LAMA&A” W F+ﬁ/nrnvk———~

Rebecca W. Hanmer
Director
Office of Federal Activities (A-104)

Enclosure: Detailed comments on Strategic
Petroleum Reserve draft EIS



THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY'S
DETAILED COMMENTS
ON
THE FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATION'S
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE
STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE

General Comments

The draft EIS explores the potential environmental impacts
of implementing the Congressionally mandated Strategic
Petroleum Reserve (SPR). This involves the securing of close
to 500 million barrels of oil in long term storage
facilities, such as salt domes and tank farms, as a
national .reserve against the possible interruption of
foreign oil imports. EPA is concerned that certain
alternative actions which could conceivably eliminate

some of the adverse environmental effects of this program
have not been discussed in sufficient detail to permit

an informed decision on their merits. In particular,

we have suggested further comparison in the final EIS

of the feasibility of offshore and onshore salt dome
excavation, the substitution of seawater for freshwater

in onshore salt dome excavation, and the recovery of

waste brine from injection aquifers for reuse in oil
displacement during emptying of salt dome storage
cavities.

We also suggest that the final EIS indicate more clearly
which of the wide range of alternatives the FEA currently
plans to pursue. In a broad, programmatic EIS such as
this, some indication of what action is actually proposed
is essential to a thorough and realistic environmental
evaluation. The final EIS should differentiate between
abandoned alternatives and currently preferred FEA plans.
Ultimately, the EIS should assist in project planning
which optimizes resource use and minimizes pollution.
Further information in the final EIS on the issues raised
here and in our specific comments should contribute to
the FEA planning process.

H
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As strategies for energy supply and consumption multiply,
coordination among energy-related projects becomes
increasingly important. We stress, therefore, the need
for comprehensive overall planning by the FEA to establish
SPR storage sites in areas where energy developments

can be most efficiently tapped, especially in the vicinity
of the Gulf of Mexico, where oil and gas leasing and
Deepwater Port planning, with associated refining and
distribution capacity, is already underway.

Specific Comments

Water Quality

In the draft EIS, FEA concentrates most of its analysis on
onshore sites for solution-mined salt dome‘'cavities.

While the possibility of locating offshore is mentioned

on pages III-61-63, the analysis is not continued. Offshore
siting presents certain difficulties, including the hazards

of undersea oil storage, the susceptibility of submarine
pipeline to damage, and the problems of marine oil cleanup.
While offshore sites may be preferable to sites on oil-~sensitive
wetlands or estuarine areas, they may have serious disadvantages
when compared to more secure dry land sites.

The use of offshore salt domes instead of onshore ones could,
however, eliminate several adverse environmental impacts on
the coastal regions of the Gulf of Mexico, and fit in well
with planned energy developments in that area. The advantages
include the avoidance of freshwater aquifer depletion and
deep-well brine disposal problems, the elimination of
acquisition costs if domes outside the 3-mile limit are

used, the prevention of construction and oil spill impacts
on sensitive shore ecologies, and the avoidance of the
possibility of prior unmarked weélls unexpectedly interfering
with the new cavities.

In addition, the placement cof storage cavities in the

Gulf, rather than onshore, could enable more efficient
collection of o0il during the filling process, both from
offshore drilling operations and from planned deepwater

port projects. The oil could be intercepted before reaching
shore, thus eliminating multiple onshore handling processes
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in the already intensely developed coastal area. If the
United States elects to f£ill the SPR by the purchase of .
imported oil, or by exexcising its right of first refusal

to Outer Continental Shelf oil, (O%ter Continental Shelf
Lands Act, 43 U.S.C. 341 (b)) the location of salt cavities
offshore could be gquite convenient.

In view of the complexity of the comparison between offshore
and onshore sites, we suggest a more detailed analysis in
the final EIS. Further information on the practical and
environmental aspects of undersea solution mining should be
presented in the final EIS, including problems involved in
siting such excavations near existing drilling or port
operations, and the location of suitable offshore salt domes.
A comparison of the risk, magnitude, and environmental harm
of potential o0il spills in onshore and offshore locations
should also be made.

Factors which have a major influence on both the environmental
impact and the practicality of the solution mining of onshore
salt domes are (1) the immense volume of water required to
dissolve the cavities, (2) the water volumes required to
displace the stored o0il in "cycling" or emptying the cavities,
and (3) the disposal of equivalent volumes of salt-saturated
brine.

Withdrawal of fresh water for the "leaching" process can have .
significant effects on local water supply, and disposal of the
concentrated brine can have adverse effects on water quality.

We therefore urge that a detailed analysis of all feasible
alternatives to the use or contamination of potentially potable
water in this construction phase be included' in the final

EIS, especially the possibility of using seawater extensively

for both'leaching and cycling.

The draft EIS estimates that cavern excavation alone will
require water withdrawal at a rate "equivalent to the

total water withdrawal... from the public water supply
systems of a city of about one million inhabitants" for a
42-month period (pages V-28-29). If this water were

taken from wells, the water table near the wells could be
expected to drop 150 feet during the same period (page V-32).
An obvious alternative source of water for this immense

task is the Gulf of Mexico. Although the higher level of
dissolved solids in sea water makes it somewhat less efficient
as a salt solvent, the total volume required is less than
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10% more than for fresh water. The FEA estimates at one
point in the draft EIS that for each barrel of storage
capacity, 6.2 barrels of fresh or 6.8 barrels of sea water
would be required, a difference of only 9.7% (p. III-45).
In another section, the total requirement for a 100 MMB
cavity is predicted as 2.6 x 1010 MMB fresh or 2.8 x 1010

MMB sea water, a difference of only 8.9% (Table V-29, p. V-117).

The final EIS should address this apparent inconsistency in
water volume requirements.

In addition to avoiding the significant depletion of
freshwater sources on land, the establishment of a piping
system to the Gulf could facilitate ccean disposal of the
resulting brine, averting possible contamination of
freshwater supplies from land disposal as well. Further
information on the practicality and environmental impact
of such a system should be included in the final EIS.

For a realistic comparison of brine disposal techniques,
more information is also needed on the feasibility of
environmentally safe deep well injection. State regulations
under the authority of the Safe Drinking Water Act, the
availability of suitable aquifers for injection, the
permeability of the strata segregating potential disposal
aquifers, and the capacity of these aquifers to absorb

the enormous flows to which they will be subjected should

be basic items discussed in the final EIS. The final EIS
should also present methods of pretreating the oil-
contaminated brine produced by repeated f£illing and drainage
of the oil.

In addition, we suggest an investigation into the
feasibility of the recovery of injected brine from deep
well aquifers for the displacement of oil during cavity
emptying. It is possible for substantial amounts of
brine to be recovered from a suitable aquifer, avoiding
the problems of freshwater depletion and increased
cavity leaching, as well as minimizing the total amount
of brine requiring disposal.

In view of the hazards created by unmarked abandoned wells
in the vicinity of salt domes along the Texas and Louisiana
Gulf Coast, which may be improperly cased or plugged, we
suggest that each dome be carefully examined for such
intrusions before solution mining or filling is initiated.
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Regarding oil spill and prevention issues, we are concerned
that pipelines used in the development of the salt dome
cavities be treated to impede internal corrosion caused by
the brine solution. In addition, Spill Prevention Control
and Countermeasure Plans will have to be prepared and
implemented in accordance with 40 CFR, Part 112. The

SPCC Plans apply to non-transportation related facilities
that are onshore and offshore within the contiguous

zone. An oil spill .contingency plan should list the
location of available cleanup equipment for expedient
treatment of an oil spill.

The o0il spill treating agents listed on page-VI-43 are
mentioned in Annex X of the National 0il and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan. Authorization

for use of dispersing agents, surface collecting agents,
biological agents, and burning agents within the contiguous
zone are considered on ‘a case-by-case situation by the

EPA Regional Response Team member. Sinking agents are

not to be applied to oil spills within the contiguous

zone. Authorization for use takes into account the hazard
to human life or limb, explosion or fire hazard to property,
hazard to a major segment of the population of vulnerable
species of waterfowl, and whether or not the least overall
environmental damage will result.

We are .concerned over the statement on page VI-47 that
"Another strategy for dealing with an oil spill, often

the only feasible one, is to leave the spilled oil to be
decomposed by biological processes." Biological processes
will assimilate the light hydrocarbons, but degradation

is very slow on residual oil and the heavier hydrocarbons.
Since biological processes take time, the oil spill could
extend over a large area. A better approach would be

to mechanically remove the heavy concentrations of oil

and let the bacteria assimilate the balance, which should
be no more than a thin £ilm.

Finally, the use of municipal wastewater treatment facilities
should not be considered as an alternate for treatment

of effluents from mine dewatering operations unless such

use has been originally designed into the treatment facility.
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Air Quality

A major concern in the Northeast and Gulf Coast areas

is the location of surface storage facilities. The location
of these facilities must be consistent with EPA's existing
photochemical oxidant control strategy (i.e. construction
and operation must not lead to a 31gn1f1cant increase in
total hydrocarbon emissions in an air gquality control

region (AQCR)). The most likely manner in which this can

be acceptably demonstrated at present is if the storage
facility replaces existing, less efficient storage
facilities. The magnitude of the trade-off in emissions
will have to be quantified and then demonstrated to EPA

or the appropriate State as an element of the new source
review procedures for each facility. Projected storage areas,
in both the:' Northeast and Gulf Coast regions, are located

in regions where existing hydrocarbon emissions have led

to violations of the national ambient air gquality standard
for photochemical oxidants. The final EIS should discuss
the compatibility of proposed surface storage facilities
with State Implementation Plans in the affected AQCR's.

The draft EIS addresses the question of crude oil, oil
products, and residual oil volumes for storage, but does

not characterize the quality or range of characteristics

of the fuel to be stored. The final statement should
include what areas will store "sweet" and "sour" crude,

and provide fuel characteristic ranges that will be specified
in contract arrangements for purchase. We are concerned
with the extent of conversion that refineries, petrochemical
industries, and other users of the stored fuel may need to
make, and the degree of disruption of users equipment that
may result if use of the. stored fuel becomes fact. The

_final EIS should discuss whether such use will cause any
change in ambient air quality as a result of pollutant

emissions?

Paragraph (d) on Page III-64, dealing with fire hazards,
does not include any discussion of possible gases that
may accompany crude oil. Is the crude 0il to be degassed
before storage@“What volume of gas could be encountered
if the crude is not degassed?
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Also, we are concerned with the statement on page VI-28
that underground storage of petroleum is entirely exempted
from new source performance standards under the Clean Air
Act. This is true for subsurface caverns or porous rock
reservoirs but it is only true for underground tanks in
certain specific conditions (See 40 CFR 60.111(a) (3)).

Transportation

EPA is concerned that the draft EIS did not include a more
detailed examination of alternative methods of transporting
foreign petroleum to United States ports. We believe this
examination should include the comparative environmental
advantages and disadvantages of these transportation methods
(direct shipment, "lightering," and transshipment).
"Lightering" can be a potentially hazardous operation as
petroleum is pumped through a hose connection between large
and small tankers. This operation carries the risk of
damage to the aquatic environment and the coastline from

oil spills even.under normally favorable weather conditions.
We suggest that FEA provide in the final EIS a more detailed
examination of the environmental benefits of lightering in
comparison to those environmental benefits associated with
the transshipment alternative.

Additional Comments

The EIS contained no discussion of the lifetime of the
storage projects, nor did it include any mention of
abandonment plans. We suggest that the final EIS analyze
the potential abandonment alternatives and long term
effects of the existence of salt dome cavities.

The -technical. hypotheses on which the draft EIS is based
should be supplemented by data from actual experience.
Existing salt dome cavities along the Gulf Coast and in
Europe should be a rich source of information for planning
and impact prediction. The frequency of spills, leaks,
and ruptures, the brine disposal methods .used, the.success
of impact mitigation, and other factors unique to salt
dome excavation, such as subsidence and alteration of dome
rise rates, should be addressed whenever possible by
referencing to such experience.
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The final EIS should include a more specific description

of mitigating measures such as the "fail-safe design concepts

and innovative spill prevention methods and procedures"

alluded to on page VI-10, and the security measures appropriate

for the protection of such large, strategic volumes of oil
concentrated at one place. Site-specific plans may be

considered inappropriate in a "programmatic" EIS such as this,

however a general discussion of the planned techniques
would be a useful addition to the final statement.

On pages V-119-120, Tables V-30 and V-31 contain manpower
data which seem inconsistent. Table V-30 says that the
construction of 500 MMB of storage capacity in new
solution caverns would generate 1070-1780 man-years

of employment, while Table V-31 predicts that the smaller
capacity of 200 MMB would generate more than twice as
much employment, or 4480-7140 man-years. A resolution

of this apparent conflict should be provided in the

final EIS.



Puterstate Commeree Commission
‘l' ashington, B.L. 20423

OFFICE OF PROCEEDINGS

July 9, 1976

Mr., Steven E, Ferguson

Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration

1726 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.,C. 20461

Dear Mr, Ferguson:

We have reviewed your draft environmental impact
statement on the Strategic Petroleum Reserve and have no
substantive comments to offer.

We would, however, appreciate a copy of the final impact
statement when available,

. Sincerely,

) cdend (Claus

Richard Chais
Assistant to the Director
for Environmental Affairs



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20565

JUL 29 1976

Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration

1726 M Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 20461

Gentlemen:

This is in response to your letter of June 25, 1976 inviting cémments
on the draft administrative environmental impact statement on the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve.

We have reviewed the document and, with minor exceptions cited below,
have determined that the proposed action has 1little radiological health
and safety impacts and should not, if properly implemented, adversely
affect any activities subject to regulation by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. ‘

Our only concern relates to the subsidence effects due to the use of
ground water to leach salt from the domes used for possible storage.
If your eventual choices for project sites includes some adjacent to
nuclear plant sites, the NRC should be given the opportunity to evaluate
the effect of such storage facilities on the nearby nuclear stations.

Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to review this draft
environmental impact statement.

Sincerely,

Pl F T

Voss A. Moore, Assistant Director
for Environmental Projects

Division of Site Safety and
Environmental Analysis

cc: CEQ (5 copies)
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7276-191°
Bugust 11,. 1976

Mr. Robert L. Davies

Director, Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office

Federal Energy Administration >
Washington, D.C. 20461

Dear Mr. Davies:

We have completed our review of the draft environmental impact state-
ment on Strategic Petroleum Reserves as you requested. Basically,

we have no substantive comment except to offer the suggestion of two
variations of a possible alternate. The variations would be as follows:

1. Within developed fields, with established capacity potential,
stop pumping, hold the oil in the ground as a ready reserve in
each district.

2. Locate and prove new field, sink wells, but do not pump wntil
strategic situation arises.

In our view, less environmental and economic costs would occur, less
hendling and resources would be committed, and storage would be proven
to be relatively leak and hazard free.

Sincerely yours,

Pl AL eN

eter A. Krenkel, Ph.D., P.E.
Director of Environmental
Planning
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STATE OF ALABAMA

ALABAMA DEVELOPMENT OFFICE
———————————————— ]

GEORGE C. WALLACE R. C. “RED" BAMBERG W. M. “BILL" RUSHTON
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR ASSISTANT DIRECTOR

Oct. 14, 1976

TO: Mr. Robert L. Davis, Director
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration
1726 M Street, N.W.

Was ]'n ton, D, C., 20461
FROM: =M1' cihael TR .‘ fmés

State Clearinghouse
State Planning Division

SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Applicant: Federal Energy Administration

Project: Draft Environmental Impact Statement on Strategic
Petroleum Reserve

State Clearinghouse Control Number: AD0-016-76

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the above project has been
reviewed by the appropriate State agencies in accordance with Office of
Management and Budget Circular A-95, Revised.

The comments received from the reviewing agencies are attached.

Please contact us if we may be of further assistance. Correspondence
regarding this proposal should refer to the assigned Clearinghouse Number.

A-95/05
Attachments
Agencies Contacted For Comment:
Conservation and Natural Resources
Geological Survey of Alabama
Environmental Health Administration
Energy Management Board - Hudspeth
cc: Mr. Steven E. Ferguson, Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office, Federal
Energy Administration, 1726 M Street, N.W., Washington, D. C. 20461

& % II-1
2 %
[\
“3‘13_ ,\xe -3734 ATLANTA HIGHWAY » MONTGOMERY, ALABAMA
27g.491® MAILING ADDRESS: STATE CAPITOL* MONTGOMERY, ALABAMA 36130

(205) 832-6810



Arizona

‘i CasTIO State Land Bepartment

GOVERNOR

1624 WEST ADAMS ceeice of
PHOENIX ARIZONA 95007 STATE LAND COMMISSIONER
602 - 271.4634

August 23, 1976

Steven E. Ferguson

Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
1726 M St., NW

Washington, DC 20461

#76~-80-0042
Dear Mr. Ferguson:

The Natural Resource Conservation Division of the State Land Department has
reviewed your publication PROJECT NOTIFICATION AND REVIEW, STRATEGIC PETROLEIM
RESERVE - FEA, applicant.

The State of Arizona, under guidance of the state Water Quality Control Council,
is in the process of complying with standards required by P.L. 92-500. Salinity
standards, particularly in the Colorado River, and generally applicable to all
the state's major rivers, are a matter of critical concern to the state.

The notification and this particular application are understood not to apply to
Arizona; however, the storage problem is paramount and this Department would
appreciate early notification of any simitar plans for Arizona, in order to submit

this Department's element to the attention of the Honorable Raul H., Castro, Governor

of Arizona, for consideration in his broader overall concern for availability of energy
sources of all kinds,

It is our understanding that Mr. John Bannister, BExecutive Secretary of the Arizona
0il & Gas Conservation Commission is directly concerned with the general subject
from that agency's point of expertise.

Thank you for forwarding us a copy of this application.
Sincerely,

Andrew L, Bettwy
State Land Commissioner

Grony spreo™

Peggy Spaw .
Natural Resource Conservation Division
ALB:PS:fmr

CC: Clearinghouse

dJohn Eann:j,ster, Executive Secretary
Arizona Oil & Gas Conservation Commission
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v
John Bannister

. S . State Application Identifier (SAI)
0il & Gas Conservation Co. _ ‘
Phoenix, Az 85031 0 Tuly 15, 1976 suu AZ.  sumse 76-80-00
' Economic Sec. Arid Lands Stu
Indian i%fff{air s Rh gl}wg .
:. . Y blood Mineral Resources ~ Agri. &Hor
From: Mrs. Jo Young Mineral R i, B G Cone
Az, Mining Ass'n Wat
This project is referred to you for review and comment, Please evaluate as to: SW Minerals Explor. A tat : el‘Ge -
Archaeological Re search y ?Lers ¢
{1) the program’s effect upon the plans and programs of your agency Heinnc}zs GE OXpl-Ol' ation Renewable Nat!
(2) the importance of its contribution to State and/or areawide goals and objectives SO W E_‘.nvn- on. Services R;;X‘g ces
(3) its accord with any applicable law, order or regulation with which you are familiay EPublic Safety o .
(4) additional considerations Power 6-Regions
Health .
Land

Energy Programs
Please return this form to the clearinghouse no later than 15 working days from the date noted above, Please contact the clearinghouse if you need further
information or additional time for review.

0 No comment on this project
a sal is supported as written
Comments as indicated below

Comments: (Use additional sheets if necessary)

) Mo (W/wwne/n/ﬁ /Ka.vu@ WWWM
2y e ?/r{ﬂj faW (7 Crezpmncu //[v—,, /d/#-y[c;@w/(/ﬁg
gl Actf- cLL,ao/uiA Wu;ﬂw./ ///mz:/wzz s gmmvell,

Ay 500 mm e a«/go.y\mc VN @wuj/p«mc‘)/q
& ynort Atecric Alug e LBalt 4oL
Colel trena -

G 10T s fvenslity Lo easticd 4
® L&b&wﬁmﬁzf = = %

Reviewer's Signature, 2 %/«/ %/A’l//}’l///(/ Z_ pase..... 252 T L

Title 2{/, Telephone 27/ - 37 é/




BALANCE OF FORM TO BE COMPLETED BY REVIEWING AGENCY

Mr. Frank Servin, Exec. Dir State Application Identifier (SAI) 74 _ iﬂ "’40 %
. ' . . - &,
DPistrict IV Council of Gov'ts 7//5"" 7é

377 South Main St., Room 202 Saw AZ . Number

Yuma, Axizona 85364

From: Ralph Xingery
Arizona State Clearinghouse Staff
This project is referred to you for review and comment, Please evaluate as to:

(1) the program’s effect upon the plans and programs of your agency

(2) the importance of its contribution to State and/or areawide goals and objectives
(3) its accord with any applicable law, order or regulation with which you are familiar
(4) additional considerations

Please return this form to the clearinghouse no later than 15 working days from the date noted above. Please contact the clearinghouse if you need further
information or additional time for review.

. D Respond to Applicant
)B,No comment on this project
[ Proposal is supported as written
{0 Comments as indicated below

.g; Respond to Clearinghouse

Comments: (Use additional sheets if necessary)

i 7 s < o (7 -

. P / ’ > - ‘:,) ) 7 (,
_Revigwer's Signature... 5w £ . . Date

7
i

- ’ i’ - ‘.
Titless... Kot C s /.._, - / Lol .'r/.,’ Telephone EONINA e




Mr. William B, Dresher
Dean, College of Mines
Dir. AZ Bureau of Mines
The T..iversity of Arizona
Tucson, Arizona 85721

From: Mrs. Jo Youngblood

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as to:

(1) the program’s effect upon the plans and programs of your agency

State Avplication Identifier (SAI)

July 15, 1976  sme AZ.  Numpee 76-80-00

Economic Sec.

Indian Affairs

Mineral Resources
Bureau of Mmes

Az. glAss n

SW M1nera. s Explor.
Archaeological Research
Heinrichs GEOXploration

(2) the importance of its contribution to State and/or areawide goals and objectives SW Environ. Services
(3) its accord with any applicable law, order or regulation with which you are familiar Public Safety

(4) additional considerations

Power

Health

Land

Energy Programs

Arid Lands Stw

Highwa

A.gr:.. &Hort

Oil & Gas Cons

Water

Att'y Gen!l-
1erso

Renewable Nat!
Resources
OEPAD

6-Regions

Please return this form to the clearinghouse no later than 15 working days from the date noted above. Please contact the clearinghouse if you need further

information or additional time for review,

K3 No comment on this project
O Proposal is supported as written
O Comments as indicated below

Comments: (Use additional sheets if necessary)

Tl eornrenf

Reviewer's Signature. q / /)ﬂ Q ' C-\

Date... L

Titte /ﬂ»uz,»m AU

-
7,

Telephone. .747 V’ ! ‘7 7 /

11-6




Mr. Les Ormsby, Admin.

Arizona Power Authority

1810 West Adams Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85005
m: .Mrs. Jo Youngblood

5. project is referred to you for review and comment. Please svaluate as to:

(1) the program’s effect upon the plans and programs of your agency

12) the importance of its contribution to State and/or areawide goals and objectives

‘/

Stats Application Identifier (SAI)

July 15, 1976 sue Az.

Nurmaber 76" 80 -0042

Economic Sec.
Indian Affairs
"Mineral Resources
Bureau of Mines

Az. Mining Ass'n
SW Minerals Explor.

Archaeological Research

Arid Lands Stud

Highwa

Agri. &Hort

Oil & Gas Cons.

Water

Att'y Gen!l- :
1ersol

Heinrichs GEOXploration Renewable Nat!:

'3) its accord with any applicable law, order or regulation with which you are familiar Public Safety

'4) additional considerations

Power
Health
L.and .
Energy Programs

SW Environ. Services Resgources

QOEPAD
6-Regions

3

se return this form to the clearinghouse no later than 15 working days from the date noted above. Pleass contact the clesringhouss if you need further

rmation or additional time for review,

Zﬁlo comment on this project
T Proposal is supported as writtan
] Comments as indicated below

mments: (Use additional sheets if necessary)

iew«'sSiznﬁmre,wg )0 M
| EAEEE G

&,

I1-7



e Carol Norris, Acting Chief

v

Planning & Management Div.
Dept. of Econ. Security
1717 W. Jefferson St.

State Application Identifier (SAI)

J'uly' 15, 1976 State

AZ.  Nomber 76-80-0@'

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

From: Mrs. Jo Youngblood
This project is referred to you for review and comment, Please evaluate as to:

(1). the program’s effect upon the plans and programs of your agency
(2) the importancs of its contribution to State and/or areawide goals and objectives

(3) its accord with any applicable law, order or regulation with which you are familiar
(4) additional considerations

Economic Sec.
Indian Affairs

Mineral Resgources

Bureau of Mmes

Az, Ass'n
W glss Explor.

Archaeological Research
gGE OXploration

SW Environ. Services

SwW Mlner

Heinrichs

Public Safety
Power
Health

Land

Energy Programs

Arid Lands Stu
Highwa

Agri. &Hort
Qil & Gas Cons

Water

Att'y Gen!l-
iersc

Renewable Nat

Resources

OEPAD
6-Regions

Pleass return this form to the clearinghouse no later than 15 working days from the date noted above. Please contact the clearinghouse if you need further

information or additional time for review.

Jﬁ No comment on this project
O Proposal is supported as written
3 Comments as indicated below

Comments: (Use additional sheets if necessary)

Roviewer's smm%&é%%» 220l

I1-8

Telephone...z Z- 4 "5 ; cS’ 4/




DALANLDE UL OV 14 DE WS bois s aas oo o oo

O: . .
Mr. Wansley E. Steiner, Eng. )
State Water Commission Stata Application Ideatificr (SAT) pys—
222 N. Central Ave., Suite 80¢ »
» i i 85004 July 15, 1976 sue AZ.  Number 76-80-0042
: Phoenix, Arizona . .
: ) Economic Sec. Avid Lands Stu
! Indian Affairs Highwa
: From: Mrs. Jo Youngblood Mineral Resources Agei, &liort
Bureau of Mines Oil & Gas Con:
is project § ; Az, Mining Ass'n
i This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as to: SW Minerals Explor. W a? er
: Archaeolo%cal Regearch #ftt'y Ge Lrs«
i (1) the program’s effect upon the plans and programs of your agency einrichs GEOXploration Renewable Nat
I (2) the importance of its conteibution to State and/or areawide goals and objectives ~ SW Environ. Services Resources
. (3) its accord with any applicable law, order or regulation with which you are familiar Fublic Safety : _ OEPAD
: (4) additional considerations Power 6-Regions
| Health
Land

Energy Programs
Please return this form to the clearinghouse no later than 15 working days from the date noted above. Please contact the clearinghouse if you need further
information or additional time for review,

ﬂfl{mment on this project

0O Proposal is supported as written
O Comments as indicated below

Comments: (Use additional shests if necassary)

Reviewer's Signature..... AW

e _,/ /—«/:Céj

Ds;te 7’/?’7(

Tclaohane

T e Wed . aMtte s s NV -

®



My. L. D. McCorkindale
Agriculture & Horticulture Dept.
414 Capitol Annex West

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

From: Mrs. Jo Youngblood

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please svaluate as to:

(1) the program’s effect upon the plans and programs of your agency

State Application Identifier (SAI)

July 15, 1976  swe AZ.  Nympe 76-80-00

Economic Sec.

Indian Affairs

Mineral Resources
Bureau of Mines

Az, Mining Ass'n

SW Minerals Explor.
Archaeological Research
Heinrichs GEOXploration

(2) the importance of its contribution to State and/or areawide goalsand objectives SW Environ. Services
(3) its accord with any applicable law, order or regulation with which you are familiar Public Safety

(4) additional considerations

Power

Health

Land

Energy Programs

Arid Lands Stu
Highwa

A.gn. &Hort
0il & Gas Cons

Water

Att'y Ge 1- rsc
Renewab e Nat'
Resources

OEPAD
6-Regions

Please return this form to the clearinghouse no later than 15 working days from the date noted above, Please contact the clearinghouse if you need further

information or additional time for review.

O No comment on this project
oposal is supported as written
0 Comments as indicated below

Comments: (Use additional sheets if necessary)

Reviewer's Signature ‘/’L//ﬁ/éz % /e/{v\é%

) ’ Date. ’7//7’

L .
Title. ‘X’W

A

Ti‘L_“, <;7/’

L3973

II-10




| : BALANCE OF FORM TO BE COMPLETED BY REVIEWING AGA’C‘[

i TO:
; John J, DeBolske, Exec., Dir State Application Identifier (SAD .
Maricopa Ass'n of Governments ' / f/ é 76 1%-‘00 %3\_,
. 1820 w. Washington Street 7 / 7 State AZ Number
. Phoenix, AZ 85007

From: Ralph Kingery
Arizona State Clearinghouse Staff .

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as to:

(1) the program’s effect upon the plans and programs of your agency

(2) the importance of its contribution to State and/or areawide goals and objectives
(3) its accord with any applicable law, order or regulation with which you are familiar
(4) additional considerations

Please return this form to the clearinghouse no later than 15 working days from the date noted above. Please contact the clearinghouse if you need further
information or additional time for review, .

: E] Respond to Applicant

E-No comment on this project o
O Proposal is supported as written : 8 Respond to Clearinghouse

. {3 Comments as‘indicated below

Comments: (Use additional sheets if necessary)

,Reviewer's Signat

Title ‘3;677{/ MJ | Telephone.

® |




o
MARICODPAASSOCIATIONsOFe COVERNMENTS

1820 WEST WASHINGTON PHOENIZ ARIZGNA 85007 (602)254~6308

TO: Mr. David French, MAG/TPO

FROM: Clearinghouse Staff Contact: Ken Driggs
SUBJECT: Project Notification and Review
Applicant: Federal Energy Administration Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office

Project Title: Strategic Petroleum Reserve — Draft Environmental Impact
Statement - DES 76-2
MAG/State Application Identifier: 76~80~0042

MAG/ Log Number: 0739

A copy of an A-95 application form AZ-189 along with supporting project documen-

tation is attached for your review and comment in accordance with requirements of

OMB Circular A-95. Please review the proposal as it affects the plans and programs

of your agency and register your response below. Please return only this completed

form within fifteen (15) days of your receipt of this request. '

No Comment on the above project.
Proposal is supported as written.
Project isunfavorable. ( Reason stated below)

Comments are attached.

oJolo) %!

Please contact the Applicant and advise the Clearinghouse should you desire a con-
ference with Applicant, further information, or need additional time for review.

Rl S

K3 e — ——————
~ Authorized Representative

MA&'TPO

Agency

II-12
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BALANCE OF FORM TO BE COMPLETED BY REVIEWING AGENCY

Mr. Sidney S. Goodman, Jz.

1 Stats

Central Az. Azs'n of Gov'ts
Y2 EnBYtE 288 e5232

7):!;:77!21.15« (sAl)

ZGd0 S

State AZ Number

Executive Dirxector :

From: Ralph Kingery
Arizona State Clearinghouse Staff
This praject is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as to:

(1) the program’s effect upon the plans and programs of your agency

(2) the importance of its contribution to Stats and/or areawide goals and objectives
(3). its accord with any applicable law, order ot regulation with which you are familiar

(%) additiomal considerations

Please return-this form to the- clearinghouse no-later than-15 working days from.the date noted above. Please contact the clearinghouse if you need further

information or additional time for review.
3 No comment on this project
£ Proposal is supgorted as writted
O Comments as'indicated below

[j Reépond to Applicant

g‘: Respond to Clearinghouse -

Comments: (Uss additional sheets if necessary)

,Raviawer's Signaturs..~

Date_ 2. ZD"){é

Tille..__z‘/ri 4 @(‘f"l:

Telephone.&é& ‘;’5 é?(?

IT-13



BALANCE OF FORM TO 3E COM.LETED BY REVIEWING AGENCY
TO:

William C. Fay, Acting Dir.
Region VI-Southeastern Az
Governments Organization
92 Traffic Circle

Bisbee, Arizona 85603

From: Ralph Kingery

Arizona State Clearinghouse Staff

This project is referred to you for review and comment, Please evaluate as to:

(1) the program’s effect upon the plans and programs of your agency

el otk

State AZ Number

MOR 76~1497
Jal-16

(2) the importance of its contribution to Staz. and/or areawide go~Is and ob:actives
(3) its accord with any applicable law, order or regulation with which you are familiar

(4) additional considerations

Please return this form to the clearinghouse no later than 15 working days from the date noted above. Please contact the clearinghouse if you need further
information or additional tima for review.

T No comment on this projest

) Proposal is supported as wristen
= Comments as indicazed below

D Respond to Applicant

& Respond to Clearinghouse

Cormments: {Use additional sheets if necessary)

2 o |
Reviewer's Signature. /

Date.... L2227

Telephone 39/' ] 3’5’3

I1-14 .




BALANCE OF FORM TO BE COMi:LETED BY REVIEWING AGENCY

TO:

William C. Fay, Acting Dir. i Tdeatifier (SAI f
Reéion VI-Southeastern Az State Applicatio,facurifies (340 Al ﬂd%&.
Governments Orgi.nization 7//6— '7é swe AZ Number
92 Traffic Circle
Bisbee, Arizona 85608 . molk 7(9 ~/q7

J21-76

From: Ralph Kingexy .
Arizona State Clearinghouse Staff .

This project is referred to you for review and comment, Please evaluate as to:

(1) the program's effect upon the plans and programs of your agency

(2) the importance of its contribution to State and/or areawide go-ls and obisctives
(3) its accord with any applicable law, order or regulation with which you are familiar
(4) additional considerations

Please return this form to the clearinghouse no later than 15 working days from the date noted above, Please contact the clearinghouse if you need further
information or additional time for review,

I:] Respond to Applicant

.Mlo comment on this project

O Proposal is supported as written P<<] Respond to Clearinghouse
00 Comments as indicated below

Comments: (Use additional sheets if necessary)

7 . ' ~
Roviewer's Sigmmm-'Z,Ciﬁ/'ifdfdj‘y:-xﬂ:%7 W}/’ %ﬂé/ Date. ?": s—76
o | (eo32) 2
Tits) %&s;ﬁ}/z ..... . Telephore...... A3 2T 222 2

II-15



Northern Arizona Council of Governments

P.O. BOX 57 e FLAGSTAFF, AZ - 86001 o (602) 774-1895

WILLIAM C. WADE . : .
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR Regzonal A'95 Review

T0:

RE:

L]

[

X

L

Mr. Ralph Kingery

State Clearinghouse

1645 W. Jefferson, Suite 428
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Project: FEA, Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Strategic Petroleum Reserve - Draft Environmental Statement

S.A.I. #: 76-80-0042

The Northern Arizona Council of Governments (NACOG) has completed
its A-95 Review and Comment upon the above project. Action taken
on this project notification is as follows:

Proposal supported as described on the AZ-189 and any attachments.

Proposal is supported with certain recommendations, provisions, etc.

No comment on this proposal at this time.

Proposal is not supported.

Please be aware that-NACOG reserves the prerogative of making
additional comments should new information become available to
the Agency.

The Northern Arizona Council of Governments has appreciated this
opportunity to review and comment on this project.

Thank you.

é(‘gh am C. wade

Executive Director Date: August 3, 1976

THIS A-95 REVIEW IS SUPPORTED IN PART BY A HUD 701 PLANNING GRANT.
II-16
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7

BALANCE. OF FORM TO BE COMPLETED BY REVIEWING AGENCY .~

TO:

Mr. Frank Servin, Exec. Dir. State Application Jaentifer (SAD -, f0) 00 % A

District IV Council of Gov'ts 7//6‘" 7é
377 South Main St., Room 202

State AZ Number

Yuma, Arizona 85364

From: Ralph Kingery
Arizona State Clearinghouse Staff

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as to:

(1) the program’s effect upon the plans and programs of your agency

(2) the importance of its contribution to State and/or areawide goals and objectives
(3) its accord with any applicable law, order or regulation with which you are familiar
(4) additional considerations

Please return this form to the clearinghouse no later than 15 working days from the date noted above. Please contact the clearinghouse if you need further
information or additional time for review.

D Respond to Applicant

No comment on this project

“ {0 Proposal is supported as written .E_ Respond to Clearinghouse
O] Comments as indicated below

‘ | Comments: (Use additional sheets if necessary)
G & _ .
. Reviewer's Signatu 3 a4 /é . e _7 2S5 - ¢
Titledor X o Cotin b Y RO Telephone.... 23zl 50




TO: ‘l'ed H. Eyde, Sec
Southwestern Minerals Exp.

State Application Identifier (SAI)
1235 E. Moonridge, Rd. ) k’
Tucson, Az, 85717 July 15, 1976  se AZ.  zumbee 76-80-00
Economic Sec. Arid Lands Stu
Indian Affairs Highwa
From: Mrs. Jo Youngblood Mineral Resources Agri. &Hort
Bureau of Mines 0Oil & Gas Cons
; Az. Mining Ass'n
‘This project is referred to you for review and comment, Please evaluate as to: SW Minerals Explor R X‘?t?er G ,1_
' Archaeological Research y e jersa
(1) the program’s effect upon the plans and programs of your agency Heinrichs EOXpl-Or ation Renewable Nat®
"(2) the importance of its contribution to State and/or areawide goals and objectives SW Environ. Services Resources
(3) its accord with any applicable law, order or regulation with which you are familiar Public Safety OE PA‘P
(4) additions! considerations Power 6-Regions
Health
Land

- Energy Programs
Pleass return this form to the clearinghouse no later than 15 working days from the date noted above, Please contact the clearinghouse if you need further
information or additional time for review,

0 comment on this project
Proposal is supported as written
I Comments as indicated below

Comments: (Use additional sheets if necessary)

Roviewer's Signature.......3:

SN P-\//wm Date.... 0. Ldgus . /D6
Tite. Dyes ek, SHeh . Tetephone... 222 3236

Ir-18 .



TO:
Mr. Clinton M. Pattea

Executive Secretary
Indian Affairs Commission

State Application Ideatifier (SAI)

. -80-0042
1645 West Jefferson St. July 15, 1 9.76 sue  AZ Number .76 80-0
Phoenix, AZ 85007 Economic Sec. . Arid Lands Stu
Indian i%frf{a.irs Rﬁgl;wg .
From: . . Jo Youngblood Mineral Resources gri. &Hor
o Mrs- T 8 Bureau of Mines Oil & Gas Conz:
Az. Mining Ass'n
This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as to: SW Minerals Explor. Xf;?erG "1
Archaeological Research ¥ e s
(1) the program’s effect upon the plans and programs of your agency Heinnc%xs EOXpJ:oratxon Renewable Nat:
(2) the importance of its contribution to State and/or areawide goals and objectives S W E‘nv:v.ron. Services Resources
(3) its accord with any applicable law, order or regulation with which you are familiar EUblic Safety OEPA'P
(4) additional considerations Power 6-Regions
Health
Land

. . Energy Programs
Pleass return this form to the clearinghouse no later than 15 working days from the date noted above. Please contact the clearinghouse if you need further
information or additional time for review.

3 No comment on this project
0O Proposal is supported as written
O Comments as indicated below

C_omrﬁcnu: (Use additional sheets if necessary)

oo N W I el -2 .
Reviewer's Signature. C Ao DY e e [ e —. Date. T l{ .

Title. . ) Telephone.

11-19



TO:

Dr. Suzanne Dandoy, Direcil:or State Application Identifier (SAL)
Department of Health Services
1740 West Adams Strest July 15, 1976 Az 76-80-00
s N y » State . Number
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 Economic Sec. Arid Lands Stu
Indian ﬁams Rh hwg ¢
;. . Jo Youngblood Mineral Resources gri. &Hor
From: Mrs. Jo Young Bureau of Mines 011 & Gas Cons
: Az, Ass'n
This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as to: SW Mlnera%[s Explo r. A tt' Ge
Ar.cha.eolo%cal Research y 1ers <
(1) the program’s effect upon the plans and programs of your agency Hemncl_m EOXp]:or ation Renewable Nat
(2) the importance of its contribution to State and/or areawide goals and objectives S W E-Jnvu.ron. Services RF?.'ES’Z‘_IDr ces
(3) its accord with any applicable law, order or regulation with which you are familiar Eublic Safety o .
{4) additional considerations Power 6-Regions
Health
Land

Energy Programs
Please return this form to the clearinghouse no later than 15 working days from the date noted above, Please contact the clearinghouse if you need further
information or additional time for review,

XNO comment on this project
£ Proposal is supported as written
£ Comments as indicated below

|
Comments: (Use additional sheets if necessary)

Reviewer's Signature.............. k Ig&u‘u - ) | Date 7 "17' 7 {

Assistant Dlrector T
Arizona Dept. of Health Services
Title.
Div. of .Environmental! Health Serv.

Telephone.

®



TO:

v

Mr, Wm. N. Price, State Hwy.eng.
Environmental Plng. Services
Dept. of Trans. Highway Division
206 S. 17th Avenue

State Application Identifier (SAL)

July 15, 1976 sue

Number 76-80-0042

Phoenix, AZ 85007
From: Mrs. Jo Youngblood

“This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as to:

(1) the program’s effect upon the plans and programs of your agency

(2) the importance of its contribution to State and/or areawide goals and objectives
(3) its accord with any applicable law, order or regulation with which you are familiar
(4) additional considerations

Economic Sec.
Indian Affairs

Mineral Resources
Burea.u of Mines
Az. M glA.ss n

s Explor.
Archaeological Research
Heinrichs GEOXploration
SW Environ. Services

SwW Mmer

Public Safety

Power
Health
Land

Energy Programs

Arid Lands Stu

Highwa
Agn. &Hort

0il & Gas Cons

Water

Att'y Gen'l-
iersc

Renewable Nat

Resources

OEPAD
6-Regions

Pleass return this form to the clearinghouse no later than 15 working days from the date noted above. Please contact the clearinghouse if you need further

information or additional time for review.

&No comment on this project
O Proposal is supported as written
O Comments as indicated below

Comments: (Use additional sheets if necessary)

Reviewer’s Signature..........

Title AP /&1&

Date.

Telephone.

11-21

-7-28-76
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TO: . . /

Tom Lynch, Chief’. State Application Identifier (SAI)
Energy Programs o
R_oom 507 J'uly 15, 1976 staie  AZ. Number 76-80-0
1700 w. washington Economic Sec. Arid Lands Stuc
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 Indian Afff(airs ‘I&Il hwg )
From: . . Youngblood Mineral espurces gri, &Hor
rom: Mra. Jo g Bureau of Mines 0il & Gas Cons
- Az, Mining Ass'n Wat .
This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as to: SW Minerals Explor. A t:a-t Lex Ge 1_
) ) Co Archae olo%cal Research Y erso
(1) the program’s effect upon the plans and programs of your agency Heinricfgls EOXpl_ora.tlon Renewab e Nat'
(2) the importance of its contribution to State and/or areawide goals and objectives SwW E}nv'lr on. Services REC;ZLB'CG 8
(3) its accord with any applicable law, order or regulation with which you are familiar Fublic Safety : o X
(4) additional considerations Power 6-Regions
Health
Land

Energy Programs
Please return this form to the clearinghouse no later than 15 working days t'rom the date noted above. Please contact the clearinghouse if you need further
information or additional time for review.

No comment on this project
Proposal is supported as written |
T Comments as indicated below

Comments: (Uss additional sheets if necessary)

e A b 7L
Telephonc;'/— s 3‘ 3

122 o



TO:
Dennig: Thompson

v

Office of Econ. Plamn, & Dev. State Application Identifier (SAI)
i’ggﬁ?"gdm July 15, 1976  sme AZ.  sumver 76-80-0042
Phoenix, Ariozna 85007 Economic Sec. Arid Lands Stu
_Indian ;%iéairs Eigl}w&at. .
. . . blood Mineral Resouices gri. &Hor
From: Mrs. Jo Youngblo Mineral Begoure agrt. o e
N . . Az, Mining Ass'n Wat
This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as to: SW Minerals Explor. A ;'erGe -
' Archaeological Research ¥ lersc

(1) the program’s effect upon the plans and programs of your agency

(2) the importance of its contribution to State and/or areawide goals and objectives
(3) its accord with any applicable law, order or regulation with which you are familiar
(4) additional considerations :

Heinrichs GEOXploration Renewable Nat'

SW Environ. Services Resgources
Public Safety OEPAD
Power 6-Regions
Health

Land

Energy Programs

Please return this form to the clearinghouse no later than 15 working days from the date noted above, Please contact the clearinghouse if you need further

information or additional time for review,

2{ comment on this project

O Proposal is supported as written
O Comments as indicated below

Comments: (Use additional sheets if necessary)

bt

Roviewer's Siznamre/ ; ).s (

Title.

o /22 /2

Telephone.

II-23



EDMUND G. BROWN JR.
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY GOVERNOR OF Air Resources Board

RESOURCES BUILDING Colorado Rivar Board
CALIFORNIA San Francisco Bay Conservation and
1416 NINTH STREET Development Commission

95814 Solid Waste Management Board
(91 6) 445—-5656 State Lands Commission

State Reclamation Board

State Water Resources Control Board
Department of Conservation Regional Water Quality Control Boards
Department of Fish and Game
Department of Navigation and

Energy Resources Conservation and
Ocean Development

Development Commission
Department of Parks and Recreation
Department of Water Resources

THE RESOURCES AGENCY OF CALIFORNIA
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA

SEP 171976

Mr. Steven E. Ferguson .
Federal Energy Administration

1726 M Street

Washington, D.C. 20461

Dear Mr, Ferguson:

The State of California has reviewed the "Draft Environmental
Impact Statement-Strategic Petroleum Reserve" dated June 1976,
which was submitted to the Office of Planning and Research

(State Clearinghouse) within the Governor's Office. The review
fulfills the requirements under Part II of the U. 8. Office of
Management and Budget Circular A-95 and the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969.

The review was coordinated with the Departments of Conservation,
Fish and Game, Navigation and Ocean Development, Parks and Recre-
ation, Water Resources, Food and Agriculture, Health and Trans-
portation; the State Water Resources Control Board; the State
Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission; the Public
Utilities Commission; the Solid Waste Management Board; the Air
Resources Board; the Coastal Zone Conservation Commission and the
State Lands Commission. Our comments on the draft statement are

set forth below.

The DEIS is deficient in its discussion of air guality impacts on
the regions where increased petroleum production would occur,
particularly the West Coast NPR-1 in Elk Hills, California, and NPR-
2 in Buena Vista Hills, California. Considerations need to be made
for such things as drilling engine emissions, storage tank losses,
surge tank losses, fugitive hydrocarbon losses from valves and
flanges, accidents and upset conditions in production operations,
and exhaust emissions from auxiliary equipment (such as stationary
_generators, compressors and pumps). Also, emissions associated with
the transport of petroleum from these areas to the Texas-Louisiana
Gulf Coast and the Northern Atlantic Seaboard should be determined.
Emissions from tankers and tanker terminals used to load and offload
the petroleum should be quantified. Finally, the impact of increases
in emissions from development and shipment of crude oil for these
reserves on emergency episodes, health effects, etc. need to be
identified.

11-25"



Mr., Steven E. Ferguson -2=-

There is essentially no justification in the report for taking .
petroleum out of the ground in California for the sole purpose

of putting it back in the ground in another part of the country.

We don't understand why the purpose of the Strategic Petroleum
Reserve cannot be served by leaving the Naval Petroleum Reserve

0il where it is. In the event of a reduction in foreign oil

imports the oil could then be produced.

What is the relationship of this project to the proposal for the
SOHIO 0Oil Terminal, which is currently under the study for the Port
of Long Beach by the Department of the Interior, or to the pro-
posed development of Elk Hills? It would appear that siting of
petroleum reserves needs to be coordinated with projects concerned
with the location of tanker terminals for oil transhipment to other
points within the U.S.

The DEIS indicates the petroleum reserve project may include some
facilities for liquified natural gas (ILNG) and possibly even syn-
thetic natural gas (SNG). The report should discuss these facil-
ities in more detail. The availability of future supply of both
ING or SNG to the State is of major concern in order to achieve
and maintain clean air.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the report.

Sincerely, ‘

Claire T. Dedrick
Secretary for Resources

L. Frank Goodso
Assistant to the Secretary
Projects Coordinator

Attachment
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STATE OF DELAWARE

DAVID R, KEIFER PLANNING OFFICE PHONE: (302) 678-4271
DIRECTOR DOVER

August 19, 1976

Mr. Robert L. Davies, Director
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration

1726 M. Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20461

Dear Mr. Davies:

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement on Strategic Petroleum Reserve

The Delaware State Planning Office, as the State Clearinghouse, has
reviewed the above referenced Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for review and has circulated the same to other interested State agencies.

The comments on this Draft Environmental Impact Statement were received

from the Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control and
are enclosed here for your information.

Sincerely,

4 s
David R. Keifer
Director

. DRK/ARC/cp

Enclosure

e
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STATE OF DELAWARE

JOHN C. ERYSON DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

SECRETARY

AND PHONE: {302) 573 -4403
ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL

EDWARD TATNALL BUILDING
DOVER, DELAWARE 19901

July 30,.1976

Ms. Ann Cullen

State Planning Office
Thomas Collins Building
Dover, Delaware 19901
Dear Ms. Cullen:

This Department has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement DES 76-2 on Strategic Petroleum Reserve.

The information presented would indicate that the

is not indicated and above ground storage may or may not be

impact within Delaware would be minimal as underground storage .

ordered. From information contained in Section E.2., page

I1I-23, it is evident that 5 above ground tank sites plus 2

government owned tankage facilities have been prelimimarily
selected. However, these sites have not been identified in
this D.E.S. making it impossible for us tc comment on their
possible environmental impact on Delaware.

As it is not illogical to assume that some if not all
Region III, IPR might be stored immediately to the morth of us
the release of hydrocarbons to the atmosphere is of concern.
This is of particular concern as the prevailing winds over
Taelaware come from NNE.

When specific sites, composition, and capacities have
been identified for the East Coast, we would appreciate this
knowledge as soon as available. This will permit additional
and necessary planning and research time to be totally
responsive to the environmental aspects of this very important
aspact of national petroleum product management.

Very truly yours,

0 Lo e Prgrr—

Jonhn C. Bryson

Secretary
JCB:WJT:m

e

4
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STATE oF FLORIDA

Bepartment of Administration

Division of State Planning

Reubin O’D. Askew

660 Apalachee Parkway - IBM Building COVERNOR
TALLAHASSEE
R.G Whittle, Jr. 32304 Lt. Gov. J. H. "Jim" Williams
STATE PLANNING DIRECTOR SECRETARY OF ADMIMISTRATION

(904) 488-1115

August 6, 1976

The Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration
Washington, D.C.

PDear Sir:

Functioning as the state planning and development clearinghouse
contemplated in U. S. Office of Management and Budget Circular A-95,
we nave reviewed the following draft environmental impact statement::

Strategic Petroleum Reserve; DES 76-2; June 1976;
SAI#76-2531E. .

During our review, we referred the environmental impact statement
to the following agencies, which we identified as interested: Department
of Administration, State Energy Office; Department of Environmental
Regulation; Department of iatural Resources and The Game and Fresh Water
Fish Commission. Agencies were requested to review the statement and
comment on possible effects that actions contemplated could have on matters
of their concern. The Department of Natural Resources and The Game and
Fresh Water Fish Commission reported by telephone no adverse comments.

Based upon our review of the document, we find that it correctly and
accurately evaluates the various aspects of this project which has potential
for major environmental degradation. .Since this document is of a pro-
grammatic nature, the detailed evaluation of potential impact in specific
circumstances is omitted. Site specific environmental statements will
be needed in order to assist detailed impacts of the program.

In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines
concerning statement on proposed federal actions affecting the environ-
ment, as required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, and
U. S. Office of Management and Budget Circular A-95, this letter, should
be appended to the final environmental impact statement on this project.
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The Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
August 6, 1976
Page 2

We request that you forward us copies of the final environmental
impact statement prepared on this project.

Sincery};% %%:

R. G. Whittle, Jr.
Director

RGWjr: Kp

cc: Mr. J. Landers
Mr. Loring Lovell
Mr. Harmon Shields
Mr. H. E. Wallace
Mr. Walter 0. Kolb
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®ffice of Blanning and Budget

Fxecutive Bepartutent :

James T. Mclntyre, Jr.
Director

TO: Federal Energy Administration
Washington, D. C. 20461

N
FROM: Charles H. Badger, Administrator

Georgia State Clearinghouse
Office of Planning and Budget

DATE: August 25, 1976
SUBJECT: RESULTS OF STATE-LEVEL REVIEW

Applicant: Federal Energy Administration
Project: Draft EIS-Strategic Petroleum Reserve
State Clearinghouse Control Number: 76-06-29-08

The State-level review of the above-referenced document has been completed. As a result of
the environmental review process, the activity this document was prepared for has been found
to be consistent with those State social, economic, physical goals, policies, plans, and
programs with which the State is concerned.

The‘South Atlantic Coastal Plain and the State of Georgia are not.involved in this
project at the present time. Should, however, the State of Georgia or its immediate

neighbors be included in the project in the future, early involvement with the State
of Georgia is requested.

The following State agencies have been offered the opportunity to review and comment
on this project:

Department of Natural Resources
-Intergovernmental Relations
Office of Planning and Budget, Executive Division

cc: Ray Siewert, DNR

270 MWashington St., 8. M. . Athmts, Georgiz 30334 SC-EIS-4
July 1975
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EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS
HONOLULU

ORGE R ARIYOSh. June 21, 1976

GOVERNOR

The Honorable Frunk G, Zarb
Administrator

Federal Energy Administration
Washington, D.C. 20461

Dear Sir:

The recently enacted legislation to establish a Strategic Petroleum
Reserve requires "that each noncontiguous area of the United States which
does not have overland access to domestic crude oil production have its
component of Strategic Petroleum Reserve (SPR) within its respective
territory."™ This congressional intent is clearly set forth in the Joint House/
Senate Committee report which specifically mentions Hawaii in relation to
particular regional petrolecum needs., These needs are directly derived from
llawaii's isolation {rom energy sources and its almost 100 percent dependcnce
on imported oils, foreign und domestic.

I wish to express Hawail's concern that our State's remotencss of location
and uniqueness in terms of energy resources may be overlooked as plans are
formulated in Washington for the Early Storage Reserve (ESR) and the SPR.

Our review of your Early Storage Researve Plan published April 22,
1876, in fact does not provide strategic storage protection for Hawali. Indica-
tions ure that the FEA assumption has been made that Hawaii's needs cun be
met in the futurce from "surplus" North Slope crude. Our analysis indicates
that Hawaii's refineries cannot manufacture specification petroleum products
to meet their market product demands from North Slope Crude.

In order to protect Hawaii in accordance with the intent of the Energy
Policy and Conservation Act, a well planned crude and products program
for gtoruge of petroleum rescrves is essential in Hawaii. 1 have directed
Mr. Alfred S. Harris, of our State Energy Office, to work with your Strategic
Petroleum Reserve Office to define Hawaii's requirements more specifically
in terms of facilities, customer requirements and refinery limitations.
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The Honorable Frank G. Zarb
Page 2
June 21, 1976

We shall look forward to working with your ofﬁce in developmgn 7
. program to prepare Hawaii to meet future energy emorgenc:les -~ Tho bcttsr*
our State is prepared to sustain its own funct!ons.\ the leu drdn u'ﬂl bckq

- on other regions as deﬁciencies davelop.gizwf:
. P e
‘e .",‘.': , ‘\ ‘?‘! { ;}J "\1 *G": FER

With warm persoml m‘u'dt. I : '.i{i

" POt

bcc:(er. William C. Arntz
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STATE OF IDAHO
DIVISION OF BUDGET, POLICY PLANNING AND COORDINATION

CECIL D. ANDRUS BOISE, tDAHO 83720 H, W, TURNER
GOVERNOR . ADMINISTRATOR

August 6, 1976

Federal Energy Administration
Petroleum Reserve Office
Washington, D. C. 20461

Att: Robert L. Davies, Director
Dear Mr. Davies:

The Idaho State Clearinghouse mailed copies of the draft admini~
strative environmental impact statement on the Strategic Petroleum
Reserve, SAI #00766975 to the following agencies for review and
comment :

Dept. of Fish and Game -~ no comment

Idaho Office of Energy

Dept. of Health and Welfare, Div. of Enviromment

Dept. of Water Resources

Univ. of Idaho, Bureau of Mines and Geology - no comment

Although we received no comments and have none to offer, we appreciate
the opportunity to review.

Thank you.
Sincerely, .
Y VhllerFoce b X
Michelle Liebel,
State Clearinghouse
1f

II1-35
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STATE OF ILLINOIS
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET

SPRINGFIZLD 82706

August 11, 1976

Mr. Robert L. Davies

Director, Strategic Petroleum
Reserve Office

Federal Energy Administration

1726 M Street, NW

Washington, D. C. 20461

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Strategic Petroleum Reserve
DEIS #76-07-091

Dear Mr. Davies:

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the esta-
blished rules and procedures for its implementation and in accordance
with OMB Circular A-95 (revised) and the administrative policy of the
State, the Illinois State Clearinghouse has no comment concerning the
referenced subject.

It is requested that a copy of the final Statement be sent to the State
Clearinghouse. Thank you for your cooperation.

Respectfully,

T bedone Sl

T. E. Hornbacker
State Clearinghouse Coordinator

TEH:mc
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— Clearinghouse Use Only
St. Identification No.

Indiana State Clearinghouse ’ : 7607190000

State Budget Agency >
212 State House : ‘ Date7f§f§;ved
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

Review Terminated
7-20-76

AUTHORIZATION TO FILE APPLICATION

T0: Mr. Robert L. Davies, Director

Stragggic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration

PROJECT: Environmental Impact. Statement on the Petroleum Reserve

. FEA
Federal Program Title; Agency and FDA Catalog No.

Amount of Funds Requested

The State Clearinghouse has reviewed the summary notification pertaining to the above
project. With regard to the summary notification, the Clearinghouse makes the following
disposition conéarning this zpplication: )

The proposed project is in accord with State plans, goals, and objectives at
this time.

.. .. [
X No comments at this time. :

You may now complete and file your formal application with the appropriate Federal Agency;
This form, with comments if any, is to be attached to that application, and the lower por-
tion of this form is to be completed by you, detached, and returned to the State Clearing-
house when the formal application 4is submitted.

Signature (Mrg, Sa¥ly Corn) _
State Clearinghouse Reviewer ) July 20, 1976

Title ‘ ‘ Date
Indiana State Clearinghouse St. Identification No. 7607190000
State Budget Agency .

212 State House
Indianapolis, Indiana

EIS on the Petroleum Reserve was submitted to the °

The formal application for
(Name of Project)
FE
. on by
Federal Agency Date Name of Applicant
' 1I-39
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STATE OF IOWA

Office for Planning and Programming

523 East 12th Street, Des Moines, lowa 50318 Telephone 515/281-3711

ROBERT D. RAY

Governor STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
ROBERT F. TYSON
Director _ PROJECT NOTIFICATION AND REVIEW SIGNOFF
Date Received: Juné 30, 1976 State Application Identifier: /70010

Review Completed: August 19, 1976

APPLICANT PROJECT TITLE:
Draft Environmental. Impagt Statement, Strategic Petroleum Reserve

APPLICANT AGENCY: Federal Energy Administration
Address Washington, D. C. 20461
Attention: Robert L. Davies

FEDERAL PROGRAM TITLE, AGENCY Federal Energy Administration
AND CATALOG NUMBER: ’

AMOUNT OF FUNDS REQUESTED:
NA

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This is the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Strategic Petroleum Reserve.
Creation of the Reserve was mandated by Title I, Part B of the Energy Policy and Conser-
vation Act of 1975. Its purpose is to mitigate the economic impacts of any future
interruptions of petroleum imports. -

The State Clearinghouse makes the following disposition concerning this application:

/ X/ No Comment Necessary. The application must be submitted as received by
the Clearinghouse with this form attached as evidence that the required
review has been performed.

[~/ Comments are Attached. The application must be submitted with this form
plus the attached comments as evidence that the required review has been
performed.

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE COMMENTS:

CH-14 Rev. 9-75 Q ﬂhami; (Vollace, AA
Federal Funds Coordinator
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RoserT D.BeLL
SECRETARY

JuLian M. CarroOLL
GOVERNOR

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

DEPARTMENT FOR NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
FRANKFORT, KENTUGCKY 40601

TELEPHONE (502) 564-3350

September 8, 1976

Mr., Robert L. Davies, Director
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration
Washington, D. C. 20461

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Strategic
Petroleum Reserve (76-29)

Dear Sir:

Please acknowledge the following late comments on the
above listed Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The
state archaeologist states:

"I appreciate the opportunity to review the referenced
draft environmental impact statement. While it does

not specifically deal with areas located within the
Commonwealth of Kentucky, the measures which it proposed
for dealing with impacts upon archaeological properties
are indeed relevant inasmuch as they should be uniform
in their applicability to all of the United States. I
have only one comment to make on those measures which

I find, for the most part, explicit and in keeping with
the procedures_ and practices followed by this office.

On page VI-37, Sec. f£., Required Procedures for Protecting
Historical and Archaeological Resources, it stipulates

that "all properties included or eligible for inclusion in
the National Register should be inventories" within potential
impact areas. This process of identification will, of
necessity, involve on the ground survey of these impact areas.
In the case of properties of archaeological significance,

it is the stipulation of this office that this survey, and
evaluation for inclusion on the Register, be performed by
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Robert L. Davies, Director
Page 2
September 8, 1976

competent, professional archaeologists. It is my
recommendation that this point be emphasized in the
draft statement where it is not emphasized in the

present draft."

Sincerely,

7
c(u;u @M—rx{,
Andrew Cammack, Review

and Communications Coordinator

AC:tlc
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Attachments

MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF STATE PLANNING

301 WEST PRESTON STREET
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 2120t VLADIMIR A. WAHBE

MARVIN MANDEL
GOVERNOR ’ TELEPHONE: 301-383-2431 SECRETARY OF STATE PLANNING

August 9, 1976

Mr. Robert L. Davies
Director, Strategic Petroleum
Reserve Office

Federal Energy Administration
Washington, D. C. 20461

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT REVIEW

Applicant: Federal Energy Administration

Project: Draft EIS - Creation of Strategic Petroleum Reserve

State Clearinghouse Control Number: 77-7-2

State Clearinghouse Contact: Warren D. Hodges (383-2L467)
Dear Mr. Davies:
The State Clearinghouse has reviewed the above statement. In accordance with the
procedures established by the Office of Management and Budget Circular A~95, the
State Clearinghouse received comments from the:
Department of Natural Resources, Environmental Health Adminigtration, Department of
Economic and Community Development and our staff noting that the statement appears to
adequately cover those areas of major interest to their agencies. The Natural Re-

sources and the Environmental Health agencies also supplied (copies attached) com-
ments which might be of use in the preparation of final statement.

We appreciate your attention to the A-95 review process and we look forward to con-
tinued cooperatlon with your agency.

Sincerely,

\\ ’.\;_Q—Gﬂk‘\-'v-r\-b& “a\.-—.L,L—\.
Vliadimir Wahbe

cc: Harry Silberman
Donald Noren
Bdward Symes -
Bernice Payne
Loig Gilliam
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Maryland Department of 3tate Planning

State Office Building

301 West Preston Street AUG
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 _ Date:

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT REVIEW

Appliéant: Federal Energy Administration A

Project: Draft EIS - Creation of Strategic Petroleum Reserve
State Clearinghouse Control Number: 77-7-2
We have reviewed the above draft environmental impact statement and our comments as
to the adequacy of treatment of physical, ecological, and sociological effects of

concern are shown below:

Check (X) for each item
None Comment enclosed

1. Additional specific effects which should See attached
be assgessed: :

2. Additional alternatives which should be
considered:’ X

3. Better or more appropriate measures and X A ' .
standards which should be used tc evaluate
environmental effects:

4., Additional control measures which should be
applied to reduce adverse environmental effects
or to avoid or minimize the irreversible or
irretrievable commitment of resources:

Se Our assessment of how serious the environmental
damage from this project might be, using the:
best alternative and control measures:

See attached

6. We identify issues which require further dis- X
cussion of resolution as shown:

Signature

irector, Environmental
Title Health Administration

Dept. of Health and Mental
Agency _Hygiene

' . II-
cc: Mr. Ferreri 46 .

Mr. Clise




Comments for: Draft EIS - Creation of Strategic Petroleum Reserve
’ No. 77-7-2

1. Specific effects requiring address on the type
of product to be stored, how it will be stored
and where it will be stored.

5., Environmental impact ranges from none for residual
oil storage to severe for crude oil storage.
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Maryland Department of State Planning
State Office Building
301 West Preston Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 Date: July 12, 1976

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT REVIEW

Applicant: Federal Energy Administration
Project: Draft EIS - Creation of Strategic Petroleum Reserve

State Clearinghouse Control Number: 77-7-2

He have reviewed the above draft environmental impact statement and our comments as
to the adequacy of treatment of physical, ecological, and sociological effects of
concern are shown below:

Check (X) for each item

None Comment enclosed
1. Additional specific effects which should
be assessed: - %4
2. Additional alternatives which should be
considered:’ X
3. Better or more appropriate measures and '
standards which should be used to evaluate X ;
environmental effects:
4, Additional control measures which should be

applied to reduce adverse environmental effects X
or to avoid or minimize the irreversible or
irretrievable commitment of resources:

Se

Our assessment of how serious the environmental
damage from this project might be, using the X
best alternative and control measures:

6.

SRS~ )
We identify issues which require further dis- /
cussion of resolution as shown: / \

S, s 4

t N ve, N ]

LN

P
°r
i
4

/’O .‘/) { "\.

: Signature
1T
T Title Director
/
. Agency Coastal Zomne Mana?ement Program, E&CZ.
Sl

Howtsy Sl o g



. JAMES 8, COULTER LOUIS N. PHIPPS, JR.

SECRETARY STATE OF MARYL AND DEPUTY SECRETARY

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
ENERGY & COASTAL ZONE ADMINISTRATION
TAWES STATE OFFICE BUILDING
ANNAPOLIS 21401

July 12, 1976

MEMORANDUM

TO: Henry Silbermann
'FROM: XKen Perkins*&?
SUBJ: Clearinghouse Project No. 77-7-2
CZM staff detected an error in the Table on page I-12 of the DEIS on the
Creation of Strategic Petroleum Reserve. The entry for employment associated
with conventional storage tanks should conform with the discussion of employment

located on page III-97. The entry '20,000" should probably read '200".

CZM staff have reviewed the subject DEIS as generic statement and have

found it to be generally adequate. When specific sites are selected for the
. location of the reserves, the site specific environmental impacts must be

considered.

KP:dls
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THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

OFFICE OF STATE PLANNING
JOHN W. McCORMACK BUILDING ROOM 2101
ONE ASHBURTON PLACE

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02108

MICHAEL S. DUKAKIS (617) 727-5066
GOVERNOR

FRANK T. KEEFE
DIRECTOR

August 11, 1976

Mr. Robert L. Davies, Director
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration

1726 M Street, NW .

Washington, DC 20461

Re: A-95 Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Strategic Petroleum Reserve
State Clearinghouse Identifier: 76070855

Dear Mr. Davies:

The Office of State Planning has completed its review of the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Strategic Petroleum Reserve.

We find the EIS to be adequate in its assessment of the environ-
mental and economic impacts that could occur from the implementation

of the legislation. ;
- Since 1y<;\(::> <i;§\\\Q

~

Frank T. Keefe
Director of State Planning
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STATE OF MISSISSIPPI
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

CLIFF FINCH GLENN A, SMITH
GOVERNOR COORDINATOR OF FEDERAL-STATE~LOCAL PROGRAMS

August 10, 1976

Mr. Robert L. Davies, Director
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration

1726 M. Street, NW

Washington, DC 20461

Re: Clearinghouse No. 76070601
Dear Mr. Davies:

The enclosed letters from the Mississippi Fuel & Energy Management
Commission, Research and Development Center and the Mississippi Geolo-
gical Economic & Topographical Survey are forwarded to be incorporated

as a part of the State of Mississippi response to the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement on the '"Strategic Petroleum Reserve'.

This letter does not constitute final review. Considerable interest has
been shown in this statement, so much so, that the Governor desires to
have a special statement included as comments. This letter will be
forwarded to reach your office no later than August 19, 1976.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this very important state-

ment.
Sincerely,
Ecdwa; fd% ) Jr.
Clearinghouse Director
EAM/amk
Enclosures

II~-53
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MISSISSIPPI FUEL & ENERGY MANAGEMENT COMMISSION
507 Woolfolk State Office Building
JACKSON, MISSISSIPPI 39202 ‘
August 5, 1976

CLIFF FINCH GEORGE A. COCHRAN
SOVIANOR STATE FUEL COORDINATOR

Mr. Edward A. May, Jr.
Clearinghouse Director
Federal-State Programs Office
15th Floor,Sillers Building
Jackson, Mississippi

Dear Mr. May,

Reference is to your Clearinghouse Number 76070601, Environmental Impact Statement-—
Strategic Petroleum Reserve.

I find a glaring deficiency in the EIS in that the writers obviously ignored the
potential role that Mississippi could play in the salt dome storage program. This
deficiency becomes even more obvious when one views Figure IV-9 on page IV-29.

In view of the statements on page II-9 concerming the RPR, the failure to consider
Mississippi, which is in Region IV, in favor of Louisiana and Texas, which are in
Region VI, leads me to believe that perhaps the proposed program has already become
"site specific”, thus the generalized nature of the EIS fails to meet NEPA requirements.

Sincerely,

oty i

George A. Cochran
State Fuel Coordinator

CONSERVE
AMERICA'S
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RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER

August 5, 1976

My, Edward A. May, Jr., Director

State Clearinghouse for Federal Programs
Federal-State Programs Office

Fourth Floor, Watkins Building

Jackson, Mississippi 39201

Dear Mr. May:
Reference: Envirommental Impact Statement —-— Strategic Petroleum Reserve
' State Clearinghouse Number 76070601, July 9, 1976

In response to your request, I offer the following comments regarding the
referenced document:

1. Although FEA Region IV, in which Mississippi is the only state with
appreciable salt dome capacity, is one of four Regions which import
sufficient petroleum products, according to the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act of 1975, to have a Regional Petroleum Reserve of 34
million barrels of petroleum, no such reserve is contemplated by the
EIS within Mississippi or elsewhere within Region IV.

2. The proportion of refined petroleum products should be maximized in
order- (1) to allow the reserve to function notwithstanding attacks by
an enemy on vulnerable refineries and (2) to make the reserve more
quickly responsive to shortages.

3. Coverage of impact on transportation systems is inadequate and does not
take into account the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway or locations of pro-
posed deep water ports.

4, No comsideration was given to the impact the reserves could have in
improving the economy of Mississippi, the nation's poorest state.

5. No consideration was given to the impact that the reserves could, and
probably will have as a result of industrial growth in their vicinity.

6. It is recommended that, as a rei-forcement to the system of reserves, the
U. S, adopt a policy and program for counter-—embargoing the OPEC natioms.

Thank you for the opportunity to offer these comments, which I hope will be
useful.

Very truly yours,

S ./_-.»_-)7 .
/ L—
W. Byrdn Long

Assistant Director
WBL:gcm II-55
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SURVEY BOARD TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY WILLIAM H. MOORE

THOMAS H. SPENCER, JACKSON

CHAIRMAN

TROY J. LASWELL, STARKVILLE
VICE CHAIRMAN

ROBERT L. ABNEY, BAY SPRINGS
GORDON W. GULMON, NATCHEZ
JAMES G. HAWKINS, COLUMBUS

MISSISSIPRI GEOLOGICAL ECONLMIE
&

August 5, 1976

Mr. Ldward A. May, dr.

Assistant to the Coordinator
Federal-State Programs Clearinghouse
Suite 400, Watkins Building

510 George Street

Jackson, Mizsissippi 39201

RE: Strategic Petroleum Reserve - EIS
State Clearinghouse No. 76070601

Dear Mr. May:

I have reviewed with interest the above referenced Environmental
Impact Statement Draft, and would Tike to offer the following comments
for consideration by the State of Mississippi.

We tend to favor subsurface storage of these products. wherever
possible, as opposed to a surface tank farm so as to lessen t - impact
on land use. Subsurface storage would, also, provide for greater
protection zgainst storm, fire, and sabotage.

It was mentioned that deep-well injection is a common method for
disposing of brines in the Guif Coast Region. This has been done in

Mississippi and in a few cases a fresh-water aquifer has become contaminated.
If a salt dome storage facility is planned in this State, we are certainly

interested in seeing adequate care is taken for the protection of the
aquifers containing potable water. If disposal in the Gulf of Mexico
can be done safely and economically, this method would eliminate the
possibility of fresh-water contamination in the subsurface.

There are numerous salt domes in Mississippi north and east of the

depicted area on the map on page IV-3, but still within proximity of the

ports (even the proposed deep-water port) on the Gulf Coast. We feel this

State has a greater potential for participating in this program, if it is
impiemented, than is suggested in the draft. Figure IV-2 on page IV-4
shows this fact more clearly.

II-56

2525 N. WEST STREET
POST OFFICE BOX 4913
JACKSON, MISSISSIPPI 39216
(801) 354.6228

DIRECTOR AND STATE GE£OLOGIST
ALVIN R. BICKER, JR
SENIOR ADMINISTRATIVE GEOLOGIST



Mr. Edward A. May, Jr.
August 5, 1976
Page 2

Most of the geologic and seismicity discussions appear to omit
or treat very lightly the area of South Mississippi.

The section on mineral resources omits mentioning the bentonite
and Timestone being mined in South Mississippi.

Figure IV-8 on page IV-16 depicts the Pearl River as being in
the "area of interest," but no streamflow data are listed in the table on
the same page. Perhaps the table should be re-titled, "Summary of
Streamflow in Texas and Louisiana Gulf Coast Storage Region."

Table II-2 on page II-8 shows the ten regions in which the country
has been divided. Mississippi is shown to be in Region IV. The discussion
on page II-9 concerning these regions states that Region IV is among those
which have to import more than 20% of their petroleum products. Texas
and Louisiana are not indicated to be in an importing region. The first
sentence on page II-9 states, "The Regional Petroleum Reserve is
designed to provide three months protection to FEA Regions wherein imports
satisfied at Teast 20% of demenxd for refined petroleum products." In
view of this policy, it is not clearly understood why Texas and Louisiana
are given such apparent priority with regard to facilities of this type.
Why not store these products wher~ the shortages will first appear, if
the stated purpose of the reserve is to mitigate the economic impacts
~of any future interruptions of petroleum products?

It doesn't appear sensible to pump domestic oil out of the ground
and into a storage facility. We hope these storage facilities would be
primarily used for imported oil.

If this agency can be of additional service, please contact us.

Sincerely yours,
MISSISSIPPI GECLOGICAL SURVEY

A e

John W. Green
Environmental Geologist

JWG/ns
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STATE OF MISSISSIPP]

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

Cliff Finch

TO: Mr.

Glenn A. Smith

GOVERNOR COORDINATOR OF FEDERAL-STATE PROGRAMS
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE FOR FEDERAL PROGRAMS
Robert L. Davies, Director " . State Clearinghouse Number’

Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office 76070601
Federal Energy Administration
1726 M. Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 20461 Date:

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT:

(x%) 1.
- 2.
&~ 3.
(xx%) 4,
COMMENTS :

August 23, 1976

"Strategic Petroleum Reserve' DES 76-2.

The State Clearinghouse has received a copy of the Draft EIS as noted above.

After proper notification, no State agency has expressed an interest in
conferring with the applicant(s) or commenting on the proposed project.

The proposed project is: ( ) comnsistent ( ) inconsistent with an applicable
State plan for Mississippi.

Although there is no applicable State plan for Mississippi, the proposed project
appears to be: (xx) consistent ( ) inconsistent with present State goals and
policies as modified by the comments.

‘The attached letter from Governor Cliff Finch is made a part of this final

Clearinghouse action Which represents the position of the State of Mississippi concerning
this program.

This notice constitutes FINAL, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW AND COMMENT. The requirements
of U. 8. Office of Management and Budget Circular No. A-95 have been met ‘at the State

level.

cc All Planning & Development Districts

Gulf Regional Planning Commission

II-5S 5{//

dward A. May, Jr.
Clearinghouse Director

/



THE CAPITOL

JACKSON

CLIFF FINCH August 16, 1976

GOVERNOR

Federal Energy Administration
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Washington, D. C.

Gentlemen:

Re: Strategic Petroleum
Reserve -DEIS

The State of Mississippi transmits herewith the State
agencies' comments on the captioned matter.

The underground storage of a Strategic Reserve should
focus on foreign crude 0i1. It does not appear reasonable
at this time to withdraw domestic reserves from the sub- .
surface at one point to be put in a salt dome or other structure
at another location.

The draft does not give attention to the potential in
Mississippi for strategic storage..

e

IFF FINCH
GOVERNOR

CF:hg
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Christopher S. Sond

Governor
State of Missouri
J. Neil Nielsen OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION Mark L. Edelman
Commissioner Jefferson City 65101 Deputy Commissioner

August 5, 1976

Mr. Robert L. Davies

Director

Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration
Washington, D.C. 20461

Dear Mr. Davies:
Subject: 76070046

The Division of Budget and Planning, as the designated State
Clearinghouse, has coordinated a review of the above referred
draft environmental impact statement with various concerned or
affected state agencies pursuant to Section 102(2) (c¢) of the
National Environmental Policy Act.

Enclosed please find the comments received. None of the other
state agencies involved in the review had comments or recommen-
dations to offer at this time.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the statement and anti-
cipate receiving the final environmental impact statement when
prepared.

Sincerely,

Geor;e Lineberry ‘9;

Chief, Grants Coordination
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CHRISTOPHER 5. BOND . JAMES L. WILSON ‘
é @ DIRECTOR

GOVERNOR

missouri department of natural resources

P.O. Box 176 Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 314.751-3332

RECEIVED

JUL201976

DIVISION oOF
BUDGET AND PLANNING

July 19, 1976

Mr. George Lineberry

Office c¢f Administration

Room B-9, Capitol Building
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101

RE: A-95 Review #76070046 - Federal Energy Administration -
Draft EIS - Strategic Petroleum Reserve

Dear Mr. Lineberry:

The Department of Natural Resources has reviewed the above
noted project and has the following comment.

Plans for any Missouri storage facilities should be submitted

to the Air Quality Program of the Departiment of Natural Resources
for review. This cooperation, or possibly required action,

needs to take place well in advance of construction efforts.
Sincerely yours,

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

OCII'VJames L. ¥ il/son_

Director

JLW:crp
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CHRISTOPHER S. BOND
GOVERNOR

JAMES L. WILSON
DIRECTOR

missouri department of natural resources

P.O. Box 176 Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 314-751-.3332

July 14, 1976

Please reply to:
P. 0. Box 250
" Rolla, MO 65401

Mr, Gene Wenzl

Federal Energy Administration
Box 2208

Kansas City, MO 64142

Dear Mr. Wenzl:

_ The following is in response to your request for our comments on the
suitability of using the limestone mines in the greater Kansas City area
for bulk oil storage. I have talked over your request with Dr. Wallace
B. Howe, State Geologist, James H. Williams, Chief, Engineering Geology
Section and Dale Fuller, Chief, Groundwater Section. In general, we are
all in support of the concept of such usage for those mines not suitable
for conversion to a higher value utilization.

The major problems which might be encountered are roof instability
and ground and/or surface water contamination. Of the two, roof collapse
would be the major problem. In general, collapse is related to the con-
dition, thickness, and type of rock left in the roof, the type and thick-
ness of overlying strata, and pillar size and spacing. In any case, this
could be determined to a great degree during the mine survey.

The possibilities for groundwater pollution. are slight. The main
area for concern is the alluvial water of the Missouri River floodplain.
Studies by Fenix and Scisson at the Kansas City Quarry and the observa-

-tions of Mr., Dale Fuller, Chief of our Groundwater Section, indicate that

this is unlikely to happen at least at this particular mine in Clay County
which is adjacent to and slightly below the level of the floodplain. Ground-
water in the bedrock of the area is in most cases mineralized and not an
important factor. sSurface water contamination would be from lateral seep-
age through the jointed shales which immediately underlie and overlie the
limestone. The possibilities of lateral seepage could be determined during
a site 'investigation. '

] ~
/. /It )
i1~ R A
I 63 i “l/!_ ]‘o., s
,: /:".r l‘ 'v‘:[_ L-. '\3.. P
Division of Geology and Land Survey U -"" ""'5‘3r/a'i-éi“‘3£7
Dr. Wallace B. Howe, Director (;.;A'"-’-"G: Figy
N Y (47

State Geclogist



Mr. Gene Wenzl

July 14, 1976
Page 2

In addition to the drive-in mines, there is also the future potential
for storage in a deep mine such as is being developed by Centropolis. Also
some of the large open pits quarries in the eastern part of the State might
also be attractive if a proper cover such as a floating diaphragm were de-
signed.

Mr. Williams of this office has sent the date of the hearing as well
as your name to several people in the Kansas City area who are interested
in development of the space. Possibly you have heard from them by now.

If there is need for additional information, feel free to call.

Yours truly,

et TS
%I:s‘: Martin, Chief

Mineral Resources
Geology and Land Survey

JAM/dsb
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OFFICE OF THE

$State of New Jerery

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
TRENTON 08623

COMMISSIONER

24 September 1976

Federal Energy Administration
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
1726 M Street NW

Washington, DC 20461

ATTENTION: Mr. Stephen Ferguson — Room 330
Gentlemen:

The Department of Environmental Protection has reviewed the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Strategic Petroleum
Reserves. It is our determination that there is little substan~
tive information to determine site specific environmental impacts.
However, there are a number of inadequacies on a programmatic

basis that immediately present themselves.

In order to implement the proposed plan there should be a
means for identification and setting of criteria for selecting
existing storage facilities to satisfy the minimum 150 MMB
storage. This was not addressed in the Draft. Additionally,
the timing of the construction program was not discussed (how
many tank farms per year per region). Also, the allocation and
distribution of petroleum during an actual embargo.

Conservation is addressed as an alternative in a perfunctory
manner (only 6 pages out of about 600 were devoted to the subject).
It should be discussed in greater detail since conservation could
possibly reduce the volume of petroleum presently mandated for
storage.

Use of existing facilities for long term storage or the
conversion of existing facilities to the new use was not adequately
addressed -- which would be an option that New Jersey should
investigate.
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Federal Energy Administration 24 September 1976
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office

-2 -

The Final EIS should specify on a state basis the number of
facilities that states may be required to accommodate, rather than
by FEA region, so that states may factor these into their overall
land and coastal planning. The Final EIS notes that only 72 MMB
of petroleum will have to be stored in Region 1I; how much of this
will be in New Jersey was not specified.

While this i1s clearly a program national in scope with Federal
preemption implications, the extent to which FEA will impose its
Federal prerogatives on local land use decisions needs to be made
more explicit. This is important for New Jersey which has already
been called the tank farm state and whose residents may be opposed
to more tank farms,.

Feasibility of pipelining reserve petroleum from Gulf of
Mexico to Region II was addressed but not explored in detail., This
is an option which New Jersey should explore to minimize impacts
since it simply may not be able to accommodate all the tank farms
proposed in its industrial areas and be unwilling to sacrifice its
rural areas for this new program which FEA estimated would have
the following secondary impacts:

Siting and location of several 10 MMB unit storage facilities
could pose considerable problems in New Jersey because of the need
to simultaneously site the facilities close to ports which would
deliver the petroleum and near to existing pipelines from which
the petroleum would be distributed in the region. This would
indicate that thege tank farms be located in existing industrial
areas. Where farms were constructed in rural areas, the need
would arise to create an infrastructure to link the tanks to
existing pipelines and to incoming petroleum tankers and to estab-
lish an efficient method to distribute the stored oil to the
market during the planned-for energy.

For New Jersey which is already heavily impacted by industry,
this program would have considerable impact both during the
construction and operational phase in terms of accelerating envir-
onmental degradation (air pollution from hydrocarbon emissions,
groundwater contamination from cil seepage, noise during con-
struction, adverse viausl impacts and preemption of hundreds of
acres for the 72 MMB that will be stored). The possibility of
o0il gpills from tanker traffic would also be increased.

Because of its programmatic nature, the Draft EIS does not
contain data suitable for technical analysis as done for site-
specific projects. If storage facilities are constructed or
vacant facilities are put into use in New Jersey, hydrocarbon,

I1-66



Federal Energy Administration 24 September 1976
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office

-3 -

particulates, and sulfur dioxide emissions would be expected to
increase. Any increases of hydrocarbon emissions are inconsistent
with the present strategies of the State Implementation Plan of
New Jersey. Increases of particulates and sulfur dioxide emissions
should not lead to any new violations of the standards or exa-
cerbate existing violations. Energy comservation and increased
domestic energy supply measures should be an integral part of

the reserve program.

Once operational, the tank farms will need to be maintained,
condensate collected and drained off regularly, fire protection
provided and a monitoring program enmacted. Danger of a catas-
trophic accident cannot be ruled out.

Ldwrence Schmidt; Chief
Office of Environmental Review

LS :mm
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STATE OF NEBRASKA

OFOFF'CE BOX 94601 - STATE CAPITOL - LINCOLN, NEBRASKA - 68509 - (402) 471-2414
PLANNING
AND Governor J. James Exo
PROGRAMMING State Planning Officer o ctson

July 26, 1976

Robert L. Davies
Director, Strategic

Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration
Washington, D. C. 20461

Dear Mr. Davies:

Project 76 06 30 72
Strategic Petroleum Reserve

Under the provisions of OMB Circular A-95 this office has comp]eted a state
Tevel review of the subject Environmental Impact Statement.

The proposed program does not appear to be in conflict with any state level
comprehensive plans.

This letter completes the state clearinghouse review.

Sincerely,

‘<‘;zé&;;ﬁ G. White

Natural Resources Coordinator

WGH: jdb
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO

STATE PLANNING OFFICE

EXECUTIVE - LEGISLATIVE BUILDING

GRACIELA (GRACE) OLIVAREZ SANTA FE 87503 JERRY APODACA
STATE PLANNING OFFICER (505) 827-2315 GOVEANOR

July 22, 1976

Strategic Petroleum Reserves Office
Federal Energy Administration

1726 M. Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20461

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Strategic
Petroleum Reserve, DES 76-2, June 1976

Dear Sirs:

Thank you for the opportunity to review subject Impact
Statement. We have no comments at this time, but will appreciate
you keeping us informed as developments on the project proceed.

Sincerely,

.

Jack M. Mobley, Planner II
Division of Natural Resources

JMM:anne
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Washington, D. C,.

Dear Mr. Davies:

referenced project.

project at time.

JSP:mw

North Carolina Department

of Administration
JAMES E. HOLSHOUSER, JR., GOVERNOR [ ] BRUCE A. LENTZ, SECRETARY

August 6, 1976

Mr. Robert L.. Davies, Director
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration

20461

OFFICE OF
INTERGOVERNMENTAL
RELATIONS

EDWIN DECKARD
DIRECTOR

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Strategic Petroleum Reserve; SCH File

Number 097-76

The State Clearinghouse has received and reviewed the above

As a result of this review, the State

Sincerely,

Jane Pettus (Miss)
Clearinghouse Supervisor

II-73
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NORTH DAKOTA STAE

July 30, 1976

STATE INTERGOVERNMENTAL CLEARINGHOUSE "“LETTER OF COMMENT"
ON PROJECT REVIEW IN CONFORMANCE WITH OMB CIRCULAR NO. A-95

To: Federal Energy Administration
STATE APPLICATION IDENTIFIER: 7606309450

Mr. Steven E. Ferguson

Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration

1726 M Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20461

Dear Mr. Ferguson:

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement by the Federal Energy
Administration on the Strategic Petroleum Reserve.

This Draft EIS was received in our office on June 30, 1976.
In the process of the A-95 review, the attached comments were received
from the ND Wildlife Federation, State Geologist, and the North Dakota
Geological Survey.
This document and attachments constitute the comment of the State In-
tergovernmental Clearinghouse, made in compliance with OMB €ircular No.
A—95.
Sincerely yours,
Mrs. Leonard E. Banks
Associate Planner

LEB/ds

Attachmenté
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NDSIC FORM B (9/71) PNRS NO.

FROM: STATE INTERGOVERNMENTAL CLEARINGHOUSE Date Received .
STATE PLANNING DIVISION
STATE CAPITOL
BISMARCK, NORTH DAKOTA 58501

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT TO BE REVIEWED

TO: Ms. Betty Morgan

ND Wildlife Federation

Bismarck, ND 58501

ISSU;?' Federal Energy Administration
DATE: ___July 2, 1976
II;I:ON]['ECOTF Draft EIS - Strategic Petroleum Reserve

The attached Environmental Impact Statement is referred to your agency for review and
possible comments. If you consider it satisfactory, please check the box labeled,
“no comment.” Otherwise, please check one of the other appropriate boxes. Your
cooperation is asked in completing this memo and returning it to the State Intergovern-
mental Clearinghouse within 10 days from date of receipt. If no response is received
within 15 days of date of notification it will be assumed you have no comment.

rf—l

—x NO comment

— D Meéting desired with applicant
L_J Comments submitted herewith

eveieenn.... NEABE MAKING AN ATTEMET TO COMMENT . . .. ... ... Ceiieeaes

1. Specific comments which are to be attached to the review statement which will be
submitted by the State Intergovernmental Clearinghouse: (Use reverse side or
separate sheets if necessary)

2. Reasons why meeting is desired with applicant:

Reviewer's
Signature: H. R, Morgan Date: 1-13-76

Chairman, Energy and Environment Commlittee
Title: ’ Tele: 223-8384

II-76 .




NDSIC FORM B (3/71) PNRS NO.

Dy

FROM: STATE INTERGOVERNMENTAL CLEARINGHOUSE ~ ] \Date Received

STATE PLANNING DIVISION
STATE CAPITOL
BISMARCK, NORTH DAKOTA 58501

S A |

T i
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT TO BE REVIEWED | JUL 14 M76 b

-\ Stale Planning

. Dr. Ed Noble - o
TO: ‘ k% Division

State Geologist QT} C

Grand Forks, ND 58201

ISSUED

BY: Federal Energy Administration

NAME OF
PROJECT: Draft EIS = Stxategie—Petroloun—Recerve -

The attached Environmental Impact Statement is referred to your agency for review and
possible comments. If you consider it satisfactory, please check the box labeled,

"no comment.” Otherwise, please check one of the other appropriate boxes. Your
cooperation is asked in completing this memo and returning it to the State Intergovern-
mental Clearinghouse within 10 days from date of receipt. If no response is received
within 15 days of date of notification it will be assumed you have no comment.

D No comment — ‘
D Meeting desired with applicant

D Comments submitted herewith

1. Specific comments which are to be attached to the review statement which will be
submitted by the State Intergovernmental Clearinghouse: (Use reverse side or
‘separate sheets if necessary)

We have no comment at this time; however, when and if North Dakota salt
cavity storage is considered, we will kave extensive questions and comments.

2. Reasons why meeting is desired with applicant:

Reviewer's z ’: . o
Signature:; ‘ Date: _July 12, 1476 _

Title: Assistant State Geologist Tele: 777-2231
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NDSIC FORM B (9/71) PNRS NO.

FPROM: STATE INTERGOVERNMENTAL CLEARINGHOUSE Date Received .
STATE PLANNING DIVISION
STATE CAPITOL
BISMARCK, NORTH DAKOTA 58501

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT TO BE REVIEWED

TO: Mr, Erling Brostuen

ND Geological Survey

Williston, ND 58801

ISSUED :
BY: Federal Energy Administration

DATE: ___July 2, 1976

NAME OF
PROJECT: Draft EIS -~ Strategic Petroleum Reserve

The attached Environmental Impact Statement is referred to your agency for review and

possible comments. If you consider it satisfactory, please check the box labeled,

"no comment." Otherwise, please check one of the other appropriate boxes. Your

cooperation is asked in completing this memo and retyrning it to the State Intergovern-

mental Clearinghouse within 10 days from date of receipt. If no response is received

within 15 days of date of notification it will be assumed you have no comment. .

D No comment

[:l Meeting desired with applicant
E/Comments submitted herewith

oooooooooooooooooooooo L A R I O O I I R I R R O I N S R R N N S S S S PSSPy

1, Specific comments which are to be attached to the review statement whidh will be
submitted by the State Intergovernmental Clearinghouse: (Use reverse side or
separate sheets if necessary) Se-e boes '

2. Reasons why meeting is desired with applicant:

Stgnature: 2 v vae:(L b /&, /2%
Ay S .
Title: 54(/4—4,4;,1,./ Tele: 7/ 7203 /
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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, Box 1049, 361 East Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio 43216 (614) 466-8565

James A. Rhodes
Governor

Ned E. Williams, P.E.
Director

Very tru}y yours,

August 17, 1976

Re: Draft EIS - Strategic Petroleum Reserve - FEA

OhicEPA

Mr. Robert L. Davies

Director Strategic

Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration
1726 M Street, NW

Washington, DC 20461

Dear Mr. Davies:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, acting as Tead agency
and review coordinator on Federal Environmental Impact Statements,
has solicited comments from other State Agencies on the adequacy
of the above referenced document. Comments were received from
sections of this Agency and the Ohio Department of Natural Re-
sources. A1l commenting reviewers felt that the Draft EIS was
quite thorough and very well done. Developed as a programmatic
impact statement, the document has insured consideration of the
cumulative impacts of the actious proposed.

The FEA, as well as other Federal Agencies, would benefit greatly
in producing more documents such as this on other programs

which, when taken together, produce cumulative impacts not forseen
during production of individual impact statements.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the Draft EIS.

Director

NED/cm

100% Recycled Paper II- 8 l



STATE OF OKLAHOMA

State Grant-In-Aid Clearinghouse

L
5500 N. WESTERN « OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA 73118 » PHONE (405) 840-2811

August 10, 1976

Mr. Robert L. Davies
Director, Strategic

Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration
Washington, D. C. 20461

RE: 01G603--Draft EIS Strategic Petroleum Reserve
Dear Mr. Davies:

The environmental information for the above referenced
project has been reviewed in accordance with OMB Circular A-
95 and Section 102 (2) (C) of the National Environmental
Policy Act by the state agencies charged with enforcing
environmental standards in the State of Oklahoma.

The state agencies, comprising the Pollution Control
Coordinating Board, have reviewed the proposed project and
agree that no adverse environmental impact is anticipated.
Therefore, the state clearinghouse requires no further
review, .

Sincerely,

Don N. Strain
Dirgctor

DNS:mt
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ROBERT W. STRAUB

GOVERNOR

Executive Department

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS DIVISION

240 COTTAGE STREET S.E., SALEM, OREGON 97310

August 17, 1976

Mr. Robert L. Davies
Director, Strategic
Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration
Washington, D. C. 20461

Dear Mr. Davies:

Re: Strategic Petroleum Reserve
PNRS #7607 4 120

Thank you for submitting your draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement for State of Oregon review
and comment,

Your draft was referred to the appropriate
state agencies. The consensus among reviewing agencies

-was that the draft adequately described the environ-

mental impact of your proposal.

We will expect to receive copies of the final
statement as required by Council of Environmental
Quality Guidelines.

Sincerely,

Q/é @u’,l,,, /«%z.‘. y
William H. Young
Administrator

WHY:1lg
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Pennsylvania
State September 22, 1976
Clearinghouse

P.0. BOX 1323 — HARRISBURG, PA. 17120 — (717) 787-8046

Commonwaeaith 783-3133
of
Pennsyivania ’
P.S.C. APPLICATION IDENTIFIER # __ /0073003
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE
OFFICE OF THE BUDGET L. .
g APPLICANT NAME: Federal Energy Administration
PROGRAM NUMBER/TITLE: Strategic Petroleum Reserve

AREA OF PROJECT IMPACT:

The Governor's Budget Office, as the State Clearinghouse for the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, certifies that in regard to the
above referenced application, the applicant has complied with
the requirements of OMB Circular A-95 Revised, Attachment 3,
Part I: Project Notification and Review System by notifying

the State Clearinghouse of its intention to submit this applica-
tion for a Federal grant-in-aid.

This application was sent to the agencies listed below to acquire
their review and comment on same. An asterisk (*) preceding the
name of a reviewing agency indicates that a comment was made by
that agency on this application and sazid comment is attached hereto.
The comments made by the reviewing agencies are intended to
strengthen the objectives of this application and should be incor-
porated into the substance thereof. 1If you have any questions
concerning these comments, then please call the State Clearinghouse
for clarification. A copy of .this transmittal and all attached
comments must accompany this application when submitted to the
Federal Government for funding.

*Dept. of Labor and Industry, *Dept. of Commerce, *Dept. of Environmental Resources,

*0ffice of State Planning and Development, .

In conclusion, the Pennsylvania State Clearinghouse is pleased to
recommend Federal approval of this application.

Sincerely,
Federal Energy Administration Mrs. Greta M. Line, Supervisor
New Post Office Building Pennsylvania State Clearinghouse

12th Strmet and Pennsylvania Avenue
Washington, D.C. 20461 I
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WEALTH o PENNSYL
®

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES
The s hry O BOX 148

HARRISBURNG, PENNBYI.VANIA 12120

September 8, 1976

SUBJECT: Review and Evaluation of PSCH No.: 76-07-3-003
DEIS - Strategic Petroleum Reserve
Statewide

TO: Greta M. Line, Supervisor
Pennsylvanig State Clearinghouse

This project has been evaluated on the basis of the actions proposed
in the applicant's submission. Any changes made by the applicant subsequent
to and not in keeping with our recommendations will require a new submission
through the Pennsylvania State Clearinghouse. The Department retains an
interest in this project. Inquiries concerning the following comments should
be directed to Keith R. Gentzler, Chief, Division of Coordination, Office of
Planning and Research, Department of Environmental Resources, P.0. Box 2357,
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, 17120. Phone: (717) 783-1334.

The Department of Environmental Resources recommends approval of this
project with the understanding that the following conditions will be met:

(1) The Draft EIS discusses the proposed development of storage
facilities for petroleum products by three different types; solution-
mined cavities in salt, conventional underground mines and aboveground
tankage. Storage of petroleum will occur mainly in two geographical
areas; the Gulf Coast region and the East Coast region. Our Department's
concern is with the East Coast region. Aboveground tanks are intended
to be the main type of storage in this region.

(2) The proposed project will involve major construction work and
conscientious use of good construction practices must be made for
minimizing air and noise poliution. Operation of the storage tanks will
cause hydrocarbon emissions. These must be controlled by use of
floating roofs and vapor recovery systems as specified in Chapter 129 of
the Rules and Regulations of the Department of Environmental Resources.

Continued

| ®



Greta M. Line Page 2 September 8, 1976

(3) Noise levels caused by construction and operation of storage tanks
will be significant. Maximum effort should be made to minimize unnecessary
machinery useage especially in residential areas.

(4) Mined areas often have fractures and channels connecting the mine

with ground water supplies. Each specific mine site considered for
petroleum storage should be evaluated to determine the possibility of

ground water contamination. There already exists in the Philadelphia area,
under private ownership, a most successful underground storage facility

of petroleum products. The success of that facility clearly demonstrates
the feasibility of both the geological and technical conditions for major
petroleum reserve storage in eastern Pennsylvania. Specific site information
is not contained in the Draft EIS. If the proposed project is funded, each
site would have to be evaluated and considered separately.
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SUBJECT:

TO:

FROM:

12.67

COMMONWEAL TH OF PENNSYLVANIA

July 27, 1976

P.S.C. 476-07-3-003 JUL 281976

Pennsylvania State Clearinghouse
ATTENTION: Greta M. Line, Supervisor

Albert E. Smigel, Special Assistant for .
Economic Affairs
Office of State Planning and Development

The Environmental Impact Statement Draft -~ DES 76-2, June, 1976,
seems to call for little or no response from Pennsylvania. 1In
substantiation of this statement, please note VI-39 - "principal
states involved with the Strategic Storage Problem", and Table
VI-S5 on page VI-40, which lists 13 "State Land Use Programs
(Sept. 1974)" and does not include Pennsylvania. I infer that
either it is assumed that we do not have a land use program
and/or we are not a "principal" state insofar as the Stockpile
Program is concerned.

Given the seven facility types (I-12), Pennsylvania would be
considered, if at all, for "new non-salt mines" (which limits

us to rather limited bed~rock storage) and "conventional storage
tanks", There are two unmentioned possibilities -~ above the
water table abandoned coal mines and abandoned phosphate mines.
These could accommodate only container storage.

If, as suggested in I-12, we were to put 10 million barrels
above ground, the barrel cost alone would be about $120 millions.
($10 per 42-gallon barrel. Larger size barrels would be harder
and more dangerous to handle, as well as presenting greater
pollution potential.)

The volume of the barrels alone (with no account taken of
aisleways, etc.) would be approximately 53 million cubic feet.

The weight of barrels and contents would be about 1.75 million
tons. ’

The logistics problem for barrel/tank storage is formidable.
What concerns me even more is the worthwhileness of the whole
program. The initial stage which is slated for 1978 implementa-
tion (itself a highly dubious time projection) is supposed to
store 150 million barrels. Based on current consumption,

this is only a 9-day stockpile. Is this really a significant
program? The cost certainly is significant.
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The second stage projects 500 million barrels by 1982, much

less than a 30-day supply by 1982. This "review and comment”

is not the place to expand on the constraints and huge cost

of this program. The cost/benefit ratio, in my judgment, is
unfavorable. If these dollars were dedicated to coal gasification
and liquefaction, I believe the benefits would be much greater.

AES/bcb
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND INDUSTRY
HARRISBURG 17120

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

August 18, 1976

Miss Rosemary White

Project Review Coordinator
Pennsylvania State Clearinghouse
P. 0. Box 1323

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120

Dear Miss White:

Re: Pemnsylvania State Clearinghouse
A-95 Review and Comment Request

P.S.C. # 76-07-3-003

Thank you for my review copy of the Draft Environmental
Tmpact Statement DBES 76-~2 in the matter of Strategic Petroleum
Reserve issued by the Pederal Energy Administration. TYou solicited
ny comments.

I found the document very comprehensive and absorbing.
Its content is well presented and substantiated and it is reassuring
to know that the forces of Government are diligently seeking solubions
to our oil dilemma.

I am sure that of the various methods presented for oil
storage only those which “produce a minimum effect on our environment
and atmosphere will be selected.

Again, thank you.

Sincerely, ( E

Paul J. Smith
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SUBJECT:

TO:

FROM:

(5(\?\1E¥7i§

12-%\) COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

Department of Commerce
August 3, 1976

PSCH # 76-07-3-003
Strategic Petroleum Reserve

Rosemary White
Project Review Coordinator
Governor's Budget Office

L 7/)
Charles S. Welsh z j L/
Deputy Secretary g .

Department of Commerce .

The Department of Commerce, Bureau of Appalachian Development, has
reviewed the Strategic Petroleum Impact Statement DES 76-2, June 1976,
and has no adverse comments relating to the proposal.

This proposal seems to have covered all areas of concern and interest
in and with the industry and environment involved with petroleum.

FLM/ems
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STATEPLANNING BUREAU “JHH(

State Capltol Y PA°L 2 e °L 1
Pierre, South Dakota 5750 . office of

605/224 3661 Executive Management

August 12, 1976

Robert L. Davies

Director, Strategic
Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration
Washington, D.C. 20461

RE: Draft administrative env1ronmenta1 impact statement on the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve.

Dear Mr. Davies:

The S.D. State Planning Bureau has completed review of the
subject project.

The following agencies were invited to review and comment:

S.D. Energy Office

S.D. Department of Natural Resource Development
Planning and Development Districts I-VI

State Geological. Survey

Department of Environmental Protection

*‘Based upon the information contained in this report and responses
of the above agencies, we have no adverse comments on the proposal
at this time.

Si rely,

/

Dan R, Rucks
Commissioner
STATE PLANNING BUREAU

DRB/pvk
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DOLPH BRISCOE
GOVERNOR

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

September 20, 1976

Mr. Robert L. Davies, Director
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration
Washington, D. C. 20461

Dear Mr. Davies:

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and the
Texas Policy for the Environment, the draft Environmental Impact State-

ment on the Strategic Petroleum Reserve program has been reviewed by the
Budget and Planning Office and by interested and affected State agencies.

The enclosed comments of the reviewing agencies should be considered in
their entirety. The following is a brief summary of their comments:

1.

The Governor's Energy Advisory Council recommended additional,
specific effects of the Strategic Petroleum Program be assessed.
The Council emphasized the need for assessing the effects of
allocating "old" oil to the Strategic Petroleum Reserve,

effects of participation in "entitlements" for the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve, and effects of sealing inlets against oil
spills. In addition, the Governor's Energy Advisory Council
expressed concern over potential environmental damage, particu-
larly in view of the problems of subsidence and the competition
for surface water supplies in this part of the Gulf Coast.

The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department provided extensive
comments and supplied additional information on wildlife,
fisheries, and recreational resources. Additions and modifica-
tions to several tables on fish and wildlife resources viere
recommended. The Department suggested several other aspects

of brine disposal be discussed. Taking steps to minimize the
creation of obstacles for offshore shrimp trawling operations
also was recommended.

The Texas Department of Health Resources recommended that
sites for o0il storage be carefully selected to minimized
groundwater contamination. The Department offered several
comments on noise criteria and anticipated noise levels; it
also indicated that the noise impact area may be much greater
than predicted in the draft Environmental Impact Statement.
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Mr. Robert L. Davies

Page 2
September

The commen
planning e
contact us

Enclosures

20, 1976

The Texas Water Rights Commission recommended a special plan

be prepared to ensure the overall, uninterrupted technical,
administrative, and operational custody in the phase build-up

of the Strategic Reserve components. Also this agency suggested
a special analysis of impacts on vested surface water rights

be prepared.

The Texas Department of Agriculture stated that the assessment
does not give sufficient weight to the environmental effects

of washing out cavities in salt domes and the subsequent brine
disposal. Further, the Department of Agriculture suggested

that the "no action" alternative be given more serious consider-
ation since the target completion date for the strategic oil
reserve storage facilities will be at a point in the future
when U.S. crude 0il imports are expected to decrease.

The Texas Water Quality Board suggested the environmental
assessment of groundwater quality and related economic aspects
of brine disposal be expanded. The Board also noted that
recent experiences in Texas showed that salt mines may not be
structurally sound and, therefore, encouraged further investi-
gation relative to the structural integrity of overburden at
storage sites.

ts of all reviewing agencies are provided to aséist your
ffort. If this Office can be of further assistance, please

Sincerely,

Bl 13 et

Charles D. Travis, Director
Budget and Planning Office
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Governor’s Energy Advisory Council

7703 North Lamar P.O. Box 15286  Austin, Texas 78761 Phone (512) 475-5491

Members

Governor Dalph Briscoe, Chairman Alvin C. Askew
Lt. Governor William P Hobby, Vice Chairmar
Speaker of the House Bill Clayton

Attomey General John L Hill AUEUSt 3 y 1976 Joc E. Ventura
Cheirman Ben Ramsey, Texas Railroad Commission
Comnussioner Bob Armsirong, General Land Office
Commissioner John . Whue, Department of Agrivulture
Comptroller Bob Bullock. Comptrolter of Public Accounts
Scnator Mux Shermuan

Representative Jon P. Newton

Executive Director

Associate Executive Director

Mr. Charles D. Travis
Budget and Planning Office
Office of the Governor
411 W. 13th '
Austin, Texas 78701

Attn: State Clearinghouse

Dear Mr. Travis:

The following comments are offered on Items 1, 5 and 6 of the Agency
Review Transmittal Sheet with regard to Draft Envirommental Impact Statement:
Strategic Petroleum Reserve, DES76~2-June-76:

ITEM 1: Additional Specific effects which should be assessed:

(a) Effect on allocating "old" oil to Strategic
Petroleum Reserve if utilized (III-32)

(b) Effect of participation in "Entitlements'
for Strategic Petroleum Reserve if utilized
(II11-32)

(c¢) Effect of sealing inlets against oil spills
(VI-45)

ITEM 5: Our assessment of how serious the environment damage from
this project might be, using the best alternative and control
measures:

(a) Subsidence is a serious consideration in the Gulf
Coast Area which militates strongly against use of
ground water for '"leaching' or ''cycling’.

(b) Water supply questions are very serious: .
1. Competition with other water resource needs.
‘2. Depletion of available ground water supplies.
3. Reduction of aquifer volumes through compaction.
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Page Two

4. Potential encroachment of salinity.

5. Significant lowering of water tables
from ""leaching" or "cycling''.

(These problems militate against use of

ground water or fresh surface water)

(c) The potential damage from o0il spills is serious
and requires every possible protective measure.

ITEM 6: We identify issues which require further discussion or

ACA/RR/gl

resolution:

Any of the above listed items might be the
subject of further discussion or resolution
either in connection with this impact statement
or possibly more effectively in connection with

site-specific impact statements to be presented
later.

Sincerely,

L AL,

Alvin C. Askew
Executive Director
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. AGENCY REVIEW TRANSMITTAL SHEET

TO:  Charles D. Travis, Director Date: Sent: July 13, 1976
Budget and Planning Office )
0ffice of the Governor Date: Due : August 3, 1976

(Attention: State Clearinghouse)
Refer: EIS .6-07-002

FROM:  Mr. Alvin Askew, Governor's Energy Advisory Council
SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE DES76-2-dune

We have reviewed the cited document and our comments as to the adequacy of treatment
of environmerital effects of concern are shown below: .

Check (X) for each item

None Comment enclosed|
1. Additional specific effects which should be assessed: X
2. Additional alternatives which should be considered: X
3. Better or more appropriate measures and standards which
should be used to evaluate environmental effects:
X -
. 4. Additional control measures which should be applied to
reduce adverse environmental effects or to avoid or
minimize the irreversible or irretrievable commitment
of resources:
X
5. Our assessment of how serious the environmental damage
from this project might be, using the best alternative
and control measures:
: X
6. We identify issudes which require further discussion or
resolution:
X

4

m This agency concurs with the implementation of this project.

E:' This agency does not wish to comment on the subject document because:

. AI-lo1 _‘ Name & Title of Reviewing Official
Enclosure (s)



TEXAS
PARKS AND WILDLIFE DEPARTMENT

COMMISSIONERS COMMISSIONE RS

PEARCE JOHNSON
Chairman, Austin

JOE K. FULTON
Vice—Chairman, Lubbock
JACK R. STONE

CLAYTON T. GARRISON ; LOUIS H. STUMBERG
Walls EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR Jw' £8 1976 San Antonio

Aot Texss roror  BUdget,/Planning

B80B BURLESON

RECEIVED

JOHN M. GREEN
Beaumont

July 27, 1976

Mr. H. Anthony Breard, Coordinator
Natural Resources Section

Governor's Budget and Planning Office
Executive Office Building

411 West 13th Street

Austin, Texas 78701

Dear Mr. Breard:

Reference is made to the "Draft Environmental Impact Statement: Strategic
Petroleum Reserve, DES76-2, June, 1976' which you forwarded to this agency
for review and comment on July 12, 1976.

Review of the document has indicated that it is generally well presented
and documented. With a few minor exceptions, the anticipated regional

impacts of the proposed activity are adequately and clearly addressed in
the statement. -

The discussion and tabular data concerning the Federal Energy Administration
regions within which the project is expected to be implemented (pages II-9
through II-11) could be clarified by the ifclusion of a map which shows the V
boundaries of these regions. In the absence of such a map, it is difficult

to interpret the information provided in the text and tables.

The discussion of energy requirements for implementing the project (sections
I.F.7 and II11.B.l.e) could be made more complete by including information on .,
the amounts of energy required for transportation and refining of the crude

oll reserves and the energy requirements for the construction and placement

of equipment required for development and operation of the facilities.

Table IV-12 should be amended by omitting the pinfish and sea catfish from

the list of important sports organisms of the Gulf Coast region since there
is not an active sport fishery for those species.

II-102



Mr. H. Anthony Breard
July 27, 1976
Page Two

It is recommended ‘that the data presented in Table IV-13 be omitted and

that more recent and complete data be substituted. These data are contained
in a recent Texas Parks and Wildlife Department report entitled "“Survey of
Finfish Harvest in Selected Texas Bays'" by T. L. Heffernan et al. A copy

of this report is attached for use by the Federal Energy Administration in
the revision of the draft.

The information given in Table IV-14 should be supplemented by the addition
of species listed in the "Texas Parks and Wildlife Department Regulations
for Taking; Possession, Transportation, Exportation, Processing, Sale ot
Offer for Sale, or Shipment of Endangered Fish or Wildlife Threatened with
Extinction in Texas," a copy of which is attached.

The interaction matrix of Table V-8,. which rates the anticipated degree

to which various coastal zone activities may impact various biotopes, is
generally quite accurate. It is recommended, however, that several ratings
be revised. These recommended ratings are given below in the following form:

Activity number/Biotope number - recommended rating

3/1 -1 7/11 - 3 16/8 - 3
5/5 - 4 9/2 - 4
5/6 - 4 15/6 - 4
5/13- 3 16/6 - 3
7/8 - 4 16/7 - 3

The discussion of possible impacts of brine disposal in the Gulf of Mexico
'should be expanded to include those Impacts which may result if the point

of discharge was located on the migration routes of shrimp between the tidal
passes and the deeper offshore waters. It should also include a discussion
of the impact which may result from discharges of brine in areas of the Gulf
of Mexico which are most heavily utilized by the offshore shrimping fleet.

Throughout the draft statement, the probable impacts of brine discharges are
addressed with reference only to the effects of the salinity of the brine.
Recent research has shown, however, that the effects of brine are due not v
only to its salinity, but to the fact.that brine is directly toxic to marine
organisms because of its reversed calcium-magnesium ratio as compared with
normal sea salts. This aspect of brine should be discussed in the revised
statement. ’

In the discussion of the effects of brine discharges on page V-53, it is
stated that "Brine disposal from cycling will cause no more impact than
will the disposal of brine from the solution-mining because the layer of
brine in proximity with the crude oil will not be discharged, thus preventing

the discharge of any suspended or floating oil.f This statement is inconsistent |
with information given in section V.D. which indicates that the soluble fractions

of crude oil are extremely toxic to a wide variety of marine and estuarine
organisms. The solubility of low-boiling aromatics such as benzene, zylenme,
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Mr. H. Anthony Breard
July 27, 1976

Page Three

naphthaline, and phenanthrene makes it probable that these compounds will be
present in large quantities in brine used for cycling crude oil or refined
products through the storage facilities. The presence of these compounds
would, therefore, render brine used for product cycling much more toxic than
the brine used for solution-mining.

In section VI-A (Mitigating Measures), It is recommended that the advisability
of completing wellheads beneath the substrate of the Gulf of Mexico and of
complete burial of pipelines be discussed with reference to minimizing the
creation of obstacles to offshore shrimp trawling operations.

The opportunity tg/review and comment upon this document is appreciated.
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1.01

1.02

2.01

TEXAS PARKS AND WILDLIFE DEPARTMENT
REGULATIONS FOR TAKING, POSSESSION,
TRANSPORTATION, EXPORTATION, PRO-
CESSING, SALE OR OFFER FOR SALE, OR
SHIPMENT OF ENDANGERED" FISH OR WILD-
LIFE THREATEMEDs WITH EXTINCTION IN
TEXAS
As Amended April 1975

AUTHORITY

This regulation is issued pursuant to Article 913a, Vernon's Texas
Penal Code (Chapter 126, Acts of the 63rd Legislature, Regular Ses-
sion, 1973).

EFFECTIVE DATE

This regulation shall take effect May 15, 1975, and shall remain in
effect until amended, revoked, or modified.

CLOSED SEASON

Except as provided by Section 2.02, it shall be unlawful for any person
to take, possess, transport, export, process, sell or offer for sale,
or ship any of the following species of fish and wildlife within this
state, and no person shall possess, transport, export, process, sell

or offer for sale goods made from fish and wildlife not born and

raised in captivity. As used in this section "person" means any
individual, firm, corporation, association or partnership.

MAMMALS

Blue whale Balaenoptera musculus
Finback whale Balaenoptera physalus

Right whale ’ Eubalaena spp. (all species)
Sperm whale Physeter catodon
Black=-footed ferret Mustela nigripes

Jaguar - Panthera onca

Margay Felisg wiedii

Ocelot - Felis pardalis

Red wolf Canis rufus

West Indian manatee Trichechus manatus

Bighorn sheep Ovis' canadensis

BIRDS

Brown pelican Pelecanus occidentalis
Mexican duck Anag diazi

Southern bald eagle Haliaeetus 1. leucocephalus
American peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus anatum
Arctic peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus tundrius
Attwater's greater prairie chicken Tympanuchus cupido attwateri
Whooping crane Grus americana

Eskimo curlew ’ Numenius borealis
Ivory-billed woodpecker Campephilus principalis
Red-cockaded woodpecker Dendrocopos borealis
Bachman's warbler Vermivora bachmanii
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REPTILES

Atlantic ridley turtle Lepidochelys kempii .
Hawksbill turtle Eretmochelys imbricata
Leatherback turtle Dermochelys coriacea
American alligator Alligator mississipiensis
AMPHIBIANS

Cascade Cavern salamander Furycea latitans

San Marcos salamander Eurycea nana

Fern Bank salamander Furvcea pterophila

Texas blind salamander Typhlomolge rathbuni

Houston toad Bufo houstonensis

FISHES !
Big Bend gambusia Gambusia gaigei

Clear Creek gambusia Gambusia heterochir

Pecos gambusgia Gambusia nobilis

Comanche Springs pupfish Cyprinodon elegans

Fountain darter Etheogtoma fonticola

2,02 PERMIT TO TAKE CERTAIN FISH AND WILDLIFE

No person may take, possess, or transport fish or wildlife classified as
endangered species and named in this regulation for zoological gardens

or scientific purposes, or take or transport fish or wildlife classified

as endangered species as specified in this regulation from the wild, or

from their natural habitat for propagation for commercial purposes, unless

he has obtained a valid permit from this Department as required by the .
provisions of Article 913, Penal Code of Texas, 1925, as amended.

3.01 PENALTY

Any person who violates any provisions of this regulation is guilty

of a misdemeanor and on first conviction is punishable by a fine of

not less than $100, nor more than $200. A person who is convicted for
a second violation of a provision of this regulation is punishable

by a fine or not less than $200 nor more than $500, or confinement

in the county jail for not less than 30 days, nor more than 90 days,

or both. A person who is convicted for a third or subsequent violation
of a provision of this regulation is punishable by a fine of not less
than $500 nor more than $2,000, and confinement in the county jail for
not less than six months nor more than one year.

4,01  AMENDMENTS

This regulation may be amended, revoked or modified in compliance with
the provisions of Article 913a, Vernon's Texas Penal Code, at any regular
or speclal meeting of this Commission upon finding that need exists for
such action.
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STATE OF TEXAS:
COUNTY OF TRAVIS:

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT the foregoing is a true-and correct duplicate
original copy of "Regulations for Taking, Possession, Transportation, Exporta-
tion, Processing, Sale or Offer for Sale, or Shipment of Endangered Fish or
Wildlife Threatened with Extinction in Texas' as adopted by the Texas Parks
and Wildlife Commission at its meeting held on April 29, 1975.

WITNESS MY HAND AND SEAL OF OFFICE this the b“é\, dary of May,
’
1975. Py
g / / i
A A

P

s
Le B
Clayton T. Garrisoy, Executive Director
Parks and Wildli Department
Sta?e of Texas

L
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Texas Department of Health Resources

Fratis L. Duff, M.D., Dr.P.H. . 1100 West 49th Street

Director

Austin, Texas 78756

Raymond T. Moore, M.D. (512) 454-3781

Deputy Director

Mr. Charles D. Travis, Director

Governor'
Qffice

July 30, 1976

P L -
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- . .
t ‘- ¢y

5\ te
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Members of the Board

Robert D. Moreton, Chairman

William ). Foran, Vice-Chalrman
Royce E, Wisenbaker, Secretary

N, L. Barker Jr.

Roderic M, Bell

bohnnie M. Benson
Eugene Brown

3 %Al Burton

Charles Max Cole
Francis A. Conley
William J. Edwards

AUG 4 {50 Sterling H. Fly Jr.

s Budget and Planning

Executive Office Building

411l West

13th Street

Austin, Texas 78701

ATTENTION:

SUBJECT:

Dear Mr.

A letter was received from Mr.
dated July 12, 1976,

John Janak, Assistant Chief
Intergovernmental Coordination

Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Strategic Petroleum Reserve

Travis:

Impact Statement, Strategic Petroleum Reserve, DES76-2."
was prepared by the Federal Energy Administration and is dated June,

1976.

Raymond G. Garrett
Bob D, Glaze

. 13 H b
Pt fg» ’/ :.mnn!nggnchard T. Hollins

ria LaMantia
Phitip Lewis

H. Anthony Breard of your office
requesting a review of the "Draft Environmental

The report

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for its
public and environmental health implications and offer the following

comments:

1.

Sites for oil storage in salt domes should be very
carefully selected in order to minimize the possi-
bility of contamination of ground waters which are

or may be used as potable water supplies.

The use of 60 Ld (Loudness-day-night) as the accept-
able noise criteria is questioned inasmuch as the
Environmental Protection Agency has used a level of

55 Lgp as its criteria as shown on Page V-38.
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Mr. Travis
Page 2
July 30, 1976

3. Values for Lgp, shown in Table V-6 and V-7, appear
to be calculated bascd on daytime only operation.
Since nighttime operation reasonably can be expected,
the Ly, would be about 8 db higher. Therefore, the
noise impact area may be much greater than predicted.

U4, . There is an apparent discrepancy in Table V-7 on
Page V-U45; the noise level for one electric motor
is recorded as being higher than the noise level for
6 motors. '

The opportunity to review and comment on this proposed project is
appreciated.

Sincerely,

A fo D,

Fratis L. Duff, D.
Director
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AGENCY REVIEW I'RANSMIT1AL SHEET .

TO: Charles D. Travis, Director Date: Sent 7-13-76
Budget and Planning Office
Office of the Governor ) T ~ ; , .Date: Due 8-03-76
(Attn: .State Clearinghouse; John Gosﬁn& C E; i t U

Kéfer: pI§-6-07-002

. FROM: Robert E. Schneider, Executive Director 'ue 4 1576 D £ Revi
5 Date of Review: 8-3-76

Texas Water Rights Commission

SUBJECT: U.S. FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTQ’A%}(PJMF ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT --STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE (DES 76-2;

JUNE 1976). Check (X) for each item
. None Comments
1. Additional specific effects which should be assessed
and mentioned: ) X
2. Additional alternatives which should be considered: X

. Prepare a special plan
3. Better or more appropriate measures and standards which |to engsure overall, un-

should be used to evaluate environmental effects: interrupted technieal,
administrative, and oper-
ational custody in the
4, Additional control measures which should be applied to phased build-up*of the

reduce adverse environmental effects or to avoid or SPR, ESR, IPR, &
minimize the irreversible or irretrievable commitment - RPR (pp I1-4, 5).
of resources: .
. See Comments
5. Our assessment of how serious the environmental damage for Items 3, 4,
from this project might be, using the best alternative X and 6.

and control measures:

Prepare a special
6. We identify issues which require further discussion or impact’analy’éis of the

resolution: : SPR, ESR, IPR, & RPR
. on vested surface water
rights.

E This agency ‘concurs with the implementation of this project. (%) (See Note)

I:] This agency does not wish to comment on the subject document because:

NOTE (%) Concurrence is subject to reasonable consideration of the comments in Items
3, 4, and 6, These comments stem from the Commission's basic statutory duty to see
that the matter of water rights is given specific, direct consideration in the project --
from its inception and uninterruptedly through the formulation, operation, and phase-out
stages, -

lyst for ‘Environment
NOTED: Interagency Coordination
Phone: (512) 475-2678

Name & Title of Reviewing Official
Robert E. Schneider :

Executive Director :
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. AGENCY REVIEW TRANSMITTAL SHEET

T0:  Charles D. Travis, Director RECEi\} h‘“u Sent : July 13, 19
Budget and P1anmna Office

Office of the Governor gfdate: Due : August 3, 19
(Attention: State Clearinghouse) aus 10
Refer: EIS -6-07-002
FROM: The Honorable John C. White, TDA Budget/ Plannmé

SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE, DES76-2-Jur

We have reviewed the cited document and our comments as to the adequacy of treatment
of environmental effects of concern are shown below:

Check (X) for each item

None Comment enclosed
1. Additional specific effects which should be assessed: W
2. Additional alternatives which should be considered: "
3. Better or more appropriate measures and standards which
should be used to evaluate environmental effects: v
. 4. Additional control measures which should be applied to
reduce adverse environmental effects or to avoid or-
minimize the irreversible or irretrievable commitment
of resources: —

5. Our assessment of how serfous the environmental damage
‘from this project might be, using the best alternative -
and control measures:

6. wé identify issues which reqﬁite‘further discugsion or 3
resolution: 1

E This agency concurs with the 1m'p1eme‘ntat_:ion of this project.

E:::] This agency does not wish to comment on the subject document because:

Ir-111 . Z
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Texas Department of Agriculture

Office of the Commissioner Austin, Texas 78711

Phone (512) 475-3324

DATE: Ju]y 26, 1976

RE: Comments, DEIS: Strdtegic Petroleum Reserve,
DES76-2, June, 1976

Category 1: The environmental effects of washing out a
cavity in a salt dome is only casually addressed. The po-
tential environmental impacts of disposing of the brine
are great enough to merit closer attention. A section pro-

viding a detailed consideration of this problem is recom-
mended. .

Category 2: The "no action" alternative is mentioned but

not seriously discussed. It should be, particularly in

1ight of sections of the draft EIS which indicate the storage
facilities would not be completed until 1982 and that by

1985 U.S. imports will have dropped ‘to 1.2 MMBPD., If these
estimates are correct, then enormous sums will have been

spent for only a few years' partial protection. If present .
trends continue, however, our imports will not have dropped

to 1.2 MMBPD. They may not decrease at all by 1985, and
they may increase, in which case the proposed storage will
Tikely be too small to be of much value. This whole course
of action needs to be analyzed more comprehensively.

ED NICHOLS, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER
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August 13, 1976

Re: Draft Environmental impact State-
ment for Strategic Petroleum
Reserve, Federal Energy Administration

Mr. Charles D. Travis, Director
Governor's Budget and Planning Office
Office of the Governor

Executive Office Building

411 W. 13th’ Street

.Austin, Texas 78701

Dear Mr. Travis:

The staff of the Texas Water Quality Board has reviewed the
draft environmental impact statement for the strategic
petroleum reserve program proposed by the Federal Energy
Administration and offer the following comments for your
congideration.

The environmental assessment on groundwater quality and
related economic aspects of brine  disposal should be expanded
regarding the washing of caverns in Gulf Coast salt domes.
Although the mechanics of brine injection are well known,

the effects of inadequately designed and located injection
wells has not been adequately addressed in the report. The
disposal of brine into the caprock overlying a salt dome is
practiced in many areas; however, potential problems can
exist where sands either terminate against the dome or the
caprock. Injection into the caprock, where it is in hydro-
logic contact with the sand, can result in shifting the salt
water-fresh water interface further away from the dome.

Even if the caprock is hydrologically isolated from the sands,
the pressure increases in the caprock can result in the up-
ward migration of injected brine when nearby inadequately
cemented well bores exist in the salt dome. If properly
constructed injection wells are completed off the flanks

of the salt domes, then the potential environmental impli-
cations will be less, but the expense associated with the
project will increase significantly.
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Mr. Charled D. Travis
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Recent experiences in Texas indicate that salt mines may
not be a structurally sound storage site. Collapse of
incompetent overburden has resulted in the upward displace-
ment of saline water into overlying usable quality water.
The structural soundness of any area should thoroughly be
investigated prior to seriotis consideration of storing
petroleum products.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this proposed
project. If we can be of further assistance, please let
us know.

Sincerely,

Emory G. Loyg, Director
Administrative Operations
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SUBJECT:

Ve
of

_AGENCY REVIEW TRANSMITTAL SHEET

TO: Charles D. Travis, Director
Budget and Planning Office
0ffice of the Governor
(Attentfon: State Clearinghouse)

FROM: Mr. Hugh C. Yantis, Jr. TWQB

Date:
Date:

Refer

Sent ; July 13, 197
Due : Aygust 3, 197
: EIS -6-07-002

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE, DES76-2-Jur

have reviewed the cited document and our comments as to the adequgcy of treatment

environmental effects of concern are shown below:

Check

(X) for each item

None Comment enclosed

1. Additional specific effects which ehould be assessed: y/"
2. Additional alternatives which should be considered: v’
3., Better or more appropriate measures and standards which

should be used to evaluate environmental effects: v’
4, Additional control measures which should be applied to

reduce adverse environmental effects or to avoid or

minimize the irreversible or irretrievable commitment

of resources: v
5. Our assessment of how serious the environmental damage

from this project might be, using the best alternative [P

and control measures: ;
6. We identify issues which require further discussion or

resolution:

[::EEI This agency concurs with the.implementatton of this project,

E:::] This agency does not wish to comment on the subject document because:

Conarsy 5 g
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P.O. BOX 13087 AREA CODE 512
GEORGE W McCLESKEY CAFITOL STATION 4753187
LussoK AUSTIN, TEXAS 78711 1700 NORTH CONGRESS AVENUE
GLEN E RONEY August 5, 1976 ,
MC ALLEN
IN REPLY REFER TO"

Mr. Charles D. Travis, Director
Governor's Budget and Planning

Division - " Py
Executive Office Building R E C E i V E E}
411 West 13th Street
Austin, Texas 78701 pe 11 1976

Attention: Mr. H. Anthony Breard LT e
Bus_..,/  =nning
Dear Mr. Travis:

Re: Draft Environmental Impact’
Statement: Strategic
Petroleum Reserve.

Our staff has reviewed the above-cited Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. The purpose of the proposal is to create a petroleum

reserve as mandated by the Energy Policy and Conservation Act of

1975 (P.L. 94-163). This program provides for the storage of oil
along the Gulf of Mexico coast and the Atlantic Ocean coast using
solution-mined cavities in salt (layers and domes), conventional

mines, and above ground tanks. Locations of specific sites under
consideration were not given to avoid acquisition problems.

No conflict is foreseen at this time between the proposal and planned
or potential future development of Texas water resources. Subsequent
site- spec1f1c Environmental Impact Statements will be forthcoming

at which time candidate storage locations can be evaluated with
reference to Texas water resource projects.

Slncerely,

BN

a es M. Rose
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TEXAS AIR CONTROL BOARD

PHONE 512/451.5711 CHARLES R. BARDEN, P. E.
8520 SHOAL CREEK BOULEVARD EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
SOHN L BLAIR, Chairman AUSTIN, TEXAS - 78758 CHARLES R. JAYNES
WILLIAM N, ALLAN D. JACK KILIAN, M.D,
JOE C. BRIDGEFARMER, P.E. WILLIAM D. PARISH

FRED HARTMAN . E. W. ROBINSON, P.E.
N 'WILLIE L. ULICH, Ph.D,, P.E.

July 30, 1976

Mr. H. Anthony Breard

Natural Resources Section

Budget and Planning Office

Office of the Governor

411 West 13th Street

Austin, Texas 78701

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement: Strategic
Petroleum Reserve, DES76-2, June, 1976.

Dear Mr. Breard:

We have reviewed the above cited document and are in agree-
ment in principal with the salt dome storage concept. How-
ever, Texas Air Control Board construction permits may be
required for surface facilities which handle volatile hydro-
carbons. Vapor control devices may be required. We will
have specific comments when the individual projects submit
environmental impact statements for review.

Thank you for the reyiew opportunity. If we can assist
further, please contact me.

gnll Stewart, P.E,
eputy Director
Control and Prevention



SUBJECT:

3
FROM:  The Honorable Bob Armstrong, GLO B\)(\%e"‘/
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE, DES76-2-dur

AGENCY 1VIEW TRANSMITTAL SHEET

GEWEY
TO: Charles D. Travis, Director R‘,
Budget and Planning Office \ole
Office of the Governor S

(Attention: State Clearinghouse)

Date:

Date:

Sent : Juyly 13, 19;

Due ; August 3, 19;
\aﬁVﬂ“@ Refer: EIS -6-07-002

We have reviewed the cited document and our comments as to the adequacy of treatment

of

environmental effects of concern are shown below:

Check (X) for each item

None | Comment enclosed
1. Additional specific effects which should be assessed: v’
2. Additional alternatives which gshould be considered: v~
3. Better or more appropriate measures and standards which v
should be used to evaluate environmental effects:
4. Additional control measures which should be applied to .
reduce adverse environmental effects or to avoid or v
minimize the irreversible or irretrievable commitment
of resources:
5. Our assessment of how serious the environmental damage See éleéy*r‘
from this project might be, using the best alternative
and control measures:
6. We identify issues which require further discussion or o
resolution:
[:sz This agency concurs with the implementation of this project.

[:::J This agency does not wish to comment on the subject document because:

T pr fo The

50

v

. A Q Bilotso

II-118 Name & Title OF Reviewing Official

Enclosure (s)



AG?NCY ” IVIEW TRANSMITTAL SHEET

A\ AV

TO:  Charles D. Travis, Director &Q, Date: Seat : July 13,
Budget and P'lanmng Office ?\ 16
Office of the Governor ° Date: Due; August 3,
(Attention: State Clearinghouse) $€€ g
?\a“ﬁ““ Refer: EIS -6-07-002
FROM:  The Honorable Bob Armstrong, GLO B“(\ge l
SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: STRATEGIC PETROEEUM RESERVE, DES76=2-

We have reviewed the cited document and our comments as to the adequacy of treatment
of environmental effects of concern are shown below:

Check (X) for each item

None [ Comment enclosed
1. Additional specific effects which should be assessed: v’
2. Additional alternatives which should be considered: v~
3, Better or more appropriate measures and standards which V//
should be used to evaluate eavironmental effects:
4, Additional control measures which should be applied to
reduce adverse envirommental effects or to avoid or v
minimize the trreversible or irretrievable commitment
of resources:
5. Our assessment -of how serious the environmental damage Seo 4&1%@;J’"
from this project might be, using the besc alternative vr B
and coutrol measures:
6, We identify issues which require further discussion or |
resolution:

[:Ezj This agency concurs with the implementation of this project.

[:::J This agency does not wish to comment on the subject documén: becausa:

| II-119 a— Q‘ gf‘w
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Bob waddell
FROM: A. J. Bishop

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement: STRATEGIC
PETROLEUM RESERVE, DES76-2, June, 1976.

. DATE: August 3, 1976

The Federal Energy Administration -has proposed that the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve program have 150 million barrels of oil in storage
by December 22, 1978, and 500 million barrels to be stored by 1982
under the full program. Salt domes in the Gulf Coast region are be-
ing considered as sites for the storage program.

In the nearly three years since the Arab countries withheld oil ship-
ments to the United States and raised the price of crude oil, Congress
has created new federal agencies to deal with energy policies. One
purpose of the petroleum products (oil and-gas) reserve is to lessen
any economic impacts of any future interruptions of petroleum import
also, it will ensure that the supply of energy-available to the Unit'
States will continue to be sufficient to meet our total energy demand.

The three alternative storage systems considered to meet this program
consist of underground solution-mined salt cavities, conventional
mines, or aboveground in tanks.

It has been recogonized for a long time that salt domes are very att-
ractive storage or disposal sites for gases, liquids, or solids.
Although salt domes are widely distributed and occur at many places

in the United States, the ones in the Gulf Coast region are being con-
sidered as the site for this project. The main reasons are their

large number, relative low cost, and strategic location (near refineries
pipeline networks, port facilities, and large supplies of water).

The name and location of specific sites under consideration are being
withheld to avoid hindering the Federal Energy Administration's ability
to acquire such sites at a reasonable cost. "

Jack Giberson, Chief Clerk of the General Land Office, stated that

legislation will have to be passed in the next session of the Legisla-

ture to authorize the.General Land Office to lease any of the salt

domes, for storage purposes, on submerged public land as well as the .
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Membrandum to Bob Waddell
JAugust 3, 1976
Page 2

salt domes, if any, on State uplands. At the present time, the
Land Office can not include underground storage when leasing State
lands.

The environmental impact of oil stored by the three methods could
.range from inconsequential to substantial. The most sensitive pa-
rameters appear to be water quality and geology. The adverse impacts
would include the degradation of surface water quality from construct-
ion runoff, increased dredging, and frequent oil spills. In addition,
‘brine disposal from mining salt cavities will increase the salinity

of the reclining waters, whether underground saline agquifers or small
portion of the Gulf of Mexico. A reliable source of water is required
for both creation of new cavities and the withdrawal of stored crude.
A large water source is required; therefore, the salt dome must be
located near a large surface-water body or over an aquifer with suf-
ficient thickness and permeability. The water need not be fresh water.
The salt domes neaxr the Gulf or submerged ones that are situated over
the voluminous Gulf Coast aquifers containing slightly saline to sa-
line waters at moderate depths are especially advantageous. The use
of large quantities of ground water for developing salt cavities could
cause some surface subsidence over water storage areas, slow salt
water encroachment, and movement of near-surface geologic faults; al-
though, these are not anticipated.

Land usage will depend on the volume of oil stored at each site as well
as the amount of land required for pipeline rights-of-way. The land
surface required at each dome is variable but rather small. This amount:
to one to two percent of surface area over the dome. The area could be
as much as 135 acres for a 90 million barrel facility and up to 260
acres for a 200 million barrel storage cavity. The facilities that will
use this acreage are primarily pumps, access roads, and pipe/manifolds
connecting individual cavities.

Construction of the facilities over the salt dome storage area is ex-
pected to be of a small scale and consequently no appreciable impact
on land use is anticipated. Also, no impact on land use planning is
anticipated.

The historical precedence of petroleum storage, along the Gulf Coast
region, indicates negligible impact to geological characteristics
under conditions of sound engineering design and construction pract-
ices. ) :
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Memorandum to Bob Waddell
Awvgust 3, 1976

Page 3 .

In the long term, water quality as related to activities of the stor-~
age system will stabilize to prestorage conditions. The above activit-
ies include the emplacement of pipelines, dredging operations, and
development of new roads.

According to the Federal Energy Administration, the overriding object-
ive of the program is enhancement of socioeconomic conditions during
and after a severe interruption of imported supplies. They estimate
that an impact in terms of job losses could reach an additional two
nillion persons unemployed if a storage buffer is not available.

By not knowing the exact sites for the oil storage, it is difficult
to state the impacts that could occur. All of the above statements
are rather generalized, but regardless of where the selected domes

are located on the Gulf Coast the primary concern is the impact on
water quality.
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AGENCY REVIEW TRANSMITTAL SHEET

TO:  Charles D. Travis, Director
Budget and Planning Office
0ffice of the Governor fBrom
(Attention: State Clearinghouse) - b f
FROM:  Mp, James H. Harwell, TIC & $i4a
: fS 8 IsTs
SUBJECT:

We
of

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: ST
BULg

Sent : July 13, 197
Due : August 3, 19

EIS -6-07-002

TEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE, DES76-2-dur
f//D-q‘ .
eIy

have reviewed the cited document and our comments ag to the adequacy of treatment

environmental effects of concern are shown below:

.Check

(X) for each item

None

Comment enclosed

Additional specific effects which should be assessed:

Additional alternatives which should be considered:

Better or more apprdépriate measures and standards which
should be used to evaluate environmental effects:

4.

Additional control measures which should be applied to
reduce adverse environmental effects or to avoid or
minimize the irreversible or irretrievable commitment
of resources:

3.

Our assessment of how serious the environmental damage
‘from this project might be, using the best alternative
and control measures:

NN NN

6.

We identify issues which réquire further discussion or
resolution:

Vg

E:EET/<;;13 agency concurs with the implementation of this project.

E:::] This agency does not wish to comment on the subject document because:

Enclosure (8)

Title of Review
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SUBJECT:

We
of

AGENCY REVIEW TRANSMITTAL SHEET

To:  Charles D. Travis, Director
Budget and Planning Office
0ffice of the Governor
(Attention: State Clearinghouse)

FROM: Dr. Charles G. Groat, BEG

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE, DES76-2-Jur

Date: Sent : Jyly 13,
Date: Due : August 3,

Refer: EIS .6-07-002

“ BN
L B
L v

Lis

have reviewed the cited document and our comments as to the adequaqy of treatment
environmental effects of concern are sliown below:

BRI

i [0
bu!—é"‘/'{ u¢\1'. ‘ b

Check (X) for each item

19;
197

None Comment enclose
1, Additional specific effects which should be assessed: [///
2. Additional alternatives which should be considered: C;///
3, Better or more apprépriate measures and standards which L’//
should be used to evaluate environmental effects:
4. Additional control measures which should be applied to
reduce adverse environmental effects or to avoid or L
minimize the irreversible or irretrievable commitment
of resources:
5. Our assessment of how serious the environmental damage
from this project might be, using the best alternative gl
and control measures;
6. We identify issues which require further discussion or .,
resolution: 1
EZEZj//This agency concurs with the implementation of this project.

[:::] This agency does not wish to comment on the subject

II-124 Z’A of
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document because:

Reviewiuﬁ Official



OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR STATE PLANNING OFFICE

AREA CCODE 802-828-3326

STATE OF VERMONT
MONTPELIER, VERMONT 05602

MEMORANDUM A-85 REVIEW

To: Robert L, Davies, Director
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration
Washington, D. C. 20461
From: Lucinda M. Jones, State Planner}fﬁqz)y/

Date: August 9, 1976

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Strategic Petroleum Reserve

draft environmental impact statement
We have circulated your hegative declaration/environmental assessment/request
for permit £hrough the clearinghouse process. We have received no adverse
comments. Copies of comments are attached. none received.

Please send three copies of the final statement to this office.

LMJ:en
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State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Anthony S. Ear!
Secretary

BOX 450
August 24, 1976 MADISON, WISCONSIN 53701

IN REPLY REFER TO: __1600

Mr. Robert L., Davies

Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
1726 M Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20461

Dear Mr, Davies:

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for Strategic Petroleum Reserve

The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources has completed its review
of the above documents and offers these comments:

A major deficiency in the draft EIS is its treatment of the potential

impact of the proposed facilitles on ambient concentrations of photochemical
oxidants, The document shows little understanding of the oxidant

problem, and in at least one case, the rate of hydrocarbon (HC) emission
seems to have been grossly underestimated.

On p. V-85, a maximum HC concentration of 66.ng/m3 was calculated

to result from the diurnal breathing emissions of twenty 500,000~
barrel tanks of distillate oil. The emission rate used was 0,52
1b./hr. per tank. However, the new tank breathing loss emission

factor for distillate fuel on p. 4.3-9 of the EPA publication Compilation
of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (AP-42, July, 1973) gives an emission
rate of 31.5 1b./hr. per tank for tanks this size. Even if a floating
roof was used, the emission rate would be 4.55 1b,/hr. per tank,

which would be expected to cause frequent violations of the HC standard
of 160 ng/m3 since an emission rate of 0.52 1b./hr. per tank is enough
to produce a concentration of 66 ug/m3.

If the discussion on p. V-85 is correct in stating that the emission
rate for distillate oil is about 8.7 times higher than residual oil,
then the breathing emission rate for residual oil storage is 3.6
1b./hr. per tank rather than 0.06 1lb./hr. per tank as stated. This
suggests that residual oil storage in such large tank farms would
also cause frequent violations of the HC standard if vapor emission
controls were not used.

]
THIS IS 100% RECYCLED PAPER
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Mr. Robert L. Davies - August 24, 1976 2,

On page III-110, the calculation of breathing emissions is correct

for tank storage of crude oil. The emission rate of 3500 1b./day

from a new 560,000~barrel tank corresponds to an emission rate of

130 1b./br. from a new 500,000-barrel tank. Even if this emission

rate is substantially reduced for crude oil stored in tankers surrounded
by water, the HC standard may be violated. The maximum ambient HC
concentration expected from tanker storage of crude oil should be
calculated and included in this séction.

If the above residual oil breathing emission rate of 3.6 1b./hr.

per tank is correct, then the filling emission rate of 1.8 1b./hr,

per tank given on p. V-82 is much too low; and the filling emission ‘
rate of 46 1b./hr. per tank for distillate oil may also be too low.

In view of the errors pointed out previously, all emission factors

in the EIS should be rechecked. Reconsideration should be given

to the statements that the emissions and air quality impacts are
negligible, minimal or insignificant (pages I-9, V-37, VI-30, VI-

54, VIII-2) and that there is a lack of need for emission controls

such as floating roof tanks (p. III-93).

On p. I-6, reference is made to storing crude oil in tanks at selected
East Coast refineries and storing petroleum products near distribution
terminals. The introductory paragraph in the section on tankage

(p. III-88), however, refers only to residual oil; and the analysis

in Chapter V is only carried out for residual and distillate oil.

The section on tankage should be clarified to indicate which petroleum
liquids are being considered for aboveground tank storage and which
have been ruled out. To be consistent with the 'worst case'' prototype
approach on p. I-6, the stored petroleum liquid giving the highest

HC emissions should be used in the analysis. Crude oil and some
petroleum products have emission rates well above that for distillate
oil and may be far higher than that for residual oil.

Anything which causes an ambient HC concentration approaching the

2860 ng/m3 predicted to result from filling two 500,000-barrel tanks
with distillate oil (p. V-84) would clearly be unacceptable during

the oxidant season. The map on Fig. IV-16 shows that the oxidant
standard has been exceeded in both the East Coast and Gulf Coast
storage regions. However, there are probably winter months in each
region during which violations of the oxidant standard rarely, if

ever occur. If violations of the HC standard cannot be avoided during
filling operations, filling should be scheduled for these months

to minimize the chance of violating the oxidant standard. The draft
EIS does not recognize the seasonal nature of the oxidant problem

or the particular weather conditions which lead to high oxidant levels.

On p. V=36, air quality is discussed in terms of "large-scale poor

dispersion conditions" and "air stagnation." While other pollutants
generally reach their highest levels under such conditions, oxidants
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Mr. Robert L. Davies -~ August 24, 1976 3.

behave differently. The highest oxidant levels may occur with moderate
winds from certain directions. Therefore, the recommendation that
filling operations be accomplished during 'periods of good atmospheric
dispersion" (pages V-84 and V-88) could be misleading. The SPR program
should be committed to carrying out filling operations during those
times of year and under those weather conditions least likely to

lead to oxidant formation. In particular, filling should not be
carried out on warm, sunny days, irregardless of the wind conditions.
The same considerations apply to painting large storage tanks with
hydrocarbon-based paints.

The program should be committed to applying the best available control
technology to avoid violations of the HC standard. In addition,

for aboveground storage of petroleum liquids more volatile than residual
oil, the tank farms may have to be smaller than 10 million barrels.

A number of additional comments and questions on the air quality
aspects of the proposed facilities can be briefly stated as follows:

P. IV-34, line 8. A word is missing. Should it be "but none reported
a violation....™?

P. V-37. Emissions during the filling of underground salt domes

are described as negligible because the facilities will be 'closed."

Isn't there always an air vent? The HC emission rate and air quality
impact should be analyzed for air displaced from underground storage

facilities by any filling permitted during the oxidant season.

P. V-38. Will the flare or condensing system'to be used with salt
mines also be used with other types of underground facilities?

P. V-83. A zero HC background concentration cannot be realistically
assumed when there are full storage tanks near those being filled.

P. V=111, Will storage facility sites be selected so as to avoid
cumulative air quality impacts?

P. VI-28, line 6., The New Source Performance Standards apply to
crude oil stored in aboveground tanks as well ag to any unexcluded
"finished or intermediate [petroleum] products.'

P. VI-29. How often will the temporary flare be used, and what will
be the pollutant emission rates? -

P. VI-30. The reference for the emission factors for residual oil
should be stated. Emission factors should also be given for any

other petroleum liquids which may be stored aboveground. Are floating
roofs planned for any storage tanks which are to be built for distillate
or crude 0il? Why is a vapor recovery system not "convenient" to

use with a residual oil storage tank?
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Mr. Robert L. Davies - August 24, 1976 4,

P, VIIiI-2. No analysis was carried out for crude oil filling, but
the breathing emissions for tank storage calculated on p. III-110
are more than enough to cause violations of the HC standard. Are
the references on residual and distillate oil intended to be reversed
to paragraph C.? The pertinent air quality question is not whether
"long term degradation” will occur, but whether the one-hour oxidant
standard will be exceeded more than once a year.

The draft EIS's treatment of the "advanced technologies' alternative
on pages I-15 and III-8 also deserves comment. Included under this
heading are solar heating systems and wind-powered electric generators
for which the technology is already developed and is now commercially
available for small installations. Instead of dismissing such systems
as lacking the 'potential for appreciable implementation within the
seven-year time frame of the SPR", the EIS should estimate the total
contribution which each could make if Government subsidies were used
to develop the present and potential production capacities of these
industries between now and 1985. The draft EIS's entire discussion

of solar heating is apparently contained in one sentence in a footnote
on p. III-8. The sentence states that solar heating is planned for

"a number of buildings' by 1985, but the importance of solar heating
is understated because these systems are primarily expected to replace
electric energy rather than petroleum. In view of the four and one-
half pages devoted to nuclear power plants and the extensive use

of petroleum to generate electricity in some parts of the country,
this treatment is both inadequate and inappropriate.

We thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this draft
environmental impact statement and would appreciate receiving two
copies of the final environmental impact statement when it is completed.

Sincerely,
Bureau of Environmental Impact

~,

James A. Huntoon
Acting Director
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WYOMING
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT
CHEYENNE

ED HERSCHLER
GOVERNOR

76-100° August 31, 1976

Mr. Robert C. Davies

Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration

1726 North Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20461

RE: Strategic Petroleum Reserve
Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

Dear Mr. Davies:

In compliance with the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969, Office of Management and Budget Circular
A-95 (revised), and the Wyoming State Review Procedure, the
State of Wyoming has completed its review of the above
referenced draft impact statement.

Thank you for providing an opportunity to review
the draft statement. We are looking forward to receiving
the final statement.

Yofrs spncerely,

4

EH/dhr
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¥/ OF WYOMING ED HERSCHLE
Je 3o GOVERNOR

@eﬁa/&lmen/ o/ Environmental Qua/d/y

Administralion

Hathaway Building CHEYENNE, WYOMING 82002 Telephone 307-777-7391

August 2, 1976

Federal Energy Administration
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Washington, DC  205_ _

Our Department has reviewed your Strategic Petroleum Reserve
Draft Environmental Impact Statement DES 76-2 June 1976. Comments from
our Water Quality Division are enclosed.

We appreciate the opportunity to review these materials and

submit our views.
Very truly yours, .

A
‘?ﬁé%éiz{/bir ég%;7fi&orx¢élwé

Robert E. Sundin
Director
Dept. of Environmental Quality

RES:ak
cc: Wyoming Planning Coordinators Office

ENCLOSURES
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THE STATE OF WYOMING ED HERSCHLER

GOVERNOR

@eﬁa/&/men/ 0/ Envivonmental Qwa/&'/y
MWaler Qaa/t'/y Discscon

TELEPHONE 307 777-
HATHAWAY BUILDING CHEYENNE, WYOMING 82002 3 7781

MEMORANDUM

TO: Mr. Robert E. Sundin, Director, Department of Environ-
mental Quality

FROM: Nelson J. Kuniansky, Water Quality Specialist, Water~7/
Quality Division, Department of Environmental Quality

RE: Review of draft Environmental Impact Statement on the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve prepared by the Federal
Energy Administration

DATE: July 29, 1976

Upon reviewing the above referenced document I found neith-
er a direct nor an implied potential for degradation of Wyoming
water quality above that generally associated with continuing
petroleum extraction. None of the development related to es-
tablishment and maintenance of the petroleum reserve is slated
to occur in Wyoming. Therefore, the Water Quality Division has
no comments to make with respect to this document.

NJK/dmh
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NURTHEAST MIBBISSIPPI PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT
P O. BOX 8.0
BOONKVILLE, MISSISSIPP! 38829

GATHA D. JUMPER TELEPHONE (801) 728-8248

EXEOUTIVE DIRECTOR REGIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE FOR FHDERAL PROGRAMS
TO: Mr. Robert L. Davies State Clearinghouse Number
Director, Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office 76060601
Federal Energy Administration _
Washington, D.C. 20461 Date: August 3, 1976

PROJECT DHSCRIPTICON: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT - STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE.
Creation of the Reserve was mandated by Title I, Part B of the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-163). Its purpose is to mitigate the economic
impacts of any future interruptions of petroleum imports. :

(X) 1. The Regional Clearinghouse has received notification of intent to apply
for Federal assistance as described above.

() 2. The Regional Clearinghouse has reviewed the application(s) for Federal
assistance described above.

(X) 3. After proper notification, no agency has expressed an interest in
conferring with the applicant(sgegr camnenting on the proposed project.

() 4. The proposed project is ( ) consistent ( ) inconsistent with an appli-
cable plan fog Mississippi.

(X 5. Although there is no applicable State-Regional plan for Mississippi,
' the proposed project appears to be (X) consistent ( ) inconsistent with

present goals and policies.

%'?»‘ms: This noff:ice gmaif‘.ﬁutesfl’m RBGImALdCIB.BARD:GC?BBIRBVgW iNg COMMENT.
Temen o e Mﬂlﬂ Lﬂge Tcular « A" hl\le
b”nr;g:i'.t th:s g:gignal 13‘,!,1‘_:e This prgc?_-;"?&t 185n not confined to the boundaries

of NEMPDD).

sife pe
Regional Clearinghouse Dire
cc: Bd May, Jr.
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REGIONAL CLEAKINGHOUSE FOR FEDLXAL PROGRAMS

" South Delta Planning and Development District, Inc.
Route 1, Box ABS52
Telephone 601 378-3831
Greenville, Mississippi 38701
’ STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO.

76070601
TO: Mr. Robert L. Davies DATE: July 16, 13976
Director, Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office RE: 77616B

Federal Energy Admihistration
Washington, D. C. 20u61 '

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT - STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE.
Creation of the Reserve was mandated by Title I, Part B of the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act of 1975 (P.L. 9u4-163). Its purpose is to mitigate the economic
impacts of any future interruptions of petroleum imports.

(X 1. The Regional Clearinghouse has received notification of intent to apply
for federal assistance as described above.

(X 2. The Regional Clearinghouse has reviewed thq application(s) for federal
assistance described above.

() 3. The organizations listed under "COMMENTS'" have expressed an interest in
-the proposed project.

(¥ 4. The proposed project is &) consistent ( ) inconsistent with the Overall
Economic Development Plan for the South Delta Planning and Development Dis-
trict, Inc,

() 5. A plan does () -does not ( ) presently exist for

() 6. The proposed project appears to be (x) consistent () inconsistent with
regional goals and objectives.

(x) Answered
(-} Not Answered

COMMENTS:  14is constitutes FINAL CLEARANCE at the REGIONAL LEVEL:

cct Signature: - )
. FRRITT, EX IVE DIRECIOR
Federal-State Programs Office .Regional Clearinghouse:

Jackson, M3 - SOUTH DELTA PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT
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Regional Clearinghouse No. 7616121
State Clearinghouse No.

SOUTHERN MISSISSIPPI PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT

REGIONAL CLEARINGHOUSé FOR FEDERAL PROGRAMS
REVIEW AND COMMENTS

TO: Mr. Robert L. Davies DATE: August 12,
Director, Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office 1976
Federal Energy Administration
Washington, D.C. 20461

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT - STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE.
Creation of the Reserve as mandated by Title I, Part B of the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-163). It's purpose it to mitigate the economic
impacts of any future interruptions of petroleum imports.

&) 1. The Regional Clearinghouse has received copy of Draft EIS as noted above.

() 2. The Regional Clearinghouse has notified the appropriate metropolitam, local
and regional organizations and is awaiting notification, of their interest
in the proposed project.

() 3. After proper notification, no local or regional agency (or other appropriate
organizations) has expressed an interest in conferring with the applicant (s)
or. commenting on the proposed project.

() 4. The proposed project is ( ) consistent ( ) inconsistent with
: plan for

COMMENTS: Based on the necessity for having a strategic Petroleum Reserve the SMPDD
endorses the project, although limited adverse impacts may result from the Program.

This notice constitutes FINAL REGIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW AND COMMENT.
The requirements of the U.S. Office of Management and Budget Circular A-95 have been
met at the Regional Level.

cc: Mr. Edward A. May, Jr.
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SOUTHWEST MISSISSIPPI PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT, INC.

P. O. Box 636 Meadville, MS. 39653 Ph. (601) 384-5858

August 26, 1976

Mr. Robert L. Davies, Director
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration

1726 M. Street, N W

Washington, D. C. 20461

SUBJECT: State Clearinghouse Number 76070601
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT -- STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE

Dear Mr. Davies:

Our office is in receipt of the above referenced Draft Environmental
Impact Statement notification from the State Clearinghouse for Federal
Programs. _

After a review of the Overall Economic Development Program for the
District, the proposed project appears to be consistent with regional
goals, plans, and objectives. Enclosed is a copy of the final Regional
Clearinghouse action and review.

Sincerely,

/fii%@tZi £ }LAZ;ﬁEﬁ@ﬂ_J

Robert E. Whiddon
Executive Director

REW:1jd

Enclosure
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SOUTHWEST MISSISSIPPI PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT, INC.

P. O. Box 636 Meadville, MS. 39653 Ph. (601) 384-5858 .

REGIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE FOR FEDERAL PROGRAMS
(inside address) Date: August 26, 1976
Mr. Robert L. Davies, Director
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration
Washington, D. C. 20461

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
Draft Environmental Impact Statement: STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE

(x ) The Regional Clearinghouse has received notification of intent to
apply for Federal assistance as deseribed above.

(x) The Regional Clearinghouse has reviewed the applicution(s) for
Federal assistance described above,

( ) The Regional Clearinghouse has notified the appropriate local and
regional organizations and is awaiting notification of their
interest in commenting on the proposed project.

(x) After proper notification, no local or regional agency (or other .
appropriate organization) has expressed an interest in conferring
with the applicant prior to submission of the application.

( ) The proposed application is ( ) consistent ( ) inconsistent

with the plan for
(x) Although an applicable areawide plan does not presently
exist for southwest Mississippi , the pro-

posed application is ( X) consistent ( ) inconsistent with regional
goals and objectives.

( ) Representatives of the following organizations wish to confer with
the applicant(s) about the proposed project:

CQMMENTS ¢

Signature @@Z& Zﬁ(@
obert E. Whiddon

Regional Clearinghouse:
Southwest Mississippi Planning

and Development District, Inc.
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American Petroleum Institute
2101 L Street Northwest
Washington, D.C. 20037

202-457-7070 l )

Arne E. Gubrud

Environmenlal Aftairs Director

August 12, 1976

00004

"Qffice of Executive Communications

Room 3309 :

Federal Building '
12th & Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Box HQ

Washington, DC 20461

RE: DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC EIS -- Strategic Petroleum Reserve

Enclosed herewith are some comments, prepared by
our Environmental Affairs staff, on the FEA draft environmental
impact statement (DES 76-2) on strategic petroleum reserve, which
appeared in the June 25 Federal Register, page 26262. Also .
enclosed are copies of two reports of API-sponsored research -on
the effects of o0il spills which substantiate several of our
specific comments.

The Institute appreciates the opportunity to review
the draft and hope that its comments will be helpful.

Coxrdially,

Woel Lot

Enclosures (2):

(1) "Laboratory Studies on the Effects of 0il on Marine Organisms:___
TTTUTTTTAN OVerview", API Publication 4249

(2) "Effects of 0il and Chemically Dispersed 0il on Selected
Marine Biota -- A Laboratory Study," API Publication 4191

An equal opportunity employer
v-1l



(DES 76-2)

COMMENTS ON FEA DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMLNT .
STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE, JUNE 1976

1. Page I-9 and elsewhere

Throughout the document, beginning on page I-9 and
wherever hydrocarbon emissions are mentioned, it is stated
that cmissions of hydrocarbons "will be negligible” or, in
the case of distillate fuels, "may cause hydrocarbon standards
+o be exceeded,” or (see p. VI-30) "do not merit the consider-
ation of mitigating measures."

Such statements grossly underestimate the seriousness
with which EPA views any increase in hydrocarbon emissions,
however slight, in areas that have not attained air quality
standards for photochemical oxidant, which include all of the
proposed locations for the strategic petroleum reserve. Under
the present Clean Air Act, after May 31, 1977, the construction
of any new facility that would emit hydrocarbons is prohibited
in nonattainment areas for the photochemical-oxidant standard,
unless a compensating reduction in hydrocarbon emissions from
other sources in the air guality control region can be made,
beyond those reductions already programmed under the stated
implementation plan for the region. Thus, unless Congress
amends the present law, the strategic petroleum reserve program,
as well as industry plans for expansion of storage facilities,
refineries, and such projects as LOOP and Seadock, are in very
real jeopardy of being blocked by EPA or, failing that, successfully .
challenged by environmentalists in the federal courts.

2. On Page Vv-131, first paragraph

The statement on "dissolution and slow degradation
{(in terms of years) of higher boiling fractions..." is only
an opinion, and has not been established by scientific data.
The time regquired for degradation of such fractions varies widely;
depending upon environmental conditions.

3. On Page V-144, second paragraph

The statement on reduction of fish and shrimp production
in Gulf waters 1S inconsistent with the results of more recent studies,
e.g., by GURC, which afforded the opposite conclusion.

4. On Page V-144, third paragraph, last sentence

There has been no established link (even circumstantial)
between petroleum hydrocarbons and tumors in bottom-feeding fish
and clams, i.e., no cause/effect relationship. Research on this

subject is in progress. The statement is misleading and scientifically

®



unvalidated.

5. On Page V-145, last paragraph, second sentence

The 0.1 ppm figure may be off by an order of magnitude,
and should probably be closer to 1 ppm. It should be noted here
that 0.1 - 1.0 ppm concentrations (of water-soluble fractions of
oil) are rarely maintained in spill situations. Rapid dilution
to ppb levels usually occurs.

6. On Page V-146, second paragraph

This entire paragraph is factually wrong, as established
by numerous scientists (independently). No potential public
health implication for humans has been shown. Marine organisms
rapidly purge oil which they have incorporated. This fact ‘should
be cited here. Many references are available.

7. On Page V-146, last paragraph

This is not entirely correct. Depuration of oil by
marine organisms permits prediction of the unllkellhood of
introduction of o0il into human food supply.

8. On Page V-155, first paragraph, lines 8-9

Based on current studies being perofmred by VIMS on the
effects of spilled oil on microbial populations in a marshiand; the
anticipated damage to microbes cited here is incorrect.

9. On Page IX-4

References-C0-223--and—C0—224—are-probably-Cowell rathex
than Colwell.
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Amacao 0il Company

200 East Randoiph Orive
Chicago. lilinois 60601

240003

Re: Dreft Progrmmmtic XIS - Stretegic Petroleum Reserves

Gentlenen:

The Draft Programmatic Enviroomental Ispact Statement om Strategic Petro-
lemm Beserves deals wvith the econcmic impacts of altersative wethods of
sequiring the ¢il, st Pages III-29 to III-37.

Jmoco would refer to and asks that careful consideration be given to the
sbandance of testimony on this point at the FRA Hearing on July 19, 1976,
on the Industrial Petroletm Beserve,

A% that hearing, Awoco fully endorsed the SFR but strongly opposed an IFR
on the grounds that it was inefficient and a diversion of scarce capital
fads from necessary exploration and production projects.

ktththurlng,hocoam-uyothenpointedmmtthemtofthe
Strategic Petroleum Beserve should be borne by the entire U.S. populace
0 which the benefits accrue. Conversiom of Kaval Petroleum Beserve cil
and royalty oil from Federal lands into a SPR 15 a zound wvay to achieve
this result., Any pre-emptive assizgment of “old"” oil or of entitiements
to the Federxl Goavermment t0 build up a SPR misplaces the burden in wm-
eqml fashhion on a portion of the population. Worstofmintcusof
MMcMisthemudcmoeptotn "savings to
the Govermment™ of up to $3 billion by dumping the burden of an Industrial
- Petroloam Beserve on petroleum companies.

At Puge IIT-37, it is stated that "it iz not expected that invesiment
Projects of more than marginal importance to tbhe industry or the Eation
.m&w:ntreMtatﬂaereqmmtfarmtryhm&
ofl for the IPR". And again at Page ITI-37, “if these projects were

Iv-5



August 9, 1976

Ececutive Commmications
Federal Roergy Admimistration
Page 2

Scemed sufficiently promising by industry, sdditional funds would be
maised in equity or debt markets to finance them.”

Amoco strongly objects to this lack of understanding of the oil industry.
Tyrically, it is attractive exploration and production projects that are
being delxyed and poztponed today. Even without an IFR, the financing
constraints are real indeed. Capital spending for twenty large U.S. oil
empanies ot cnly exceeded intervally generated cash in 1975, but i=
growing faster than profits. A decsde ago, U.S. business used cnly $0.60
of borroved monsy for. each $1.00 of internal cazh, In 197k, the figures
vere §1.60 of borrowed money for each $1.00 of internal cash, Future
saraingz mat increase over historieal levels if industry is to support
the ever-growing burden of debt necessary to finance continued exploratiom
=ad developaent,

If the profits of our industry (or of any industry for that mstter) are
cuxbed, them the internal generation of capital will be restricted. Ex-
ternal investors will be less willing to commit their funds to an already
overextended industry, Because the petroleum industry iz highly capital
ixtengive, investment will be discouraged. Anything which forees diver-
siom of corporste funds into low or po-return projectz--such as the IPR—
will necessarily impair our industry's ability to pay for finding and
bringing to market the petruleum which this country peeds.

Amoco sprreciates this oppartnity 0 comment on the Impuct Statement
covering the Strategic Peiruleum Begerve.

Yours truly,

T B el
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DUMOND PECK HILL
GEORGE L.CHRISTOPHER
RICHARD M. PHILLIPS
GILBERT €. MILLER

ALAN ROY DYNNER
JOSEPH J. BRIGATI

JUAN A, DEL REAL

HiLL, CHRISTOPHER AND PHILLIPS, P. C.

1IS0O0 M STREET, N. W.

WASHINGTON, D.C, 20036

August 10, 1976

FRANCIS THORNTON GREENE
HERBERT H. BROWN
LAWRENCE R. VELVEL

COUNSEL

TELEPHONE (202) 452-7000

ALAN J. BERKELEY

JAMES G, VAUGHTER CABLE: HiPHI
CHARLES LEE EISEN

ELINOR W, GAMMON TELEX 440209 HIPH UI
CHERIF SEDKY

ROBERT A, WITTIE WU B89-42)
THEODORE L. PRESS

RONALD W, STEVENS WRITER'S DIRECT DIAL NUMBER

STEPHEN W, GRAFMAN
CHARLES S, LEVY

EDWARD B. CROSLAND, JR,
LAWRENCE COE LANPHER
JAMES RICHARD O'NE!LL

Mr. Mark Steiner
Federal Energy Administration
1726 M Street, HW. W.
Washington, D. C. 20460
Dear Mark:
BEnclosed is a copy of Bonaire's comments on FEA's
EIS for the Strategic Petroleum Reserve program. Please
let me know if we can be of any further help to you.
With best regards.
Sincerely,
Herbert H. Brown

HHB:thg

Enclosure
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Bonalre Suite 2785 Telex 774290 .

1100 Milam Bldg. BONAIRE PET HOUSTON

Petroleum o T
Corporation

Bonaire,
¢ Yo Netherlands Antilles August 6, 1976

Executive Communications

Room 3309

Federal Energy Administration
Box HQ

Washington, D. C. 20461
Gentlemen:

Pursuant to FEA's Federal Register notice of June 21,
1976, Bonaire Petroleum Corporation, N.V., herewith submits
its comments on FEA's Draft Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement for the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. Fif-
teen copies of such comments are enclosed.

Very truly yours, ~

M//‘ “/"‘ .
4:16. P. Smith
General Manager, Marketing

. IV-8 '
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Comments of Bonaire Petroleum Corporation, N.V.,
on FEA's Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for the Strategic Petroleum Reserve

Bonaire Petroleum Corporation, N.V. (hereinafter
"Bonaire”), herewith submits its commenté on the Federal
Energy Administration's ("FEA") Draft Environmental Impact
Statement ("EIS") for the Strategic Petroleum Reserve pro-
gram, pursuant to FEA's Federal Register Notice of June 21,
1976. Bonaire, a. corporation organized under the laws of
the Netherlands Antilles and owned jointly by Northville
Industries Corporation, Inc., New York, and Paktank, B.V.,
The Netherlandé, owns and operates a major petroleum tran-
shipment facility on the island of Bonaire, Netherlands
Antilles.

Transhipment is an environmentally superior and
relatively inexpensive means of transporting large volumes
of petroleum from foreign ports -- particularly the Middle
East and Africa -- to U.S. ports along the Gulf of Mexico.
FEA's Draft EIS fails to discuss tfanshipment in the con-
text.of its analysis‘of alternatives required by the
National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA"). Accordingly,
these comments are submitted to direct FEA's attentioﬁ to
transhipment as such an alternative and to suggest that
transhipment be considered in both FEA's Final EIS and its
decisionmaking process for implementing the Strategic Pet-

roleum Reserve Program.

Iv-9



Specifically, the scope of the EIS should be expanded

to cover the following three matters:

(1) the alternative methods of transporting
foreign petroleum to U.S. ports -~ such
transportation for the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve would constitute a "major
Federal action” within the meaning of Section
102 (c) of NEPA;

(2) the comparative advantages and disadvantages
of these transportation methods, including
transhipment; and

(3) the economic impact and influence of such
transportation on the tanker market.

Each of these will be discussed below.

Transportation of Petroleum from Foreign Ports

The water depth of U.S. harbors along the Gulf of
Mexico -- ports considered for the Strategic Petroleum

Reserve in the Draft EIS -- is too shallow to permit Very

-t

Large Crude Carriers (VLCCs) of 160,000 - 330,000 DWT to
enter and discharge cargo. These harbors, rather, can
accommodate tankers no greater than 50,000 - 60,000 DWT,
a fact which dictates that no matter what method is used
to transport petroleum across the Atlantic Ocean, it must

ultimately enter Gulf ports in vessels -- tankers or barges --
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which draw no more water than would tankers of 50,000 -
60,000 DWT. Given this physical limitation, therefore,
there are three ways in which foreign petroleum can be
transported across the Atlantic and imported into the U.S.:

(1) by direct shipment in 50,000 - 60,000 DWT
tankers which'load'petroleum in foreign
ports and transport it uninterrupted into
the U.S.

(2) by trans-Atlantic shipment in VLCCs which
load petroleum in foreign ports and trans-
fer it at sea to smaller vessels for import
into the U.S. This process is called
"lightering"” when all of the petroleum is
tfansferred to smaller vessels for import
and the VLCC remains at sea; it is called
"lightening" when a portion of the petroleﬁm
is transferred to smaller vessels and both
these vessels and the lightened VLCC import
the petroleum.

(3) by trans-Atlantic shipment in VLCCs which
load petroleum in foreign ports and trans-

fer it to land-based transhipment facilities

Iv-11



where it is stored in large tanks for

a short‘period and then re-transferred to
50,000 ~ 60,000 DWT tankers for import
into the U.S.

Each of these three transportation methods has certain
advantages and disadvantages which translate into trade-offs
between economic and environmental objectives: namely,
minimizing the economic cost of trahsporting petroleum into
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve versus minimizing the environ-
mental risks. An optimum must, therefore, be achieved between
these objectives.

Transhipment achieves this optimum for several reasons:
First, unlike lightering or lightening which require the
transfer of petroleum at sea from VLCCs to smaller tankers
or barges, transhipment accomplishes this transfer dockside
in a safe and secure harbor. Such conditions, of course,
eliminate the otherwise potentially hazardous dperation of
pumping petroleum through a hose connection between vessels
-- an operation which carries with it risks of possible dam-
age to the aquatic environment and the coastline from oil
spills even under normal weather conditions. In certain
areas, such as the Gulf of Mexico, there is even greater

danger because quick changes in weather conditions can cause
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unfavorable conditions for lightering operations. (Tables
V-33 and v-37 of the Draft EIS indicate the risks of oil
spills associated with lightering operations.)

Second, transhipment facilitates administrative effi-
ciency in importing large volumes of petroleum into U.S.
harbors. Whereas the efficiency of trans-Atlantic ship-
ments that are coupled with lightering or lightening opera-
tions depends on various unpredictable conditions, such as
weather and unexpected port congestion which can result in
‘substantial delay or demurrage charges, or both, tranship-
ment - is a basically predictable operation which can be
planned with optimum certainty. Thus, individuals respon-
sifle for the unloading and loading of tankers at the tran-
shipment facility and the unloading of tankers at the port
of entry into the U.S. can schedule their respective opera-
tioné to foster economic efficiency.

Third, tfanshipment takes advantage of the economies
of scale. 'By using VLCCs from foreign pofts to the tran-
shipmenf facility, transhipment takes advantage of the over-
whelming economies of scale for the long-haul trans-Atlantic
movement of petroleum. Only for the shor;-haul shqttle
shipment from the transhipment facility to the U.S. port

are the more costly 50,000 ~ 60,000 DWT tankers used.
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Comparative Economics of Transportation Methods

For illustrative purposes, Bonaire has requested an
established ship brokerage firm, Long, Quinn and McAleer
Co., Inc., to prepare an analysis comparing the cost of
transhipment with thé cost of direct shipment and with
the cost of shipment coupled with lightering. A summary
of this analysis is 'set forth in Attachment A to these
comments. The shipping rates used for this analysis are
the "World Scale Rates" commonly accepted by the petroleum
industry; the transhipment point is.the island of Bonaire.
Attachment B is a brochure which contains a description of
Bonaire's facility, pertinent shipping routes, and basic
economic data on transhipment. All transhipment facilities
contain the same types of equipment and components, although
there are, of course, differences in the age of the facili-
ties and their relative efficiencies. It should be noted
that whether foreign or American flag tankers are used,
the economic advantages of transhipment still pertain.

Economic Impact of the Strategic Petroleum
Reserve Program on the Tanker Market

The Strategic Petroleum Reserve program and, parti-
cularly, the Early Storage Reserve will require the use of

a large number of tankers and will thus introduce a substan-

Iv-14



tial new force into the tanker market. While there is at
present an over-capacity of VLCCs worldwide, the impact

of this force would still tend to drive up the cost of
chartering tankers, which would in turn increase the price
of petroleum transportation generally. These increased
shipping costs, of'course, would translate into higher
costs for implementing the Strategic Petroleum Reserve
program. This is a matter which should be addressed by

FEA in developing its program plans.

comments on Specific Portions of the Draft EIS

Page I-12 and 13 A third measure to mitigate adverse
environmental impact would be the selec-
tion.of a petroleum transportation method
which minimizes the risks of oil spills.

I-17 A description and discussion of alter-
native methods of transporting oil should
be added under "Alternative Methods for
Acquiring the 0il." This should include
transhipment and a comparison of it with -
other alternatives.

II-25 and 26 Under "Petroleum Acquisition,” ;he fol-

lowing points should be made: (1) the

IvV-15



cost of transportation is a major ingre-
dient of the total cost of the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve; (2) the demand for
tankers will put upward pressure on the
costs of chartering tankers and thus
have an impact on market prices.

Page II-37 The administrafive aspects and mechanics
of scheduling and coordinating tanker

shipments into U.S. ports should be

addressed.
III-33 et The section on "Alternatives" should be:
== expanded to include specific transporta-
tion alternatives, including tranship- .
ment.
ITI-35 The top paragraph states:

"If the use of conventional ports
continues, tanker capacity will gene-
rally be restricted to 300,000 barrels.
The transfer of oil from very large
commercial carriers to small tankers
at foreign ports would cause substan-
tial increases in ship traffic. This
added congestion would increase the
risk of collision and subsequent oil
pollution."

This paragraph mischaracterizes the nature

and operation of transhipment facilities.

Iv-16 .



Page III-35

Indeed, if transhipment were to be car-
fied out at a major international port,
there could be congestion. But, one of
the principal purposes of establishing
transhipment facilities in remote loca-

tions, such as the island of Bonaire, is

.to assure that there will not be conges-

tion. Bonaire's facility, for example,

was sited with the objectives of prevent-

- ing port congestion and of maintaining

streamlined, efficient operations. The
facility does not increase.the risk of
collision or pollution. It is managed
tightly to minimize these risks by accom-
modating a relatively small number of
large vessels and not performing lighter-
ing operations. ‘

The following four paragraphs discuss
superports. It should be stated that no
superport will be in operation until at
least 1980. Therefore, superports will
not be of assistance to the Emergency

Storage Reserve.
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Page V-128

V-151-159

VI-1

VI-2

- 10 -

It should be stated that the method of
transportation will also affect the

risks of oil spills and that tranship-
ment minimizes .such risks.

It should be stated that superports will
not be available in time to be of assist-
ance to the Early Storage' Reserve,

"Mitigating Measures" should be expanded

to include a third category of "mitigat-

ing influences": the selection of trans-
portation methods that minimize adverse .
environmental impacts; transhipment
should be specifically discussed as such
a method.

This section sets forth the statutory
basis and policy reasons underlying
NEPA's requirement that programmatic
EISs be prepared. This Draft EIS, how-
ever, has fallen short of NEPA's objec-
tives and the guidelines of the Council
on Environmental Quality in that it has
not adequately considered an essential

ingredient of the Strategic Petroleum
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Reserve program: namely, transportation
of petroleum from foreign to U.S. ports.
The scope of the final EIS should be ex-
panded to embrace such transportation,
and thus the transhipment alternative
should be described and compared with

the other transportation alternatives.

BONAIRE PETROLEUM CORPORATION, N.V.

VByj/éﬁéziuﬂ<if’,/4;EEL;§?//P*—

Gerald P.” Smith,
General Manager, Marketing
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Attachment A

Lo i & Malr G T

1100 MILAM BLDG.

SUITE 3375 TWX 910-881-1147
TELEPHONE
(713) 236-8084 HOUSTON, TEXAS 77002

ASSUMPTIONS FOR PURPOSES OF ANALYSIS:

A. Crude Supply Assumptions:

1. Circa 270,000 barrels per day of either Iranian or
Nigerian crude loading at Kharg Island and Bonny
respectively.

2, Specific gravity of the Iranian light crude at 60
degrees F. being .8534 (corresponding to an API
gravity of about 34.3) there would be 7.505 barrels
per long ton of crude oil loaded.

3. Bonny light crude's specific gravity would be
.8368 (corresponding to an API gravity of about
37.6), there would be 6.655 barrels per long ton
loaded. .

B. Ocean Transportation Parameters/Assumptions:

1. Due to port facility restrictions in U.S.,
50/60,000 DWT vessels will be used for direct
shipment and for shuttle service between Bonaire
and New Orleans.

2. Assumes present World Scale rates will be increased
by approximately 10 percent effective July 1, 1976
(see page 2). .

3. Analysis is based upon present tanker market rates

plus an additional 5 to 10 points, for one year term
charter.

@



Attachment A

Page 2 of 4
*/
WORLD SCALE RATES
1976 1977
Present Rate Projected Rate
Persian Gulf Basis WS 100 Basis WS 100
*% ]
Kharg Island/New Orleans $17.29 LT $19.02/LT
Kharg Island/Bonaire 15.08 16.59
Bonaire/New Orleans 2.90 3.19
West Africa
Bonny/New Orleans 8.77 9.65
Bonny/Bonaire 6.79 7.47
Bonaire/New Orleans ’ 2,90 3.19

*/ World Scale Rates are established by a London-based organiza-
tion, The Association of Ship Brokers and Agents (World Scale),
Inc., which regularly calculates the cost of moving cargo from
virtually every port in the world to every other port. The fac-
tors that World Scale takes into consideration are vessel operat-
ing costs, capital recovery costs, port charges, pilotage and tug
fees, and other related costs which would affect the total cost
of transporting petroleum among these ports. Once World Scale
calculates the costs ~— for example, between Port A and Port B —-
this calculation is established as World Scale 100. Thus, when a
shipper wants to transport petroleum from, say, Port A to Port B,
the shipper asks various shipowners to bid for the shipment.
Depending upon the factors of supply and demand, the parties may
negotiate upwards or downwards from World Scale 100. Today, since
there is a surplus of large tankers, the market is depressed and
it is possible to charter a VLCC for about World Scale 30. A
small tanker -- in the range of 40,000 - 60,000 tons -~ is demand-
ing World Scale 75 to 80 in today's market. Two and a half years
@go, during the Arab Oil Embargo, rates of World Scale 350 to 400
were common. The impact of supply and demand on World Scale rates
is thus obvious. -

*%/ "LT" means Long Ton (i.e., 2,240 pounds); $17.29/LT, therefore,
means $17.29 per Long Tomn.
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COMPARATIVE TANKER COST ANALYSIS

A.

Kharg Island (Persian Gulf, PG) to New Orleans (NO)-

Attachment A

1. Foreign Flag Tankers

a.

Direct shipmeﬁt

- 50/60,000 DWT vessel WS 80

Transhipment via Bonaire

VLCC PG to Bonaire WS 30

50/60,000 DWT vessel WS 80
Bonaire to NO

Lightered 80,000 DWT
80,000 DWT vessel WS 60
Plus lightering

American Flag Tankers (WS Equivalent)

a.

b.

Direct shipment
50/60,000 DWT vessel WS 190

Transhipment via Bonaire

VLCC PG to Bonaire WS 60

50/60,000 DWT vessel WS 190
Bonaire to NO

Lightered 80,000 DWT
80,000 DWT vessel WS 130
Plus lightering

Foreign VLCC/American Flag 50/60,000

Transhipment via Bonaire
VLCC PG to Bonaire WS 30
50/60,000 DWT vessel WS 190

Bonaire to NO

*%%/ These costs do not include transhipment

mately $.15-.20 per barrel.

IV-22

Page 3 of 4
COST

$/LT $/BBL

15.216 2,027

4.977 .663

2.552 .34
7.529 1.003 **x/

11.412 1.52

.075

1.595

36.138 4.815

9.954 1.326

6.061 . 807
16.015 2,133 *%%/

24,72 3.296

.075

3.371

4.977 .663

6.061 .807
11.038 1.470 %%/

charges which would be approxi-
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Page 4 of 4
: COST
B. Bonny (Nigeria) to New Orleans $/LT $/BBL
1. Foreign Flag
a. Direct shipment
50/60,000 DWT vessel WS 80 7.72 1.008
b, Transhipment via Bonaire
VLCC Bonny to Bonaire WS 30 2.241 .292
50/60,000 DWT vessel WS 80
Bonaire to NO 2.552 .333
4,793 .625 *kx/
c. Lightered 80,000 DWT
80,000 DWT vessel WS 60 5.79 .756
Plus Lightering .075
. .831
2. American Flag (WS Equivalent)
a., Direct shipment
50/60,000 DWT vessel WS 190 18.335 2.395
b. Transhipment via Bonaire
VLCC Bonny to Bonaire WS 60 4.482 .585
50/60,000 DWT vessel WS 190
Bonaire to NO . 6.061 .791
10.543 1.376 **x/
c. Lightered 80,000 DWT
80,000 DWT vessel WS 130 . 12.545 1.639
Plus lightering : .075
1.714
3. Foreign VLCC/American Flag 50/60,000
Transhipment via Bonaire
VLCC Bonny to Bonaire WS 30 2,241 .292
50/60,000 DWT vessel WS 190 6.061 .791
Bonaire to NO 8.302 1.083 *&x/
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CABLEGRAMS “VASEFIELD WASHINGTON”
TELEX: 89518

NEw York Orrice
120 BROADWAY

New YOoRK, N.Y. 10005
212-732-5520
RESIDENT PARTNERS

WILLIAM A SHEEHAM
EtMeER C. MADDY

ouis J. GUSMANG
KIRLIN, CAMPBELL & KEATING WaLreR B Hices
JAMES B. MAGNOR
MAASHALL P. KEATING
THE CONNECTICUT BUILDING RicHARD H. BrRowN, Jr.
JaMes J. HIGGING
ALEXANDER E.RUGANI

RONALD A. CAPONE 150 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N W, RicHARD H. SoMMER
THOoMAS COYNE
Russew. T, WeiL PauL F. McGuIRE
STuAaRT- S. DYE SuiTe 800 RoBERT P, HART
RoszRrT J. HiCcKEY %AN::L JF._DFous::nrv
= - 1ILLIAM F. FALL
RESIDENT PARTNERS WAsHINGTON, D.C. 20036 wiLLiam B EaLLon
gow»ao L. SMITH
JAMES o hoone 202-296-4911 HEnmr . O BriEs
JAMES W. PEWETT . gALDVIN EﬁN;nsor::R
. oou
MARY L. MONTGOMERY . G T apaeL
ALFREO T. DEMARLA
August 4, 1976 LAwRENcE J. BowLes
FRANK J. GILBRIDE
OUR REF. 83193 JOHN R, GERAGHTY

ANTHONY P. MARSHALL

DAvID W. MARTOWSKI
Joseru F. Ryan,JR.
FRANK W. STUHLMAN

Executive Communications

Room 3309

Federal Energy Administration

Box HQ

Washington, D.C. 20461

Re

Draft Programmatic EIS -
Strategic Petroleum Reserves

Dear Sirs:

By Federal Register notice of June 25, 1976, the Federal
Energy Administration informed interested parties that it has
prepared a draft programmatic environmental impact statement
concerning the creation of a system of Strategic Petroleum
Reserves.,

In response to this notice, we are enclosing fifteen
copies of three documents which the International Association
of Independent Tanker Owners (INTERTANKO) wishes to submit for
your consideration. These documents consist of: (1) INTERTANKO's
comments on the Draft EIS, (2) INTERTANKO's June 1976 paper
concerning Strategic Petroleum Reserves, and (3) a Frank Mohn
A/S booklet concerning the FRAMO segregated ballast system..

Sincerely yours,

KIRLIN, CAMPBELL & KEATING

Ronald A." Capdne
Stuart S. Dye

Attorneys for INTERTANKO

RAC: JWP/tlr

enclosure ~
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TRIS UL S, PLAN FOR STRATECIC PETROLEUM REZERVES

CALLS FOR STORING OlL IN TAMNKERS

INTERIANKC'S COMMHNTS
ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMERNY INPACT STATENRNT (RIS)

WITIH DMPIASIS ON PAGES TITI - 1007110 (USE OF TAWKERS)

1. Gencral Comments.

Preparing for implementation of thoe strategic petroleum reserve
progran, the Federal Energy Agency has in the draft "Environment
Impact Statement"” (BIS) on strategical petroleoum reserves (SPR)
of June 1976 particularly emphasized underground storage of oil
in existing salt domes or salt beds. The possibility of ucing
tankers is also commented uwpon. On page . IT-314 of the drafit it is
howvever expressced that whereas the usce of tankers is still con-
sidered, it is likely to be eliminalted because of its folativuly

high cost and potential environmental hazards.

The International Associatign of Independent Tanker Ownors
(IHTERTANKO) would question the basis foxr this preliminary
conclusion and would strongly reccommend that the possibility

of using idle tankers as a temporary means of achieving the goals
of petrolecun storage rescrve plan should be further explored.
Refercnce is made to the National Petroleum Council's report
entitled "Petroleum Storage for National Security" pp. 66-67/
77-78 pointing out that it may be doubtful whether significant
salt dome storage could be recady for operation as scheduled due
to time needed For construction of nccessary facilities, including
deep water terminals.  As tankeors arve ready available at louw
cost, this alternative offers a unigue possibility to allow the

time for completion of the salt domoe storadge schemr and should

sigriticant)y assisl achicving the goel of the Pederal Energy
Aocney {(FDA) . Puen owhen salt donees are complebed, tinkors mogy,
Guse to the flexibility prove e e o usefol supplebent. In ocone
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of an emerycency the tankers would have the flexibility to allow
quick transfer of oil to conswning areas and refinerics to mect
an immediate demand. In particular comparcd with the possibility
of constructing new above-ground steel tanks, floating tankers

should be the most attractive alternative.

The draft LIS contains several serious inaccuracies and does
not take into account the experience and technology de&eloped
for tankers during the last years. Below are our comments on
the draft BIS, pp. III ~ 100/110.

2. Availability of Tankers

The draft EIS (III - 100/101) recognizes the depressed tanker
market and the surplus of tanker tonnage available for other
usage. In the table it is indicated that 36.8 m.dwt. %Zankers

are in lay-up. The fact is, however, that ber August 1, 1970
.nearer to 50 m.dwt. were without employment and léid up. In
addition, sailing tankers are generally operating at reduced
speed which under the present market conditions is more economi-
cal due to. saving of fuel. Thus with full speed, additional
tonnage estimated to another 30 m.dwt. capacity, can be released:
It is likely that a full utilization of these 30 m.dwt. will take
place before the lay-up figures will be drastically reduced.
Furthermore, it is expected that about 20 m.dwt. of tanker tonnage
may be delivered during the rest of 1976, and at least the same
amount of tonnage during 1977. In the Annual Report of OECD

for 1974 it is estimated that the present surplus of tankers
will last until 1985. Even though INTERTANKO does not eundorse
this forecagt, it seems clear that tankers will be available

for several years to come.

BIS (ITI - 103) states that contractual “escape clauses" may

be necessary for any arrangment with tanker owncrs. This must -
be strongly refuted. Such escape clauses do not exist in any ’
standard contract used by major oil éompanics for period fixtures,
and shmuld‘not bea necessary when contracting for the purposc

of storing oll.
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3. Safety

On anchor site selecction (IXT - 103) good experience has been
gained by classification societies during the last two years to
provide $afe lay-up berths outside port limits. Several

vesscels moorxed alongside each other are less exposed to heavy
winds than single moored vesscls. Ballasted laid~up tankers

at various anchorages in Norway successfully withstood severe
tests during the exceptional storxmy winter 1975/76 when windforces
up to and above hurricane (62 knots and above) were measurced

on several occasions. Fully loaded with oil tankers would be
even less vulnerable,

A number of the technical problems referred to in the draft EIS

(IIT ~ 104/107) are exaggerated. EIS scems to indicqte that idle

tankers will need a thorough check, cleaning, as well as costly
installations before being available for storage. Tankers laid

up worldwide are, however, required to be clean and gasfree.

Generally they are able to depart for a storage berth in 2-3 wecks

after notice is given. This period would be sufficient for manning, .
starting up procedures, dry docking or cleaning of vessel's bottom,
classification survey, etc., and would be of no concern to the

party leasing the vessels unless purchased/leased on an "as is

where is" basis.

On auxiliary equipment for storage vessels, joint studies‘by
Frank Mohn A/S, Bergen, Norway, and INTERTANKO's Technical
hdmisory Committece recommends use of simple and inexpensive
portable pumps, hcating systems, etc. Thus tankers used for
storage should not normally necd to raise steam or opcrate
auxiliaries to heat ox pump cargo, ox handle ballast, but in case
of an emergency, it might be desirxable and possible to maintain .
some tankers fully operational. (See INTERTAKKO's June 1976
paper, para. 10,15 through ;9 and ¥Yrank Mohn A/S booklet, pp.

1 - 5).

Rilge watcr is nontioned in ELS to be a problem l.ut can

casily be stored in a slop tank. 1§ needed, 0il spill contain-
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ment énd clean up equipment can be acguired at low cost.
Strategially located, such equipment could serve several groups
of tankers, being transported to the spot by helicopters., A
dual purposc is scrved as it will substantially contribute to
improve any existing local contingency plan. (See para, 8 - 10
in INTERTANKO's June 1976 paper.)

The reference in EIS page ITXI - 110 to the Torry Canyon accident
is clearly irrelevant, as Torry Canyon grounded due to a navi-

gational errox cruising for full speed in the English Channel.

4. Cost

With the extraordinary slump in the tanker market, tankexrs (12 - 15
years of age) in lay-up today can be bought by the U.S. govern-
ment for storage purposes at a price slightly above scrap value.

In the EIS report the question is raised what to do with the

" tankers at the completion of the early storage program. It is
said that "the ability to sell tankers to a market alrcady over-
loaded with excess capacity must be serijously questioned”.

This is no problem as tankers can be sold for demolition and a
major part of the initial cost recovered. It will be known that
ship scrap is a first class raw material for the steel industry
for which there. is always a demand. Moreovex, aftér the expiry
of the storage program the tanker market may have improved and
the demand fgr tankers fit for irading may again be brisk.

It.is furthermore said (III - 107) that the costs of having a
tankex in lay-up include depreciation and lost revenue. However,
if the owner has decided to keep his vessel in the short and
medium term (1-3 years), these cost components will not be
included in his calculations when the vessel is offered for a
fixture. The owner would accept a rate which would produce a

better result than having the vessel in lay-up.

The BIS refers to a case in which an oil company incurs $500,000
annually by having a tankexr of 50,000 tons in lay-up. This is
indeed a very high estimate as normal 1ay~up'costs are in lhe
200,000 - $300,000 range for this size. These costs include
wanninyg, repair, maintenance and all othex operational costs.
Iv-29
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The calculations made in INCERPLNKO's June papey, Part I, para.
11 - 14, demonstrate Lhat tankers arxe highly competitive for
storade of oil, and owners will quote rates that are far below
the price of using, for instance, steel tanks on shore. In the
"EBarly Storage Rescrve" plan published by the Federal Enexqgy
Administration, April 22, (IV - 6) the costs to lcase stecl tanks
are estimated to be in the $13 ~ $22 range per ton per year

($1.80 ~$3 per barrel).
5. Conclusion

Based upon the above considerations, TNIEKIANKO would respect-

fully submit that the use of tankers is recommended.:
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NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20550

I8 91

OFFICE OF THE
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
FOR ASTRONOMICAL,
ATMOSPHERIC, EARTH,
AND OCEAN SCIENCES

Dr. Robert L. Davies

Director

Strategic Petroleum Reserve Office
Federal Energy Administration

1726 M Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 20461

" Dear Dr. Davies:

Several individuals in the Foundation have reviewed the
DEIS - Strategic Petroleum Reserve and have these comments
for your consideration: .
- The SPR should be thoroughly discussed in terms of
projected energy demands through 1985 should we face
another embargo.

- Site-specific statements should address adverse impacts
of petroleum products other than crude oil.

- Impact areas are a mix of environmental impacts of the
petroleum storage and effects of environmental factors
onh the storage.. Seismic activity, an important factor,
might be due either to the storage or have an effect on
the storage. Meteorological impacts have effects only
on the storage. These differences can be confusing, and
need clarification in the DEIS.

Sincerely yours,

. //”7//

odd
Deputy Ass1stant Director
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Standard Oil Company of California
225 Bush Street, San Francisco, California 94104

K.T. Der . August 5, 1976 c0002

Vice-President

Draft Programmatic EIS -
Strategic Petroleum Reserve

Executive Communications.
Room 3309

Federal Energy Administration
Box dills \

Washington, D.C. 20461

Gentlemen:

Standard 0il Company of California is pleased to respond to the request
for comments on a Draft Programmatic EIS - Strategic Petroleum Reserve,
as published in the June 25, 1976 issue of the FEDERAL REGISTER, 41 E.R.
26262. Previous correspondence submitted by our company to the FEA con-
cerning the Strategic Petroleum Reserve includes: 1) two letters from
Mr. H. J. Haynes to Mr. Frank Zarb dated March 12, 1976 and July 19,
1976; 2) a letter from Mr. K. T. Derr to the Executive Committee of the
FEA dated July 15, 1976 submitting our formal comments on the Industrial
Petroleum Reserve in response to FEA's request. A considerable amount
of the material herein is duplicative in concept and wording with earlier
correspondence. For referral convenience, this previous correspondence
is herewith included as Attachments 4, 5 and 6. .

As stated in previous correspondence, our company generally endorses the
establishment of an Early Storage and Strategic Petroleum Reserve as a
means of reducing the economic consequence to the nation of a future
short-term supply interruption. We are convinced that our nation will
become increasingly dependent on oil imports under present energy poli-
cies and regulations and thereby more vulnerable to the adverse impacts
which will result from possible future disruptions of our imported crude
0il and product supplies. We are equally convinced that any feasible
Earlg Storage or Strategic Petroleum Reserve can reduce the nation's vul-
nerability to possible future denials of imported oil for only a rela-
tively short period of time as the cost of long-term security storage
protection would be prohibitive. In the long term, the only sensible
answer to our fundamental needs is to undertake as soon as possible an
aggressive search for, and development of, indigenous energy alterna-
tives to imported oil. Thus, it is important that a plan be provided

to assure a balance of the benefits of petroleum security storage with
the need to encourage domestic energy resource development.

Further, we recommend that FEA give careful consideration to evaluating

what might be the nature of a supply disruption against which the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve would serve as a supply buffer. In studying such
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a fundamental aspect of the basis for the Reserve, FEA might wish to
solicit input from a '"task force" comprised of representatives of the
military, petroleum industry, consumer groups, including industrial and
agricultural users of petroleum to help define the potential for demand
curtailment and fuels substitution in the event of a disruption. Petro-
leum demand priorities should be established by the FEA after consulting
concerned parties and these priorities should be updated periodically.

In Attachments 1, 2 and 3, we have elaborated upon much of the draft
programmatic En.ironmental Impact Statement on a section-by-section
basis. However, we would like to emphasize in this letter our views
on key areas of concern regarding the EIS Statement and the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve in general:

(1) We are strongly opposed to the establishment of an industry-
funded IPR. Since all of the component parts of the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve, including the IPR, are intended to protect
the nation against the threat to its economic well-being and
military security which a supply disruption would pose, it
follows that the funding responsibility should be borne by the
national economy, and not* the U.S. petroleum industry. The
very reason for the SPR is to protect this nation against the
advent of another embargo - a political act between governments.
As such, it seems entirely appropriate that the cost to provide
such safeguards should be funded entirely by the federal goverr.
ment.

(2) Government ownership and control of Early Storage and Strategic
Petroleum Reserves should not preclude involvement of the pri-
vate sector in planning, design, construction, management and
operation of these reserve programs. This expertise can readily
be obtained by the government through use of private contrac-
tors, which is common practice in a wide range of government

-procurement programs.. . ... ..

(3) We believe that Regional Petroleum Reserves are unnecessary in
the short and intermediate term and probably longer term -
beyond 1980. The availability of a carefully developed program
and plan which takes into account alternative steps such as o0il
product demand reduction through conservation curtailment and
“conversion measures and uses spare refining capacity and yield
flexibility along with distribution system flexibility should
elimindte or, at the very least, substantially reduce the need
for Regional Petroleum Reserves. Certainly, the West Coast,
fast approaching a period of adequate self-sufficiency in domes-
tic oil availability, would have little need for additional
crude o0il or product reserve storage.

(4) In our opinion, the best way to store petroleum for use in emer-
gencies is in the form of crude, not manufactured products.
Manufactured products tend to deteriorate (go off specification)
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(5)

(6)

)

after long storage. Further, refining options are foreclosed
when manufactured product is stored in lieu of crude.

No one can predict what form our next emergency will take - we
could have a shortage of gasoline, heating o0il or jet fuel.
Since any shortage of imports would create idle refining capac-
ity, storing crude in lieu of products would allow us to manu-
facture the products needed.

It appears the FEA is considering procurement of crude oil for
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve in a manner which indirectly
equates to industry funding. For example, the FEA proposes to
acquire crude oil for the Reserve by:

- Using lower priced controlled federal royalty-oil,

- Allocating lower priced controlled (old o0il) to the
federal government.

- Having the federal government participate in the entitle-
ments program and buy oil (domestic and imported) at the
national average price.

All of these methods deprive refiners of price controlled oil
which forces them to import higher priced foreign crude as the
only feasible substitute. The FEA and Congress should recog-
nize that the petroleum demand imposed by such a Reserve can
only be supplied from foreign sources. Therefore, the above
methods of acquiring oil for the Reserve would equate to in-
direct funding of the Resérve by the oil industry.

The most economical and practical way to store the oil is in
underground salt caverns located in the Gulf Coast Area. The
Gulf Coast Area is ideal because it is close to an existing
complex distribution network that can serve most of the U.S.

Utilization of tankers as an interim means of storing the Early
Storage Reserve would be a poor substitute for existing under-
ground storage caverns. Considering all factors, economic,
political, etc., the use of tankers as storage facilities for
the ESR would be an unacceptable alternative.

We do not feel that the section of the EIS concerning oil spills
pPresents an up-to-date account on the fate and effects of oil
spills and methods to prevent and clean up those spills. In
our opinion, this area is of sufficient importance to justify
further investigation by the FEA into the latest available in-
formation on o0il spills. We have attached a copy of recent
testimony by Mr. E. W. Mertens, Chairman of the API Committee
on the Fate and Effects of 0il in the Environment. This testi-
mony discusses several of the API-sponsored studies which apply
to many of the points made in the draft EIS. We hope this at-
tachment will assist the FEA in finalizing this particular area
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of the Environmental Impact Statement.

We appreciate having this opportunity to express our views on this
draft Environmental Impact Statement,

Very truly yours,

Attachments:

I - Supplementary Comments on Draft Programmatic EIS.

II - Statement by E. W. Mertens on Environmental Impact
of Proposed 0il and Gas Leasing OCS Gulf of Alaska.
III - Effects of Chronic Exposure of 0il on Marine Life
Under Field Conditioms. ’
IV - Mr, Haynes' March 12, 1976 Letter to Mr. Zarb.

V - Mr, Haynes' July 19, 1976 Letter to Mr. Zarb.
VI - Mr, Derr's July 15, 1976 Letter to FEA Exec.
Communications on IPR.
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ATTACHMENT 1

SUPPLEMENTARY COMMENTS ON DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT FOR THE STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE,.

.STANDARD OIL OF CALIFORNIA
August 5, 1976

The prefacing letter expresses Standard 0il Company of California's
basic position on key areas of the Draft EIS. Following are additional
comments directed specifically at a number of sections in the program-
matic EIS:

SECTION IIDGE - MAJOR STORAGE AND DISTRIBUTION FACILITIES AND CANDIDATE
STORAGE SITES

In our opinion the practical and economical way to store 0il for the SPR

.is in underground salt caverns, located close to existing pipeline dis-

tribution networks and receiving terminals. The Gulf Coast area is a
very suitable site because of its abundance of caverns and location rela-
tive.to an elaborate petroleum distribution network already in operation.
Crude can be moved to refineries as far away as St. Paul, Minnesota, or
Buffalo, New York. Finished products can be moved from the Gulf Coast

to any area in the upper Midwest and to the East Coast. In the case

of PAD District V, forthcoming availability of Alaskan North Slope Crude
0il should permit refineries to operate at appropriate levels during a
foreign petroleum supply disruption. .

Underground salt caverns are preferred over aboveground steel tanks be-
cause caverns: :

- Are the least expensive form of storage. Depending on the amount
‘of storage, cavern size, wells per cavern and proximity to water
source and disposal areas, underground caverns should cost from
$1.00 to $3.00 per barrel (including appurtenances and piping).
Aboveground steel tanks (including site preparation, piping and
appurtenances) would cost an estimated $5.00 to $10.00 per barrel,
depending on soil conditions and location.

- .
Have low maintenance costs. Aboveground steel tanks require. peri-
odic painting.

Are less vulnerable from a security standpoint. Underground caverns
offer greater protection against damage due to storms, fire or
‘sabotage.

Have lower evaporation losses because underground caverns have less

exposed surface area per volume stored than aboveground tankage.
This is preferable from an environmental and economic point of view.

Iv-37



" Attachment 1

e L

SECTION IIF - IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RESERVE

It is disturbing to note a number of inferences in this section which
suggest that the Federal Government will become directly involved in ter-
minal and port facilities and the actual movement of petroleum products
during an emergency. If tankers and barges are required for transport,
does the government intend to preempt the use of these vessels from the
0il companies? Wouldn't the government's involvement in transportation
and docking facilities amount to direct governmental control of oil com-
pany operations?

In our opinion, the o0il industry did an excellent job of allocating petro-
leum products during the 1973/74 o0il embargo. We question whether Govern-
ment intervention into the supply aspect of another embargo would result
in as satisfactory a conclusion. The overall success of the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve and its effectiveness during a supply curtailment will
depend largely on the Government's willingness to make full use of oil
industry expertise in planning and carrying out appropriate distribution
of the reserve. '

SECTION IIIAl - ALTERNATIVES TO THE STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE

Under the EIS "business as usual' projection, total domestic crude and
natural gas liquids production in 1980 is estimated at 12.8 MMB/D (in-
"cluding 2.1 MMB/D from Alaska). Considering that since 1971, domestic
crude and NGL production has declined from 10.9 MMB/D to the current
9.7 MMB/D, a projected increase of 3.1 MMB/D even with Alaska North
Slope production appears quite optimistic, especially in light of re-
cent disincentives enacted by. the legislature. A more realistic, but
still optimistic, forecast is that the "lower 48" production decline
will be offset by new discoveries, enhanced recovery techniques and
North Slope production such that total domestic production in 1980 will
be 11.8 MMB/D. Unless steps are taken soon to encourage rather than
discourage the development of domestic energy resources, even that level
of production will be difficult to achieve.

Reference is made on III-9 to Outer Continental Shelf (0OCS) production
in 1975 off South Alaska. Actually, there was no OCS production off
Alaska in 1975. All producing fields except for Swanson River were in
the upper Cook Inlet in state waters.

SECTION IIIA2 - ALTERNATIVE METHODS FOR ACQUIRING THE OIL

The implication in this section that there are five distinct oil acqui-
sition methods - Naval Petroleum Reserve oil, royalty oil, "old" oil,

0il purchased on.the open market, and importing oil - is misleading.

We wish to point out that there are really only two distinct categories
of 0il: incremental domestic o0il from the Naval Petroleum Reserves and
©0il imports acquired dircctly or indirectly by the U.S. Government.

The utilization of royalty oil, "old" oil or open domestic market pur-
chases all really involve the allocation of costs between the Governmentl
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0il companies and consumers and not the source of the incremental hydro-
carbons. The use of royalty oil, "old" oil or 'mational average price"
domestic oil for the reserve would only serve to confuse everyone as to
the ‘true cost of the reserve and would indirectly result in funding of
a portion of the SPR by private industry. ’
In the eavironmental impact portion of Section IIIA2, the EIS states that
the indirect methods of increasing oil imports would "stimulate domestic
production of o0il." The increase alluded to is not for domestic oil but
for oil per se. To the extent the OCS and Alaskan o0il are developcd and
produced, that development and production will result regardless of the
SPR. Since demand for oil already far exceeds domestic preoduction, we
fail to see how creating a larger gap between domestic production and
demand will stimulate domestic production. FEA must undoubtedly under-
stand that domestic production will be stimulated by removing existing
economic disincentives through price decontrol rather than by artificial-
ly manipulating the supply.

In Section A-2b the FEA concludes that filling a 500 MMB reserve in five
years would require delivery by the equivalent of "one additional 300,000-
barrel tanker about every ten days.' Our calculations show that one
300,000-barrel tanker would have to arrive every day in order to fill a
S00 MMB reserve in five years, Perhaps a 300,000 DWT tanker was intended.
A 300,000 DWT tanker arriving every ten days would deliver approximate-

1y 2,250,000 bbls, or about 225,000 bbls. per day. If a 300 MDWT tanker
was intended, we -wish to point out that there are no existing receiving
terminals on U.S. coasts that can receive VLCCS or ULCCS. If LOOP or
Seadock becomes a reality, then VLCCS and ULCCS would be able to dis-
charge at a U.S. port. However, LOOP and Seadock, if approved, are not
scheduled to be completed until the early 1980S. Therefore, any oil im-
ported to the U.S. in the interim will have to be transported in 45-80
MDWT tankers. Given current draft limitations at most U.S. ports, the
largest cargo size that can arrive is between 300 to 400 MBBLS. This
means that one vessel in this tonnage range must urrive and discharge
every day for five years to build a 500 million barrel reserve.

IIIA3 - METHODS.OF IMPLEMENTING THE INDUSTRIAL PETROLEUM RESERVE

Our company firmly believes that the economic impact on the o0il industry,
if required to fund an IPR, would be substantial. To require the U.S.
petroleum industry to purchase and store as an IPR 3% of its U.S. re-
finery crude runs plus product imports would result in an expenditure

“for the petroleum alone of about $2.0-2.5 billion. A reasonable allow-

ance for facilities to contain this o0il raises the total expenditure to
‘at least $4.0-4.5 billion. In this section of the Draft EIS, the FEA
rightly concludes that if the petroleum industry is forced to absorb $2.5
billion. (or higher) in expenditures for an IPR, then it will defer and/
or eliminate capital expenditures in a like amount. Unfortunately, FEA
proceeds to classify such foregone expenditures as being of marginal im-.
portance.

The U.S. petroleum industry, at least based on Standard's experience, is
not presently in a position to undertake investments of marginal
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importance. The industry cannot afford to commit funds to capital ex-
penditures wiiich are of a '"discretionary'" nature. FEA should be well
aware that recent governmental actions have reduced significantly the
U.S. petroleum industry's availability of internally generated funds for
investment. This has occurred in the face of inflation-induced, rapid
increases in the cost of sustaining and augmenting domestic energy sup-
plies. The magnitude of the cost of purchasing and storing these re-
serves is such that they cannot be undertaken and financed by private
industry without significantly reducing exploration and development ef-
forts or creating a competitive imbalance between individual companies.
Reducing the industry's capital investment program by $2-4.5 billion
would be one more step in the direction of assuring increased dependence
on foreign oil and would thus be totally inconsistent with the assumed
fundamental objective of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve.

The draft EIS implies that it would be a simple task to pass on costs
of the IPR to users of petroleum products by virtue of the FEA's permit-
ting the industry to charge higher prices for its products than other-
wise would be the case. This conclusion ignores the fact that petroleum
product prices are determined by the operation of market forces, and not
by some formula which describes how costs can be '"recovered." In its
recent '"Preliminary Findings' on the prospects for residual fuel oil de-
control, FEA reported that throughout the last half of 1975, the thirty
largest U.S. refiners maintained '"banks' of unrecovered costs aggregat-
ing to $1.0-1.5 billion.
" These "banks' clearly indicate that far from being able to pass throug
the incremental costs associated with funding an IPR, the U.S. refining
industry has not been able to recover all of the basic costs associated
with its current level of activity. The reason: marketplace factors
(periodically distorted by preferences granted to some firms by FEA's
regulations and/or exceptions thereto).

FEA's apparent belief that costs associated with funding an IPR can be
“Ypassed through'" fails to-take.into consideration facts such as: indi-
vidual refiners produce varying percentages of individual refined prod-
ucts; varying proportions of these individual products are marketed in
different regions of the country and in differing percentages to the
various classes of customers - Z.e., each refiner participates in dif-
ferent markets; each refiner has individual raw material costs and
-operating efficiencies and yet might be competing with other refiners
having different costs with the result that the impact of an IPR fund-
ing requirement upon an individual refiner's competitive position will
be different from that for other refiners with whom he competes. In
view of this, it is erroneous to believe that refiners can ignore com-
petitive conditions in the marketplace and merely take on the additional
cnsts associated with funding an IPR and recover them with no impact on
profitability or market share. -

Assuming, therefore, that the o0il industry will be required to absorb

the cost of funding an IPR, it is necessary to put the $4.0-4.5 billion

funding requirement in proper perspective. It should be noted that the

group of petrolcum companies whose financial performance is followed by

Chase Manhattan Bank has in recent years devoted about this same amount‘
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of funds annually to U.S. petroleum exploration. The diversion of such
otherwise productive funds to an IPR effectively requires the industry
to defer one year's worth of U.S. exploration activity!

Additionally, the declining availability of natural gas -and the need to
maintain a healthy economy require the industry to add refining capacity
in the U.S. It must also add needed refining facilities to accommodate
gasoline lead phase-out if growing requirements for unleaded gasoline

are to be met. What investments would FEA have the industry forgo in
order to fund an IPR? Domestic exploration? Domestic petroleum develop-
ment? Refining facilities?

There is not an unlimited supply of debt or equity capital available to
the U.S. petroleum industry, but the '"Draft Environmental Impact State-
ment' implies that there is. The limitation on capital availability

is of particular concern in light of fundamental uncertainties facing
the industry, uncertainties in part arising from government regulatory
action., If the U.S. petroleum industry had to raise additional capital
to purchase petroleum for storage in an IPR, such capital would be made
available only at a higher cost than the last prior source of capital.
The higher cost could prevent the petroleum industry from funding and
undertaking more productive investments. Similarly, certain end-users
who are now importing, or are planning to import petroleum products
directly (e.g., some electric utilities), would presumably have a simi-
lar basic funding problem.

."FEA should not overlook the fact that capital devoted to productive in-
vestment by the private sector, such as by the petroleum industry in
searching for and developing new domestic petroleum supplies, creates
job opportunities, and generates additional tax receipts. Diversion of
this potential investment away from productive activities so as to build
up an IPR will have obvious detrimental impact on the nation's economy.
Expenditures for a petroleum reserve result in tying up funds in working
capital and do not result in the added employment opportunities which
alternative capital expenditures would provide.

In view of the above considerations, we conclude that reducing the U.S..
petroleum industry's capital investment capability by requiring it to
-~establish an IPR would be an unfortunate step in the direction of dimin-
ishing domestic petroleum supply capability and consequently increasing
U.S. dependence on foreign petroleum. This result would be totally in-
consistent with what should be a U.S. energy policy objective and would
exacerbate the impact of a supply disruption against which the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve is meant to provide some security.:

As a further argument in support of government funding of the entire
Strategic Petroleum Reserve (and hence not requiring an IPR), it should
be noted that there is substantial precedent for the federal government
"bearing the full cost of stockpiling strategic materials. The Depart-
ment of Defense stockpiles significant volumes of various copmodities in
the U.S. and elsewhere. Crucial raw materials such as various metals
are stockpiled and paid for in full by the federal government. As in
the case of these important reserves, the Strategic Petroleum Reserve
will benefit the entire American public and should therefore be fully
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funded and controlled by the federal government.

SECTION IIIB1 - STRUCTURAL ALTERNATIVES - MINED CAVITIES IN SALT

Based on industry studies related to the "LOOP" project, it has been
estimated that 200 to 250 MMB of salt cavern storage can be constructed
and completed in about six years. Of this time about one year is re-
quired to define the project scope and develop sufficient design to
order the large pumps required. Two years would be required for design
and construction and about three years for the leaching process. Pumps
handling 2 to 3 MMB/D, probably in the 10,000-15,000 BHP range would
require at least two years to obtain after orders are placed. Comple-
tion of the storage is also critically dependent on leaching capacity.
At a typical leaching efficiency of 7.5 barrels of water per barrel of
salt removed (85% salinity) and a leaching rate of 2+ MMB/D (brine),
about three years would be required to leach 200-250 MMB of storage.
While it might be possible to increase th leaching rate above 2 MMB/D
or take other steps to reduce the six-year period, sufficient data do
not exist to date to permit that assumption,.

Generally 10 MM barrels is considered a reasonable cavern size for crude

storage based on present technology and provides good structural stabil-
ity at relatively low unit cost due to economy of scale.

" SECTION IIIB4 - STRUCTURAL ALTERNATIVES - TANKERS

In our opinion, utilization of existing laid-up tankers as a storage
medium for the Early Storage Reserve, though feasible, would be undesir-
able for a number of reasons.

As stated in the Draft EIS, the cost of maintainirg an anchored tanker
in sailing readiness is '"substantial.'" We estimate that the cost to
maintain a tanker fleet (in steaming readiness) capable of storing 150
MMB of crude oil would be at least %200;§400 million per year. However,
the EIS goes on to assume that tankers used for storage will not be

kept ready for sailing. Considering that about 40 million DWT or 80
percent of the current inactive and laid-up tonnage involves tankers
which are too large to enter any existing U.S. harbor fully loaded, most
of the vessels leased would have to be anchored in open navigable waters.
* We question the acceptance by U.S. government authorities, the shipowners
and their insurance underwriters of a plan that would allow these ves-
sels to anchor in open waters without being in sailing readiness. In
addition, most coastal areas surrounding our country are vulnerable to
hurricanes and other forms of violent weather. We don't believe that

the inherent risk, however remote, of leaving a storage vessel anchored
in the path of an oncoming storm could be justified.

Regarding vessels which could be accommodated in existing harbors, the
impact on visual aesthetics and proximity to populated or recreational
areas also would posc formidable hurdles in the selection of suitable
anchorage areas. Puget Sound, onec of the only inland waterways large
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“enough to accommodate an 80-150 MDWT vessel, would be inappropriate as

an anchorage area since it is located in one of the few areas where ade-
quate domestic crude will soon be available.

The overall cost to store 150 MMB of crude oil in tankers for a three-
year period would be about $900 million. The cost to provide permanent
underground storage to handle the same volume of crude is estimated to
be about $300 million. In addition, crude stored in caverns would even-
tually Decome an integral part of the estimated 500 MMB Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve. Crude held temporarily in tankers would ultimately have
to be re-accumulated in some type of permanent storage facility. Thus,
at the end of the three-year period, not only would we have nothing to
show for our $900 million expenditure, we would have to spend additional
millions to relocate the Reserve.

Due to the volatile nature of the tanker market, even in a period in
which a considerable surplus exists, the costs for tanker storage indi-
cated above may well be understated. The cost of leasing vessels for
storage purposes would vary considerably from the first to the last ves-
sel leased. Tanker rates would, in all likelihood, respond to a sudden
reduction in surplus tonnage and increase substantially. Ultimately,
increased transportation charges would add to the cost of petroleum im-
ports throughout the world. The net effect on the cost of our nation's
crude imports could well exceed the direct expense involved in leasing
the tankers. The impact on other importing nations could cause obvious
international repercussions. If other countries began leasing tankers

for their own-storage needs, the end result could be even more dramatic.

We believe every effort should be made initially to insure that our nation
has a reliable storage system to minimize our vulnerability to future
denials of imported o0il. Use of tankers to implement near-term, tempo-
rary petroleum storage could, in addition to misdirecting government
funds, seriously undermine efforts to achieve the more meaningful ulti-
mate program by providing a false sense of security and confusing program
priorities. : :

SECTION VD - OIL SPILLS

In general, this section is written in a rather negative tone. Questions
are raised with little effort made to answer or qualify them. The latest
state of the art for the prevention, control, and effects of oil in the

“environment has not been fully considered. In the summary and in the- --

first sentence in Subsection D, a statement is made regarding the '"exten-
sive and unusually adverse effects upon ecosystems due to oil spills."”
This statement is not supported by the actual monitoring of a specific
location following a spill. In every case it has been determined that
the adverse effects are for.a temporary period. Therefore, the statement
should be revised to indicate that there is a potential for temporary
adverse effects.

Table V-33 on page V-124 and the discussion on page V-128, present the

worst case estimate of transport spill loss. The estimate is based on
previous spill records, but no consideration is given to the fact that
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1mproved operating practices, better equipment, more stringent regula- .
tions, additional operator training, have each contributed to a reduction
in the volume of o0il spilled from tankers.

Subsection 3 discusses the ecological impacts of spilled oil, beginning
on page V-137. This discussion fails to consider the results of current
researcl into the fate and effects of o0il in the marine environment.
Five years ago, the API instituted a comprchensive research program on
the fate and biological effects of o0il spills. A wealth of information
resulted from this program, and it has not been reflected in the draft
EIS. Attachments II and III prepared by Mr. Mertens cover this subject..

SECTION VI - MITIGATING MEASURES AND UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTS

In Section VIA, treating agents are discussed under the heading, 'Con-
tainment and Cleanup at Terminal.'" We suggest that these be discussed
under a separate heading because of the unlikely possibility that some
treating agents will be used at terminals (Z.e., sinking agents and burn-
ing agents).

The subsection, '"Containment at Sea," has a rather superficial discussion
of the subject. O0il spill containment and cleanup in the ocean environ-
ment are possible under all except the most extreme conditions. The ex-
ample given of 6-8' waves and one-knot currents would not necessarily
prevent cleanup. Other conditions such as wave period and wind force
influence the ability of equipment to operate effectively. In strong .
currents containment boom may be used to direct the o0il to a skimmer or
to a lgcation where a successful cleanup can be accomplished. Government
and industry have applied an jntensive research effort in the development
of large skimmers capable of operating in the ocean environment. Several
prototype models have sucdessfully demonstrated using either or a combi-
nation of the continuous belt, the vortex, and the weir principle.

.The last_sentence of this subsection on page VI-44, states that a spill
of 30,000 tons or larger could not be effectively contained in the open:
or coastal ocean waters before it reached the shore. This is another
illustration of using the worst case example. The likelihood of a
30,000-ton catastrophic spill is remote. In any case, the implication
that this entire amount, or a large portion thereof, would come ashore,
1s 1n error. . :

On page VI- 45 "Contalnment at Coastal Inlets," a statement is made that
it would be de51rab1e to seal off inlets to prevent oil from reaching
the most ecologically important areas. The DEIS should explain that
there is a containment boom available that can be used to divert oil
from these inlets to a location where the o0il could be removed.

On page VI-46, "Beach Cleanup,'" the DEIS omits one consideration regard--
ing oil stranded on inaccessible or rocky beaches. In this case, if the
beach is not used extensively for recreational purposes, the most environ-
mentally sound practice may be to allow the oil to weather and be removed
by the mechanical action of the incoming surf or by marine llfe, such

as limpets that graze on the rocks. ‘
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On page VI-49, in the second paragrarh, the cleanup cost per barrel of
cargo is discussed. The extrapolation of cost for a large spill is un-
realistic. The high per-barrel cost of cleaning up a small spill is
understandable, because of the industry practice of over-r:sponse to oil
on the water. Equipment and manpower are called out and when only a
small quantity of o0il is spilled and recovered, the unit cost is high.
This high unit costing cannot be realistically applied to a major spill.
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MR. CHAIRMAN: ‘

.My name 1is Edward Mertens. I am eméloyed as a chemist by

. Chevron Research Company,Aa research subsidiary of the
StaLiard 0il Company of California. During my career, which
extends back to the close of World War IXI, I have held a.
number of scientific and research management assignments
concerned with research work on the heavier fractions of
erude oil and the many products derived from these fractions.
I hold over 20 U.S. and forelgn patents and.have written a
.number of technical articles based on this work. These
heavier fractions, incidentally, tend . to persist longer

.after a typical oil spill.

Ten yeagf aéb my'work began.to‘inyolve thé enviropménfal and
. health’as;;cts of these products; For the past six years, I
. have devoted full time to work.on eﬁvironmental problems.

. As the-primary duty of my current assignment, I am Chairman

.of - the American Petroleum Institute's Committee on the Fate

‘and Effects of Oil in the Environment.

~ API inltlated a comprehensive research'program on the fate
and biological effects of oil spills five years ago. The
total cost of this program to_the industry 1is well over a
mil;ion dollars eéch year. I expect that this level of

support will continue for at least the next several years.
r .

)
» .

Our program has already yielded a wealth of information.
More than 40 papers either have been written or are in

preparatioh by those investigators we have sponsored at
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various_universities'an& research organiéations. Ultimately,
this ipformation wlll be an important.contribution to the
‘Yarge body of literature pertaining to the fate and effects
of oil in the marine environment. ﬂ B

-

Perhaps the most serious probiem concerning the poten?ial
.effects of oil on marine life was whether oil, once taken up
Sy a marine organism, would be permanently retained by that
organism and, if so, whether the o0il would become concen-
frated as 1t moves up fhe food chain. If this were true, in
" time the 611 would reach some member of .the food chain that
is used by the human race as part of its diet. Thus, it

_ ﬁight constitute a threat to human healtﬂ. This hypothesis
has been advanced by literally scores of authors in their
;reports, revievs, ehvironmental impact statementé; research
: proposals;,and similar writings that are concerned with the
effects of o;l on mariné life. However, as my testimony
téday will §how, these concerns have no valid scientific
basis bécause extensive research shows that oil does not

berménently enter the food chain.

'This hypothesis is based largely 6n a study conducted by
Blumer following a spill of No. 2 fuel oil in Buzzard's Bay,
Massachusetts, in 1969! and his subsequent cor;'clusions.2
Blumér analyzed oysters exposed to this spill and found ?hey
had taken up oil fractiéns. -He gept three of. the exposed
bysters——on}y.three—-in flowing seawater in his 1;boratory..

One oyster was analyzed for its oll content after 72 days;
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the other two after 180 days. Concerning this wérk he
states, "Oysters that were removed from the polluted greé'
-and that were maintained in ciéan water for as long as six
months retained the oll without change in composition or
quantity. Thus, once contaminated, shellfish cannot cleanée

themselves of oil pollution,"?!

My pfevious testimonies given at hearings sponéored by the
Department of the Interior in Cofpus Christi, Texas, last
'September3 and in Beverly Hills, Cdlifornia 1ast February"
cited nearly a dozen referencesS 15 that refute Blumer's
conqlusionﬁ Every reference reports that once an exposure
to oll has'passéd, the amount of oil in the orgahism ﬁad
eithé: retugpéd to, or closely approximates, the original
ﬁackgfodhd levelf  Release occurs rapidly at first, but in a
few 1nstahces, as much as 6-8 weeks may be reqﬁired before
the last traces may no-longer be detectable.l8°!7 Purther,
this conclusion, nahély, that- 01l 1is released qﬁickly_and
either nearly or cbmpletely quantitatively, is cbrfoborated
by additional publicétions that:havé aﬁpeared in recent

-months.17723

Even Blﬁmer's data do not bear out his coﬁclusion clted

above. If one compares ciosely the concéntrééion 6f oil he
found in the oystef tlssues after being held in the labora-
tory'fér six mon‘chsl with the concentration of oil in the

tissue found at the beginning of the depuration experiment, 24525
the average content of oil per 100 grams of tissue are 3.8
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and 6.9 milligrams, respectively. Even by his data, he
shows a release of almost 50%, rather than none as he states
in his concluslon. He clalms that the oil quantities in the
tissuee before and after'the'experimeht are in good agree-
ment,'especially_if allowance l1s made for the appareht "
ailution of oll by growth of the oysters during the course
of the experiment. His data show that the average gain in -
welght pef animal was berely 5%. If the decline was attrib-
uted solely to dllution by growth, the average coneent of
oll per 100 grams of tissue should have declined from 6.9

milligrams to 6.6 milligrams rather than 3.8 milligrams.

Thus, I am not aware of any reference in'the literature--not
eveh Blumer's work--that support his contention that eysters
or any other marine organism retain whetever 0ll they have
accumuiated withogt change in cemposition or quantity once
their exposure to o0il has been termiﬁated On the coﬂtrary,

every reference concerning uptake and depuration research

o—— ———— e —— .

that 1 have seen shows that marine organisms depurate once
an oil spill episcdde or a simulated spill has passed.
- Indeed, this conclusion is shared by the Energy Policy

B T S Y SO

Project of the Ford Foundation,25 the National Academy of

Sciences,27 and the Marine Technology Society.za-

_Tﬁese results which I have Just eummarized strongly refute
'the‘previously mentlioned hypothesis which has been adopted

widely by the critics of our industry. Since marine orga-
~— . T
nisms subjected to an oil spill do not retain oil permanently,

Iv-50



5

we feel that iﬁ‘is highly unlikely that such contamination
becomes concentrated by transfer from one trophic level to
the next through the food chain. Thus, the possibility of
transfer of harmful oll frac:ions by this mechanlism so that
they become a threat to human health bécomes extremely

-

remote or, more likely, nonexlstent.

These latter conclusions are supported by research conducted

both in the laboratory and in the field.

The question of magniflcatlon of hydrocarbon concentrétions
occurring from transfér up the food chain was investigateﬁ
by cox? and J. W. Anderson.® Neither investiéator found any
evidence of magnification. Their observations agree with
those Qf Straughan, who found no evidence of biomagnifica—
tion in her recently completed two~year study of the marine
community exposed to the natural oil seeps near Santa
Barbara.2? Burns and Teal found no relation between the
hydrocarbon content of an organism and 1ts position in the
food chain in their study of the Sargassoc Sea community.30
Thus, neither laboratory 'work nor field studies support the
@ohtention of the industry's critics that the conééntration

of oil increases as it progresses through the food chain.

Exposure at sublethal concentrations of o1l has shown no
effect on growth rate of marine organisms. This conclusion
was reached by R. D. Anderson® and Cox? in their research on

oysters and shrimp,. respectlvely. Their conclusions agree
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vwith those obtained by Mackin and Hopkins,3! who found no .
difference in the growth rate betweén.oysters growing in an
area subjected to oil contaminétion'and that of gontrol
oysters in an uncontaminated'area. Nor did Straughan; in

her work supported by A?I, find that the natural oil seeps
near Santa Barbara affected the growth rate of marine orga-
nisms living in the area.2?% More recently, these results

are conflrmed by Battelle-Northwest studies at Lake Maracaibo,
Venezuela. There they exposed lisa, a fish native to that
area, for 11 weeks to Tia Juana Medium crude oil.32 No
.effect on growth rate was observed. Since growth rate inte-
grates many life processes and physiological factors, we are
encouraged by those results. Part of our research program

is directed toward studying more extensively the potential

effécts of exposure of marine life to sublethal conceqtrations.. .

It 1s widely believed by.the.public that whenever an oil
spill pf any reasonably large magnitude occurs,'the after-
math 1s a major devastation of marine life. Further, the
public is conditioned to believe that this devastation will
persist for an extended period of time. Most of my remain- .
1ng‘comménts'today will provide information that will show
these beliefs are inaccurate insofar as all but the most ‘

severe spllls are concerned.

A comprehensive survey of more than a hundred major spills
that -occurred throughout the world over a 1l2-year period

'(1960;l971) was made by Ottway.33 An analysis of. the data
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from this survey revealed that birds represented the type of

marine life most often significantly affected. In less than

25% of the spills were more than 50 birds involved. For

other forms of marine life where damage could be descr;bed
as extenslve, the incidence was even less.3" . These levels
aré probably low because some of the spills méy not have
been adequately reported. Neverthelesé, only a small number

of spills, most notably the West Falmouth and the Tampico

Maru spills, resulted in significant damage lasting a year

or more., The latter spill, incidentally, occurred near Baja

California in Mexico in 1957. Cpmparable damage resulted

" .from the Torrey Canyon spill, but it is generally acknowl-

.edged that this damage resultéd primarily from the use- of
fimproperly formulated dispersants applied in an improper
manner rather than from the effect of the oil itself. All

_three of these spills occurred near shore.

"bn fhe other hand, spills from offshore platforms have been
relatively rare. Of the 19,000 wells drilled in our conti-
“nentai waters over thé past 25 years, only the Santa Barbara

"8pill reached the beach in-a quantlity that required'exten-

éive.cleanpp. Its effect on marine l1life was slight and
temporary.3® Only two other significant platform -spills
have occurred. 36,37 Coincidentally, both of these were

in the Gulf of Mexico in 1970. One qf these was studied

_extensively to assess its environmental impact. Its damage
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to mafine life was inconsequential.3® By all standards,

this récord of the offshore industry is impressive.

© The factors that are responsible for the wide variatlcens in
the environmental effects of oils spills are identified by
McAuliffe.38 : . -

He observes that three conditions are especlally critical;
and for a spill to have significant environmental damage,
all three condltions must exist simultaneously. These

. conditions are:

1. The oil must be spilled into a confined body of'water,
' such as a small bay. Thus, the volume of .01l spilled 1s

large with respect to the body of water being impacted.
-2, The oil should be a refined oii, such as No. 2 fuel oil.

. 3. Stormé or heavy‘surf must cause the 'spilled oil to be

churned into the bottom sediments.

Indeed, all three conditions did exlst 1n the case of the

'two spills, the West Falmouth and the Tamplco Maru spills,

' 1n.which significant damége aﬁEributed to the oil 1téelf
persisted beyond a year or two. In each case, the oll spiil
involved a No. 2 fuel oil, which was confifed in a small
area of shallow water for several days. Storms and/or heavy

surf caused the oll to be churned into the bottom sediment.
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In contrast, offshoré platforms are almost without exception
located in unconfined areas and in reasonably deep waters.

- Thus, the first condition ou?lined b§ McAuliffe can rérely
be met. Secondly, a platform produces crude o0ll, which is_
substanflally less toxlic than most refined oils. Thirdly, _
in such deep'waters, sforms and heavy surf rarély, if ever,
are able to churﬁ 01l Into the sedimenﬁs. Thus, the absence
of all three factors minimizes the risk to the marine

ecosystenm.

Moreover, it must be remembered that since plaﬁformé are
usually located well offshore, substantial chahges in the

" character of the spilled crude oil will occur before it
reaches fhgﬁpearshore zone, which is the most biologiéally

- vulnerable area. Once oil is spilled, there is time for the
lighter oil fractions to evaporate. Within a matter of
hours, components of erude oil as heavy as gasoline have
escaped into the atmosphere.39:%2 These fractions are
‘generally acknowledged as. the most toxic fractions. This
cohclusion is confirmed by work conducted by Battelle-
Northwest at Lake Maracalbo, Venezuela. They demonstrated
‘that after only two ho@fs' weathering, the toxicity of the
o1l to shrimp had dropped substantially.32 This drop corre-
lated closely with an attendant drop in concentration of

light aromatics in the water column.

There is time also for many of the components of fhe crude

o1l to be dispersed or, for some components, to be dissolved
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ih the water column. Subsequent dilution rapidly reduces
their concentration to far below toxic levels. Further,
Ztheir'presence in the water column is often short-lived
becaise many components partition readily from the water
into the atmosphere.*! And, finally, if a spill should -
threaten a néarshore zone or shoreline, there is time for

.cleanup equipﬁent to be placed in operation.

The pubiic ﬁas also expresséd concern about chronic'pollution
of the oceans by oil that may occur from increased offshore
drilling. They envision that the amount of oll entering the
oceans will be substantial and that, consequently, the
quantity and diversity of marine life will gradually diminioh
to a small fraction of the current level. My remaining
:comments today will point opt that the day-to-day operation
of additional offshoré platforms will impose, at most, a
_very amall incremental burden of oil to the oceans of our

world. " L

Estimates of the quantities of oil that enter the oceans
annually from various sources have been developed by the
"Natlonal Academy of Sciences.27 Of the estimated six
‘million mettic ttns that reach the oceans throughout tﬁe
worlg aach year, nearly 80% comes from river and urban
.runoff, municipal and industrial waste discharges, and
.marine transportation. About 10% comes from natural seeps
_and another 10% from atmospheric fallout. The contribution

from offshore production is 1.3%.
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Thus, the contribution. of o0il to marine ﬁaters from offshore
production relative to the overéll émount can be considered
minimal 1f not negligible. With respect to the amount that
comes* from natural oil seeps, offshore production contributes
only oﬁe—eighth as much. Slgnificantly, even if we doubled
the number Af wells in our outercontinental waters, thelr
total contribution to ‘marine waters would be still a small
fraction and woﬁld be only oné-fourth of the amount that
comes from natural oll seeps. This cémparison 1s especially
‘significant fof the purposes of this hearing'in view of the
many natural seeps that are known to exist along the Gulf of
Alaska shoreline.%? Undoubtedly, many other seeps exist in

the deeber waters of the Gulf that have not been observed.

In summafy,.we are conQinced that oil posés far less of a
.threat to marine 1life than has been popularly believed.
There 1s no evidence that oll is passed through.the food
chain.and thereby ﬁééomes concentrated so that eventually 1t
~becomes a health hazard'to man. —Major oil spills from
offshore platforms have been a rare occurrence to date.
.Thése who ¢ppose offshorg drilling frequently expfegs the
fear that if a major spill should occur,.it wlll have a
devastat;ng efféqt on marine life. This fear is unfounded,
for out of more than 19,000 wells drilled in offshore waters
so far, there has ggxgg béeﬁ a s§111 where such devastating

effects have taken place. Indeed, in only one spill has any
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measurable damagé occurred; and 1lts extent was inconsequen-
tial. And, finally, even if wé doubled éhe numbef of
offshpre wells, the added input of oil from such opefations
would add little more than 1% to the o1l that now eniers the

-

marine waters annually.

Our Committee 1is convinced‘thaf by taking proper precautions
that employ technology presently avallable, the added risk

is extremely small., This conclusion is confirmed by the
excellent record of the offshore industry since its beginning

more than 25 years ago.

slym,msr

4
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THE EFFECTS

OF CHRONIC EXPOSURE OF
OIL ON MARTH I=

E MDER FIELD COMDITIOQNS
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Introduction

Surprisingly, the voiume.of literature concerning
the éffects of 01l on marine life is extensive. Sgberal
comprehensive summaries of the literature have been ﬁub-
lished.!?2333% ynether one reviews the literature directly
or the summaries that are available, it 1s apparent that
most of the published work concerns laboratory work. Only ‘a
few field studles have been conducted. Moreover, whether
fhe work involves studies conducted in'the laboratory or in
tﬁe field, most of the investigationé are conéerned wlth the
_acute effects, that is, fhe 1mmediaté k1ll resulting from a
Vsingle,exposu;e of marine organisms to oii. Comparatively
1little work has been directed towards studying the effects

of chronic expecsure.

-
3

- Most of the éhronic éxposure work has been performed
in.the laboratopy. However, whether pﬁe is studyiﬂg effects
of acute or cbronic exposure, there 1is generall& a lack of
gobd correlation between'field observations and laboratory
sioassay work. This poor qorrelation'is recognized in

" preports from workshops held.in..our count.fyS and in énglande)

fo'assess thls problem and to recommend needed research.

8Senior Research Associate, Chevron Research Company,
Richmond, California .

bChéirman, Committee on Fate and Effects of 0il in the

Environment, American Petroleum Institute
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Although bloassay work does not serve as an accurate measure
of what effects will cccur under field conditions, ‘it is |
useful in such'studies.as:

1. To develop comparative rankings of sevefal
toxicants to a given test oréanism.

2. Toldevelop comparative rankings of the suscep-
tibility of several organisms to a glven toxicant. -

3. To determine mechanisns of specific effects
under closely controlled conditicns.

Fortunately, 1n recent years; some work has been
dtrected tOWardS investigating the effects of chronic expo-
sure of oil on marine life under field conditions. Two '
widely known studies concern the spills of refined oroducts.
One spill was from<fhe barge Florida at Buzzard's Baj;
Massachuse;ts, in September 1969. The other occurred in‘a

_emall cove of Baja Californlia in Mexlco when the ship

Tampico Maru ran agrocund in March 1957. Less well-known are

'fhe studies recently concluded by‘the Gulf Uni&ersities
'Research bonéortium on the effects.of chronic_exposure
resultihg from offshore‘production in the Gulf of Mexico
"upon the local marine life; the work completed ty the
Battelle— or hwest Laboratories on the effects of production
in Lake Maracaibo, Venezuela, on the resident marine life,
.the effecoe of the natural nll seeps at Cocal Oil Point near
Santa Barbara on the marine life inhabiting.toe immediate
afea; the effects of tar balle washing ashore on the inter-
tidal life along the shorelines of_Bermﬁda; epd the survey

of marine l;fe'under platforms Hilda and Hazel in the Santa

Barbara Charnel. .
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Buzzard's Bay,

This well-documented spi1172829510511512513514
ocecurred 1n September 1969 when the barge Florida spilled

approxirately 4000 barrels of No. 2 fuel oil near West
Falmouth Harbor in Buzzard's Bay, Massachusetts. ihe bottom
sédiments became saturated with the spilled oil and, thus,
begame a2 long-terrn reservoilr, a source of chronic exposure.

A massive kill of benthic invertebrates occurred over several
acres, The afllicted area evidently increzsed as the imme-
diate surrounding area became contaminated over the next
several nonths. Damage was'étill extensive eight months
‘éfter the spill.!® Hunt!3 reported that significant recovery
had occurred within 17 months; and further, after two years
the érea had completely recovered except thé small boat
harbor énd the worst-~polluted sections of the marshes along
Wilag Harbér River. When compared to the control stations in
‘areas not affected, the small boat harbor and the marsh sec-
fiqns showed some detectable effeqts four years after the
spill; othefwise, these areas had essenﬁially recovered
aléo,}“ - A

Baja California
(Mexico) Spiix

. -North et all5 monitored the récovéry for several

"years following the spill of the tanker Tempico Maru at the

mouth of a small cove of Baja California (Mexico) in March
1957. About one-third of the 60,000-barrel cargo of diesel
fuel was lost on stranding and the remainder liberated

during the next nine months as the ship broke up. Nearly
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totél devastaticn, especially of marine fauna, resulted and
lasted throﬁgh the Spring of 1957. As at Buzzard's Bay, the
o1l became embedded in the seaiments, where 1t became a
source cf chronic exposure for‘several years thereaftér.
That summer, some fish and certaln crustaceans appeared
occasionally. Also, séme planktonlc larvae began to colonize.
During this time, luxuriant growth of seaweed had developed,
probably because of the absence of grazing animals.!® The
blota Qas $0% restored after three or four years, although
the relative atundance of certaiﬁ specles was still somewhat
changed afégr 12 years.!? This conclusion was reached by -
comparihg the biomass of the ;mpacted area with that of '
nearby unaffected areas.lS . '

Timbalier Eay
Gulf of Mexiczo

) z‘“Undoubtedl‘; the most éomprehenéive studies con-
cerning the effecfs of chronic exposure of oil to marine
oréaﬁisms ever conducted were those performed by the Gulf
Universities Research Conéortium (GURC). GURC is a research-
oriented 5rgani:ation involying'zo major univeréities along

e s

the coast of the Gulf of Mexico. During 1973-1974, GURC

-
Tt 5 i $Ree mi T e = e de s e+

conducted Its program "Cffshore Ecology Investigation" to
détefmine what lmpact the drilling and production of oil had
Qﬁhtﬁe é?éuafine and marine environment in the coastal |
waters of Loulsiana.!8219320 Thig area is the greatest
roffshore oil-producing region of our ﬁaticn. The cost.of
this squdy exceeded 1.5 million dol;ars. This study lnvolved
‘a multidisciplinary approach 1n which 23 pripcipal sclentists

participated.
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Studles were concentrated on sites in Timbaliler
Bay where limited baseline data were generated prior to
1952. This area contains about 400 oil and gas wells, the
first of which was drilled back in 1937. '

The sampling stations were adjacent to platforms..
Control data were obtained by selecting stations in the same
region but where there had never been oil drilling or produc-
tion. A1l sampling stations are 1ocated far enough from tpe
Mississippi River mouth to minimize uniformly, but not '
eliminate, its impact. Because of the intensity of petroleum
presence and production, there has been and is o0il in this
environment.'ﬂlts presence is the result of natural seeps,
spills, discharge of brine containing a few parts per million
~of petroleum hydrocarbons, as well as such sources as city
wastes, seagoing ships, sports boats, and the plants and
animals 1iving in the environment.2° L
. Among the many observations and conclusions derived
from this study are the following: 18519520

-1. Seasonal changes, especially in temperature
and in salinitJ, are far more significant than any other
_factor, including proximity to oil-producing areas. These
changes caused variations in species diversity and in the
population of a given species in each of the phytoplankton:A
zooplankton, and tenthic communities. Tbe seasonal varla-
tions, especially in the latter community, greatly exceeded

the differences between a site of man's activity and a

control site where there was no such activity.
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2. All other natural phenomena such as floods,
upwellings, and turbid layers have much greater impact upon
tne ecosystem than do petroleum drilling and production
activities. | T

_ 3. Concentrations of all compounds related in any
way to drilliné and production are so low es to present no .
known persistent bilological hazard. . | . 3 Co- )
' . §, Timbalier Bay has not undergone significant
ecological change. Every indication of.good ecological
healsh is present.

5. Except for an increase in the populations of
certain life forms, the presence of man and petroleum produc-
_tion has had no major effect on the total mass nor on the
;diversity'and'distribution of liﬁing piants and.animals.'
The exception.is the structure of the platforms. These’
structures provide a surface where planktonic larvae of such
organisms as barnacles, mussels, sea anemones, and other
orgenisms may settle and flourish to become highly productive;

complex communities.

Lake Maracalbo, .
Venezuela -

.Offshore production of 01l in Lake Naracaibo,.
:Venezuela, has spanned four decades. Battelle-Northwest
Laboratories (Richland, Washington)'conducted the first
hajor ecological and pollution investigation south of the
straits of Lake Maracalbo. Control data were acquired from
concurrent studies of tnose sections of the lake where oll
production does not occur. The major conclusions from this

three-year study are:21222
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1. Without question, significant discharges of
oil into the Lake Maracaibo Basin have resulted from the
'production of petroleum.‘ Discharges also occur from natural
" seeps. )
| 2. Both laboratory and field data show that
present petroleum operations have not caused discernible
damage.

3. Low concentrations of oil exist in fhe lake
water. ﬁcyever, there 1s nc evidence of a buildup of hydro-
carbons in the muscle tissue of selected commerciél specles
,.éf fish or shrimp. | L :

4. A review of the limited fisheries data does
- hot suggest that this important resource is being depleted.

' 5. Evidence exists that nonpetrpléum wastes, both
domestic §nd industrial,'areAreaching such levels that wa@ef
. qﬁality‘ié\éécoming impaired.. Consequently, the biological
?esoufces of the ‘lake may suffer in future years.

Natural 0il Seeps.at

. €oal 0il Point,
Santa Bartarz

A -study of subiethél effeéts of natural chronlc
_;kposure to oil on mafine organisms was conducted by Straughan
_and her aséociates-over a2 three-year period, 1972-1975.23

‘Hef laboratory was tﬁé maring watefs and the organisms
inhabiting them 2t Céal 011 Point near Santa Barbara,
Californié, where natural seeps of o0il have ﬁeen kkown to
'exiét for ceﬁturies. Natural seepage there occurs at a rate
eétiméted to be as high as 100 barrels per day.2% Signifi-

cantly, the Biology Department of the Saqta Barbara campus
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of the University of California uses this same water piped
ashore to maintain marine organisms in their laboratory.?25
For this work, extensive eontrol data were obtained
from studies cbnducted at Pismo Beach (north of Santa Barbara),
Gull Island (near Santa Barbara), and Santa Cataliﬁa Island
‘(near Los Angeles).
The major conclﬁsicns frem this séudy are: )
1. Ali organisms are present that would Se expected
to:be in that environment if.oil seepage was not there.
2. Exposure to the natural oil seepage has no
effect on elther the growth rate of reproductivity of the '
" resident organisms. .
.3. No abnormal.growths'in organisms were observ-
able éithef by external eiaminatidn or by diséection. -
:L\Qg * There is.no evidence of biéaccumuiat;on (iﬁcréése

in conceﬁtration).of hydrocarbons by transfer up the food

‘chain.

- s -

.Chronic Expcsure of Marine
Organisms to Tar Zalls, Bermudsa

- A relatively recent phenomenon ia'the influx of

e e Lo oI [

‘tar balls washing ashore aloné'éhé"Bermuda coastline.26s27 The
Bermuda Biological Station for‘Research began a two-year
study in June 1974 to detérmine whether the influx of tar
‘balls was having any effect upon the local intertidal life.

. Control data were obtained by studying beaches
thaf were slightly impacted. Also used were the extensive
baseliné data developed by annual studies extending tack to

the 1890's.
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Tentative-cenclusions reached after more than a
year's study are:28

1. There is no measurable effect of tar influx on
the number of organisms of a;y species at any locality
inhabiting the intertidal zone. ' .

2. Exposure to the tar influx has no effect upon
the reproductivit& of the organisms. o -

3. Size of organisms is not affected by the expo-
sure to tar influx.
Survey of Mzrine Life Under

Offshore Tlatforms in
Santa Bzrtara Chznrnel

_ Platforms Hilda and Hazel were constructed in the
Santa Barbara Channel in 1959 and 1960. During their con-
struction, a survey revealed-that:the surfaces of these
structures quié?ly bec:me encrusted and a complex marine
community *ncludi 1g serlle, benthié, and pelagic forms
developed 29 -

A year s study was initiated early in.1975 under
the direc ion of the Institute of Marine Resources, Scripps
_Institute of OceanographJ, to assess the extent and complexity
of the marine community under these platforms. Observations
“gained from this work so far are:
| 1. A prolific, highlj conplex communlty exists
hn@er these platforms. By comparicson, communities on elther
the soft or hard bottom control areas are mueh“iess complex
and much less asunaant.

2. An estimated 20,000-30,000 fish feeding upon
this sea 1life inhabit the area under the platforms. At
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least 50 species of fish are present. Moreover, 110 species
of invertebrates live on or neaf the structures and 77
~specles of worms inhabit the nearby sediments.

3. All sea life beneath the platform appears to be
extremely healthy.

4, Every available surface is encrusted with
mussels, barnacles, aggregate anemones, or other types of.
sessile sea life. .

5. Several organisms, such as pile pe?ch and sea-
. stars, are much larger than normal. Mussels 8-10 inches in
length are numerous; larger ones have been observed.

‘ 6. Drill cuttings had been deposited at the base
'ofléhe platform. Being sterile, they did not support marine
life fbr two-tq three years after the platforms were con-
structed.29 Today, this pile is overlain by a depth of 37
inches of shells and now ;upports a teeming community of
seastars, anemones, nudipranches, and other benthic oyganisms.
Factors Influencing the | .

Severlty of Effects of 0il
- Exposure to Marine Life

An extensive review of the several factors that
_ determine the dégfee'that an o0il spill can damage marine .-
1ife isssummarized by Straughan. 31 Munliffe stresses that
éhree conditions are especlally critical; and for a spill to
have significant environmental damage, all three conditions

must exist simultaneously.32 These conditions are:

t
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1. The o0il must be spilled into a confined,
shallow body Sf water such as a small bay. Thus, the volume
of o0i1l spilled is large with respect’to the body of water
being impacted. : ' . '

2. The 01l should te a refined oll, such as MNo, 2
fuel oil. R

3. Storﬁs or heavy surf must cause the spilled

0ll to be churned into the bottom sedliments.

Indeed, all three conditlons did exist in the case

of the two spills, the Buzzard's Bay and the Tampicc Maru
spilis, in which significant damage attfibuted to the oil
iltself pgrsistéd beyond a year or two. In each case, the
0il spill inveclved a HNHo. 2 fue1 oil, which was'confined in a

small area of shallow water for several days. Storms and/or

[oN)

heavy surf caused the oil to be churned into the bottom
nsediment. Evidently, the relatively higher concentration of
" the intermediate molecular welght aromatlic compounds in
No. ‘2 fuel o0ll 1is responsible for greatgr toxlcity of this

" product. Such coﬁéounds are typified by, but not restricted
-fo; naphthalene and the methylnaphthalenes.33 .

. .In céntrast, offshore platforms are almost withut
"exception located in—unconfined areas and if reasofidbly déép
waters. Thus, the first condition outlined by McAuliffe can
férely bg met. Secondly, a platform produces crudé oil,

which 1is substantially less toxic than most refined oils.

Thirdly, In such deep waters, storms and heavy surf rarely,
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.1f ever, are able to churn oil into the sediments. Thus,
the absence of all three factors minimizes the risk to the
marine ecosystem.

Conclusion

The major conclusions that-may be derived from the
chronlc exposure studles that have been conducted té date
are: | | ' h )

l. Low level chronic exposuré of crude oil has,
at most, negligible effect on marine life.

2. Chronilc exposure of marine life to sediments
saturated with refined petroleum products can have adverse
effects. However, the transport of refined products, as

typified by No. 2 fuel oil, into ‘the Scdirents can occur only

1f'certain critical conditions prevail during or 1lmmediately
after a sp{}ll - :
' 3; No evidence exists that the incidental release
.qf 01l to the marine env;ronment fron day-to-day operation
of platforms‘has a measurable impact, either adversely or
beneficiall;, on the local marine 1life.

-u. The transport of refined products by ships or
barges along the coast of Alaska is a greater hazard to the
mariné environimént than the_Pygnépo#t.éf-ﬁruge oil or than

the operation of offshore platforms.

smsr,lym
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ATTACHMENT IV

Standa.d Gil Company of Celitornia
225 Bush Street, San Francisco, California 84104 (originally attachment 2
' ) to Mr. K. T, Derr's letter
of 7/15/76 to Executive
H. J. Kaynes . Communications)
Chaszman of the Board March 12, ,1976

Mr. Frank G. Zarb

Administrator

Federal Energy Administration

12th Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20461 .

Dear Mr. Zarb:

: We understand that you, as FEA Administrator,

must submit a plan to Congress by March 21, 1976,
specifying the details of the Early Storage Reserve.
This program will be designed to provide initial
protection against disruption of imported crude oil

and product supplies by storing a minimum of 150

million barrels by end of 1978. To implement the

Early Storage Reserve program you are further authorized
to establish Industrial and Regional Petroleum Reserves
and to develop appropriate mechanisms for incorporating
such reserves into the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, .
when it becomes operational. Significantly, the Energy -
Policy and Conservation Act leaves the important con-
siderations of ownership, financing, and control of
these reserves to you, as Administrator, to determlne.

We had hoped to have an earlier opportunity to
comment on various aspects of this program and we
propose to submit our detailed comments on the Plan .
in the future if an opportunity to do so is provided.
As little time remains before your scheduled subm15510p

date, we would like to share the following general
comments with you. .

First, our company generally endorses the estab-
lishment of an Early Storage and Strategic Petroleum
Reserve, as we are convinced our nation will become
increasingly dependent ‘on oil imports under present
energy policies and regulations, and thereby more

.vulnerable to the adverse impacts which will result
from possible future disruptions of our imported crude
o0il and product supplies. However, from a practical
standp01nt, we believe that any feasible Early Storage
br Strategic Petroleum Reserve can reduce the nation's
vulnerability to possible future denials of imported
oil for only a relatively short period of time because
the cost of long-term security storage protection would
be prohibitive. Longer term, the only answer to our
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fundamental needs is to undertake as soon as possible
an aggressive search for, and development of,
indigenous energy alternatives to imported oil. T7hus,
it is important that you plan to provide and balance
the benefits of petroleum security storage with the
need to encourage domest.C energy resource development.

" Second, we believe the federal government should
own, finance, and control both the Early Storage and
- Strategic Petroleum Reserves. It is essential that
these reserves be clearly distinguished from normal
working stocks of crude and products maintained by
industry. The basic purpose of Early Storage and
Strategic Petroleum Reserve is to reduce the risk of
and protect the nation against a threat to its economic
well-being and to its military security. Further, the'
benefits of having such reserves in the event of a
denial, accrue to the entire nation rather than a
specific industry, group of consumers, or region.
Public policies should determine the level of such
reserves in the event of an emergency. The magnitude
of the cost of these reservocs is such that they cannot
be undertaken and financed ! - private industry as a .
normal business investment. inally, substantial legal
and historical precedent exists for government owner-

ship and financing of emergency stockpiles of critical
materials. .

/

Third, we believe that Regional Petroleum
Reserves are unnecessary in the short and intermediate
term and probably longer term -- beyond 1980. The
availability of a carefully developed program and
Plan which takes into account alternative steps such
as o0il product demand reduction through conservation
curtailment and conversion measures and uses spare
refining capacity and yield flexibility along with
distribution system flexibility should eliminate or,
at the very least, substantially reduce the need for
regional petroleum xeserves. . .

Fourth, government ownership and control of
Early Storage and Strategic Petroleum Reserves should
not preclude involvement of the private sector in
planning, design, construction, management, and
operation of these reserve programs. This expertise
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can readily be obtained by the government through

~use of private contractors, which is common practice

in a wide range of government procurcment programs.

) We fully recognize and appreciate the éomplexity
involved in developing plans of this scale and scop«
and stand ready to assist you in any way you may deem

-helpful. i

- Respectfully,

0)’4' 9 %e"'“%;gg
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Stundard Gil Company of Califernia © ' ATTACHMENT V .
225 Bush Sueet, San Francisco, California 84104

. J. Haynes . . July 19, 1976

Chaitman of the Board

M}. Frank G. Zarb, Administrator
Federal Energy Administration
. Washington, D.C. 20461 )

Dear Mr. Zarb:

. In my March 12, 1976, letter to you I expressed Standard 0il
Company ‘of California's basic position generally supporting the
Congressionally required Strategic Petroleum Reserve. In your
April 2, 1976, response you emphasized the importance of con-
tinuing to encourage domestic energy resource development. I
cncourage you to continue the efforts you have mzde in seeking
to foster Congressional awareness of this vital concern.

I understand that the FEA is holding a hearing on July 19 to

-receive information on the need for an Industrial Petroleum

Reserve (IPR) as a component of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve.

In the notice requesting written comments and oral presentations

for the hearing, FEA lists eight broad issues on which it seeks

input. Under separate cover we are formally responding to FEA's .
request for written comments. A copy of these comments is also
attached to this letter. - .

In order to be responsive to the many issues FEA raises, our
response is somewhat lengthy. Hence, I would like to express to
you personally our single major concern regarding the consideration
of an industry-funded IPR. Basically, the U.S. petroleum industry
should not be required to finance, as an IPR, a portion of the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve, which will be controlled by the
governmnent. <. .- .

The industry faces unprecedented financial requirements in
undertaking the domestic energy resource development which you
recognize as being essential. The financial burden of an IPR would
be on the order of $4 billion, allowing for the cost of storage
facilities. This is an amount which approximates the recent annual
outlay by the affected firms for U.S. petroleum exploration. You
can appreciate that diverting such funds to an IPR will inevitably
result in stretching out exploration expenditures, to the detriment
of our nation's energy supply capability.

The Strategic Petroleum Reserve will act as a partial deterrent

against potential petroleum supply disruptions, and in the event
of a disruption would serve to reduce the effect and would extend
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the pcriod of time during which the nation's cconomy can continue
to operatec at reasonable levels. Since thc nation's cconomic well
being would be the beneficiary of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve,
then it is only appropriate that the general funds of the U.S.
Government be the source of funds for the Resecrve.

What 3s vitally nceded is for Congress to follow through on its
recognition that a Strategic Petroleum Reserve is of national
"importance, by formally authorizing the/ funding necessary both

to "acquire the petroleum and to prepare, maintain and operate

.the facilities associated with the entire Reserve. ¥e hope that
.after the hearings on the subject of an IPR have been held, and
‘after-considering written comments, FEA will conclude that an IPR
is not.appropriate., We also hope that FEA will request Congress to
recognize the need for government fuhding of the Strategic Petroleunm
‘Reserve, and that Congress will act decisively and promptly in con-
cluding that government funding is essential, ’

I appreciate your consideration ‘of our viewpoint on this extremely
important subject. . :

1v-83



Dlilllklulu Wil Ve ey w -
o 225 Buh Sticet, Sen frencizes, Celiioinia $4301
) ‘ July 15, 1976 ' ATTACHMENT VI .

Pore . -
.Snsi'.’ml
Industrial Petrolown Roserve

D'ccuuvc Communications
Yoom 3309

Federal Energy Administration
Box HH )
Washington, D, C. 20461

Gentlemen:
Standard Oil Company of California is pleased to respond to the request for comment

on an Incdusirial Petroleum Reserve (IPR), as m.ohsh 1 in the June 3, 1975, issu e cf
ihe Federal Resister, 41 F.R. 22415 : ) L

In Sts request, FEA sets forth eight issues on which it specifically requests indusiry
input. In the first attachment to this letter we attempt to respeond to those issues.
However, we wish to point out in this prajgcmg letter scme overriding concerns wa
have about the basic concept of an IPR. _ . .

letter from Mr. H. J. Haynes to FEA Adminisirator Frank Zarb, "td a cooy is attachad
(Attachment 2) for convenient referral. Genérally, we endorse the establishment ¢

a Strategic Petroleum Reserve as a means to reduce the economic consequence ic ¢
nation of any future denial of increasingly utilized forzign petroleum. Since s
Reserve will serve to protect tha nation against the threat to its economic w el’ '::eir;:
and military security which a2 supply disruption would pose, it only makes sensa

the {unding responsibility be borne by th2 national economy, and not by the T

petroleum industrv. .In view of this, we must cppose the establishmen: of an indus:rs

funded IPR for reasons discussed hereafter. ' ..

To recun‘n the U S. petroleum industry to purchase and store as an IPR 3% of its U.S
refinery cruc= runs plus product imports would result’in an exzenditura for the patrel:
alone of about $2.0-2.5billien: 1 ressofadlesllowssdce for facilitios to coniain taf
oil easily raiscs the total sxpendizure to $4.0-4.5 billion., Ve wish o emchzsize
that, in our visw, the indusiry cannot fund such an expenditure without forsccing zan
equivalent exzendilure in a produciive activity, for example, exploration Jor incra-
mental cdomastic ensrgy suppliss,

The Enorgy- P clicy
Strategic Petrol
Tegquiramant thst



Indicates that if it-is decided to esteblish an IPR, then the implementation must not
imposc uncgual or unnecessary hardships on individual refinars or imgorters, Ve éo
not sce how FEA could require incdustry funding of a2n IPR without causing such
unequal or, more 1mportant1y, unnccessary hardships.
For reasons mentioned '»bove we bg_hhvc that general U.S. government funds should
pe the source of {insncing for the entire Reserve, As a possible altarnative, the
funding could be obtainzd by imposing ar incremental federal excise tax upon users
of petroleum products. Howvrever, this raises questions about equity since cumrent
consuners would be funding an asset which serves to benefit the nation's general
economic welfare, _ . .
The FPEA's recently-issued "Draft Environmental Impact Statement" on the Sfrategic
Petroleum Raserve indicates that FEA seems strongly committed to an IPR. FEA a2ppaszr:
to conclude that thce industry can readily “"recover the cosis" associated with estab-
lishing an IPR by virtue of FEA's permitting the industry to charge higher prices

its products than ot'nerwise would be the case.

This conclusion ignores the fact that petroleum product prices are determined by the
opcration of market forces, and not by sgme formula which describes how costs ¢an

be "recovered." In its recent "Preliminary Findings" on the prospects for residus!

fuel oil decontrol, FEA reported that throughout the last half of 1975, the 30 la: gas
U.S. refiners maintained "banks" of unrecovered costs aggregating to $§1.0-1.5 billico.
We have no reason to believe that such "banks" are significantly diiferent now.

'.[‘hese “ban}'s" clearly mchcate that far from being able to pass through the incremeni=z_
costs asscciated with funding an IPR, the U.S. refining industry has not been ablzs i¢c
recover all of the basic costs associated with its current level of activity., The _
reason: marketplace factors (periodically distorted by preferences granted to some
ﬁrms by FEA's regulations and/or exceptions thereto), :

-
-~
-

FEA's apparent beliaf that costs associated with funding an IPR can be "passed t‘:rc.:::
fails to take into consideration facts such as: individual refiners produce varving

percentages of individual refined p reducts; varying propertions of these individua!l
products ars markatad in duferant regions of the couniry and m differing percsntis
to the' various classes of cistomers - i.e., each refinsr partici;
markets; each refiner has individuzl raw matarial costs and orerzting I

ficiznciss
and yet might be competing with other refiners having different costs with the rasul*
that the impzct of an IPR funding recuiremant vgon an individuzl refiner's compsztitive
position \» ill e different from that for other refinsrs with whom he competes. In vizww
of this, it is emronzous to beliave thst refinsrs can igrore competitive conditizns in
the marke plac: and merely taXe on the additional costs ssscciztad with funding =2
IPR and recover them with no imnact on orofitzbility or markat share,

. .

In the above-referenced "Draft Envirenmantal Imopzct S*atemsns," FEA rightly con-

cludes that if the p"t[‘OlGLh:l industry is forced to a gbso" the $2 .5 billion (cr hizhaz
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éxpenditures for an 1PR, then it will defer and/or eliminate capital expenditures i:,
a like amount. Unfortunately, FEA proceeds to classify such foregone expenditure
as being of marginal importance, '
. . . )
The U.S. petroleum indusiry, at least based on Standard's ex.pencncc is not
presently in a position to undertake invesiments of marginal imzortance. The
industiry cennot afford to commit funds to capital expendijures which are of a°
"discretionary" nature, FEA should be well aware that recent governmoent actions
have reduced significantly the U.S. petroleum industry's availebility of interrnally
gencrated funds for investment. This has occurred in the face of inilztion-induced,
Tapid increases in the costs of sustaining and augmenting domestic encrgy supplies.
It should be recognized that the U. S has probably no realistic prospects of dis—
‘covering and producing inexpansive incremental reserves of petroleum. Replacement
0il will be more costly than that which is being produced. It is an urforturaie cir-
cumstance, in light of this, that price controls on crude oil and refinad petrolzum
products operate to inhikit the industry's ability {o replace dimi inishing U.S. raservas
with the only secure near-term option - much higher cost domestic pctiroleum, X; Price
controls make no timely recognition of tHe higher costs associated with replacing
currently-produced crude oil, . . .
- )
To put the §4.0-4, 5 billion IPR fundmg r;cmre...ent in perspective, it should be noted
. ‘that the group of petroleum companies whose financial performance is followed by
Chase Manhattan Bank has in recent years devoted about this same amount of Aum.
-annually to U.S. petroleum exploration. The diversion of such otherwise preductive
funds to an IPR effectively requires the industry to defer one year's worth of U.S.
exploratlon activity! . : ‘

(9,
.
?

Addltlonally, the dochning availability of natur al gas and the need to maintain a
healthy economy reguire the industry to add refining capacity in the U.S. It must
also add needed refining facilities to accommcdate gasoline lead phase-out if growin
requirements for unle;:oed gasoline are to be met. What investmeants would FZ4 have
the industry forego in order to fund an I R? Domestic explo*n tion? _Domestic
petroleum development ? Refining facilities?

u:

There is not an unlimited supply of debt or equit capltal ava 11=ble to the U.S. retro-

leum industry, but the "Draft Environmental Impact Statement” implies that thers is,
The limitation on capital availzbility is of pariicular concern in light of fundamenis!

uncertainties facing the indusiry, uncertainties in part arising {rom covernmen:
regulatory action. If the U.S. pstroleum incustry had to raisz additionzl capizal ‘o
purchase paircleum for sicrage in aa IPR, such czapital would == :
at a higher ccst than the last pricr source of cavitzl, The highser cesi cou
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the petroleum industry frem fund ing and underiaking more productive inv
Similarly, certzin end-users who are now imgorting, or zra pls mning to impor

leum products directly (2.g., some electric util ities), would por esumsbly have a
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TEA should rot overlook the fact that capital devoted to productive investment by

the private scctor, such as by the petroleum industry in scarching for and devaiosing
new domestic petroleum supplies, creates job opportunities, and generates additional
1ay receipts. Diversion of {his potential investment away from productive activitizs
so as to build up an IBR will have obvious detrimental impact on the nation's cconomv.
Expenditures for a petroleum reserve result in tying up funds in working capital and

do not result in the added employment opportunitics which alternative capital expzn-
ditures would provide, ) . ' )

In view of the above considerations, we conclude that reducing the U.S. petroleum
industry's cepital'investment capability by requiring it to establish an IPR would be
an unfortunate step in the direction of diminishing domestic petroleum supply capa-
bility and consaquently increasing U.S. dependence on foreign petroleum. This
Tesult would bz totally inconsistent with what should be a U.S. energy policy objac~
-tive and would exacerbate the impact of a supply disruption against which the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve is meant to provide some security, L= .

As a further argument in support of government funding of the entire Strategic Peiro-
-deum Reserve (2nd hence not requiring an IPR), it should be rnoied that there is
: substantial precedent for the federal government bearing the full cost 6f steckpiling
sirategic maierials. The Depariment of Defense stockpiles significant volumes of’
—mumerous commedities in the U.S. and elsewhere. Crucialraw materials such as
" various metals are steckoiled and paid for in full by the federal government. Ais in
rihe case of these important reserves, the Strategio Petroleum Reserve will benaiit
-the entire American public and should thereiore be fully funded and controlled. by the
—fedecral government. ' : S
Jn summary, we are strongly opposed to the establishment of an IPR and recommend
» that FEA undertake as soon as possible an appropriate approach to encouraging -
: Congress to fund the entire Strategic Petroleum Reserve out of general revenues '
~and/or specific new revenues, such as from sales of Naval Petroleum Reserve oil.
-While not specifically*gddressed in this inquiry, we wish to comment on some indica-
. tions (for example, in the "Draft Environmental Impact Statement") that, acart from
- consideraticns cf an IPR, FEA is considering procurement of cruce oil for the Strateg!

Peiroleum Reserve in a manner which indirectly equates to industry funding. For
. example, the government might retain rrics-controlled faderzl reyalty oil to build up

the Reserve. Refinars deprived of such pri ilm ¥ ;

the importation of higher-priced foreign crude oil as the only fzasible suhstitcie,

™

The FEA and Congrass should racognize that the sourd decision 10 esiablish tha
Reserve similarly requires racognizing that the petroleum demand imposad by such a
D

)

Rescrve can only ba supplied from foreign sources
petroleum industry (wWheother dirscily or indirectly), should promztily undezrisXe to
arrange for funding of th2 Reserve.

. The governmsant, and not the

As an asids, we reccmmand that FEA give careful censideraticn to evaluzting what
might be the nature of a supply disruption against which the Strategic Petreleum
\ . .
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‘Reserve would serve as a supply buffer. In studying such a fundamental aspect .
of the basis for the Reserve, FEA might wish to solicit input from a "task force”
comprised of representatives of the military, petroleum inductry, consumer greups,
and industrial and agricultural users of petroleum to help define the potential for
demand curiailment and fuels substitution in the event of a disruption, Petrolcum
demand priorities should be established by the I'EA after consulting concerned perties,
" and these priorities should be updated pericdically. ' .

Many of the issues FEA raises in its notice can only be intelligently addressed if
some reasonable definition of how a disruption might impact the U.S. economy were
considercd., We encourage FEA to consider undertaking such an approach on this
vital subject. : . ' o .

While the foregoing outlines our basic opposition to industry funding, via an IPR,

of part _of the Strategic Petrolecum Reserve, the first attachment to this letfer attempts
"fo be a responsive comment on the issues outlined in FEA's request.

We appreciate having this opportunity to express our views on this subject.

'.\'Iery truly yours,
W/ > Qo ®

Attachments
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Attachnent

SUPPLEMUNTARY COMMENTS ON INDUSTRIAL PETROLEUM RESERVE
STANDARD OIL COCMPANY OF CALIFORNIA
JULY 15, 1976

The prefacing letter and the March 12, 1976, letter from Mr. H. J.
Haynes to FEA's Administrator, Mr. Frank G. Zarb, (attached hercto)
‘express Standard 0il Company of California's basic position with
respect to the justification for an Industrial Petroleum Reserve
(IPR). Accordingly, they should be considered an integral part of
this response. ..

The following comments on the eight issues outlined in FEA's

May 28, 1976, noticec should not suggest that Standard 0il Company
of Callfornla considers an IPR sufficiently Justlfled to warrant
a detailed examinaticn of the particular itemized issues. None-
theless, to be responsive and to support our general position, we
volunteer the following points.

For convenience, we preface our comments by paraphrasing the
specific issues on which FEA is seeking input.
.

# ® £ * %

1. Assess the ecovomic tnpact on the zndxstry of being requzred to store 3%
qf its annual crude oil input plus product imports and to have this storage
in place by the end of 1978, 1980, or 1982 (three separate cases). Diccuss

. ~dmpact on world oil market, U.S. capital markets, exploration, eccmpetition,
and refLaery siting. .

A. Economic 1np?c+ on the industry. If the U.S. petroleum indus-

' T try were required to own and store 3% of its annual crude oil
refinery input plus 3% of product imports, the economic impact

- would be fundamentally the same regardless of whether the accumu-
lation is accomplished by the end of 1978, 1980 or 1982. Obviously,
there could be more severe bottlenecks in procuring supplies of
critical materials, more severe difficulties in raising the neces-
'sary capital, and undoubtedly other problems if the accumulation
were to be attained in too short a period of time.

'~In theory, the hlgher carrying charges associated with the alterna-
tive of procuring the petrolecun supplles earlier would have to be
weighed against the probably higher costs associated with deferring
the accumulation of an IPR over a stretched out time period.
However, one should not ignore the finite limitations on capital
availability to the industry for such purposes; compressing the
‘time frame to require and store petroleum for an IPR only makes

it more improbable that the industry can pursuc its more vital
task of sustaining and augmenting domestic energy supplies.
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B. Jmpact on world petrolecum market. The present forecign petro-

lcum production.rate is well below measured capacity. Conse-
quently, an additional demand equivalent to 3% of annual U.S.
refinery crude runs plus annual U.S. imports of petrolcum products,
even if accumulated during a single year, could easily be supplied
assuming the OPEC nations did not act to frustrate the accumula-
tion. It is difficult for us to assess the cffect on world oil
prices of accumulating petroleum for an IPR--or, for that matter,
the overall Strategic Petrolcum Reserve.

C. Impact on U.S. capital markets and on petroleum exploration,
compctition, and refinery siting. while the imbact on overall
U.S. capital markets or funding on IPR should be fairly minor, the
required cxpenditure represents a sizable proportion of the total
capital needs of the U.S. petroleum industry. To place it in
perspective, the acquisition and storage costs associated with an
IPR could easily be $4-4.5 billion. Compared to the industry's
productive cxpenditures, this practically equals the.entire expen-
ditures in the U.S. for acquiring leases--a first step in .
undertaking the search for new supplies (according to the Chase
Manhattan Bank's analysis of the group of companies it follows,
their aggregate lecase expenditure was $3.6 billion in 1973 and
$5.8 billion in 1974). This outlay is several times the recent
aggregate annual outlay by the Chase group of companies for geo-’
logical and geophysical activities (§0.7 billion in 1973 and .

$0.9 billion in 1974).

To the extent that funds are used for an IPR, they cannot be used
for activities such as exploration. We are talking about an
expenditure sufficiently large to translate to nearly a one-ycar
deferral of exploratory expenditures on the basis of the abcve-
cited figures. Furthermore, if the industry is to develop alter-
native energy sources, carry out research and development programs,
and provide funds for exploration and other activities to mitigate
the problem of increased reliance upon foreign petroleum, it will
need all the cash flow and borrowing capacity available to it.

The additional capital funding which would be required if the
industry had to fund an IPR would simply delay--perhaps
indefinitely--an ultimate solution to the nation's energy problem,.
Industry funding of an IPR would consequently be directly contrary
to one of the major objectives of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve;
_i.e., reducing the nation's vulnerability to a foreign supply
disruption. T : =

With respect to competitive impact, it should be apparent that to

the extent that storage requirements would be disproportionately
distributed among members of the industry, a negative competitive
impact would' be unavoidable. In view of ‘this, the program would
improve the competitive position of some at the expense of others.

As we have obscrved through the application of price controls to

the petroleum industry in recent years, competition cperates best
through day-to-day market adjustments. Any circumvention of these
market adjustments results in inefficiency.and a tendency toward .
even morc complex and potentially distorting government regulations.
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As .regards refinery siting, a consequence of requiring the industry
to establish an IPR-would prouably be that some members of the
industry more than others would be confronted with the need to
curtail or defer refinery capacity-rclated expenditures. This is
especially so if, as we would expect, the funding inpact would not
be the same for all members of the industry. To the extent that
refining increments are conscqucntly not added in the U.S. because
the funds are no longer available at acceptabic cost after dedicat-
ing funds to an IPR, U.S. petroleum product demands will be
supplied from forcign refineries in an amount greater than in the
absence of IPR funding rcquirements. A consecquence would be
increased payments to foreign countries and foregone cuployment
opportunities in the United States. An additional siting impact
could result from an IPR opcrating to pose barriers to entry into
the U.S. refining industry duc to the additional expense asso-
ciated with refiners' having to fund an IPR. -

2. If industry must establish an IPR and is permilted to pass through the
*.©  ecosts to customers, discuss impcet on competitive relations within the
industry. Include demand, supply and price considerations. ’

FEA is apparently not only assuming that price controls on refined
petroleum products will be operative for a time period at lcast
.equivalent to that necessary to fund an IPR (through 1982?), but,
further, that these controls will readily accommodate recovery of
the costs which would be associated with an IPR. Concerning the
Jatter, the FEA has itself pointed out that for the 30 largest
U.S. refiners alone, the aggregate unrecovered costs ranged be-
.tween $1.0 and Sl 5 billion during the last half of 1975, Based
on our own experience, we would expect a similar magnitude at this
time. Concerning the former, FEA is moving ahead with its )
previously expressed intentions to seek Congressional approval

for easing out price controls, in the nation's best interest.

In view of the actual operation under price controls (accunula-
tion of 51gn1f1cant amounts of unrecovered’ costs) and in a
dccontro) situation, it should be clear that prices do not reflect
an automatic recovery of costs, but rather are determined by
conditions in the marketplace.

In a competitive environment, it is improbable that certain
“indirect costs" such as those which would be associated with
funding an IPR could -be recovered incrementally. Furthermore, an
individual refiner or importer competes in certain regional mar-
kets and sells petroleum products to varying percentages of the
traditional '"classes of trade." Each refiner or importer has
unique raw material and operating costs to consider when evaluat-
ing a decision to seek new or retain existing business. Conse-
quently, the additional burden of funding an IPR will be just
‘that--an additional burden which cannot be presumed to be fully
and equitably recoverable in the marketplace by all refiners and
importers. However, it must be recovered either in the market-
place or from the government, if the refincr is to remain in
business.
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In support of the above, we point that an unfortunate fact of life
associatced with any regulatory program (and this has been evident
in many of the programs FEA adnministers) is that preferential .
trecatment frequently is bestowed upon individual firms and/or .
sclect groups within the industry recgulated. Accordingly, it
would not be surprising to scc exceptions made for certain refiners
or terminal operators, for example, to receive at least a partial
exemption from any prorata share of the cost of establishing an
IPR. The result uou]d be an opportunity to incrcasc market shar
(without the normal nced to operate morc ecfficiently) at the
expense of non-exempt participants, or to retain market share at

possibly ' igher prices with resultant greater profit than would
bexthe ¢ : in the absence of the prefercnce. t .
As we un: .-stand it, a refiner's IPR obligation would be related

to his reiinery runs in the preceding year. Thus, in evaluating
whether or not to compete for incremental new business, he must
consider the additional IPR obligation resulting from increcasing
his crude oil runs. In contrast, an exempt firm without such a
potential added cost would be cxpected to gradually take bu51ness
awvay from non-exempt fllms.

FEA expressly refers to the impact on the tanker industry in this
item. We do not sce how the source of funding for an IPR (and we
are to assume here that the industry bears the cost) will have any
unlque 1mpact upon tanker tonnage requirements both as to size and
service since, in the alternﬂtnve, governmnent funding of an equ1va-
lent component of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve would presunab
result in the same volume of incremental foreign petroleu'n 1nporus.

3. wa shouZd the IPR interrelate with other FEA crude oil price and entitle-
. ment regulations which will be applicable through 5/31/797 Should the

. Entitlements Program somehow be manipulated to ease finaneial burden on <

certain segments of the industry?
Here again the implication is that FEA will continue to administer
price control regulations on crude oil (presumably beyond May 31,
1979, the expiration date for the 40-month domestic crude oil
price regulation) and, via cost pass-through, on refined petroleun
products. FEA then apparently concludes that prices will be
governed more by cost pass-through regulations than by conditions
in the marketplace. We cannot accept these assumptions and we nust
conclude, as in our response to Iten 2 above, that it is unreason-
. able to expect refiners to recover from their customers the costs
associated with an IPR and particularly unreasonable to presune
that every participant will be reimbursed for all the costs and on
a timely basis. . . .-

If FEA were to administer and modify its Entitlements Program to
-apportion among all participants on some prorata basis the aggre-

gatc IPR costs for the industry, it would not be compensating the -
industry for the expenditure but merely attempting to sprcad the
costs. Again, as most particulariy cvidenced in FEA's Entitle-

ments Program, we would expect that FEA will be pressured to

bestow preferential treatment upon individual firms, segmecnts of

the industry, and possibly regions of the country. .
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Notwithstanding these fundamental concerns, FEA would also have to
establish an appropriatc dectermination of all the costs associated
with the IPR, including cost of capital, depreciation of facili-
ties (and possibly amortization of the inventory acquisition

costs since these will presumably not be available for use in
normal activities), direct operating costs, property taxes, insur-
ance, and possibly income tax. Such administrative difficulties
are a further indication of the need for government funding and
control of the entire Strategic Petrolecum Reserve with no further
consideration of the justification to require an IPR.

4, § O. Response econsolidated be‘cause of similarity of issues. -
How can cxisting "readily available inventories" be identified?
Assuming most of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve is stored under-
ground, should an IPR nevertkeless require local alove-ground
storage, or should the IFR be part of the undergrourd storcge with
industry paying rental fees to the govermment for use of goverrment-
Sinanced and acquired urderground sites? ) )

v MY XY

To what extent does the industry presently build inventories above
minimm working levels (after allewing for seasonazl buildups) which
could be distributed during an emergency with no irpact upon a
refiner or importer's ability to sustain "normal operatiors"? What
are the products? How are they stored arnd where? Could they be
counted in meeting part of an IPR storage requirement? ¢

In answer to this question, at this particular time, it is almost -
impossible to establish what volume of existing industry inventor-
ies is "readily available" and somehow judged to be surplus to the
operational requirements of the industry. To determine this would
be a study in itself, the results of which, we suspect, would not
justify the effort. _

However, if FEA were to approach this problem along the lines we
suggest in our prefacing letter (i.e., study the nature of a poten-
tial disruption and incorporate factors such as demand curtailment
and fuels substitition), it could well be that "normal inventories"
could satisfy a greater number of days' demand in the event of a
supply disruption, given a nationwide response to curtail varying
degrees of "discretionary" consumption. Somewhat offsetting this,
however, could be increased U.S. military requirements arising
from restrictions imposed.by .normad~foreign supply.

The FEA should realize that in tailoring supplies to meet require-
ments in the absence of a disruption, the U.S. petroleum industry
tends to administer its inventories so as to optimize, as far as
possible, the balance between minimizing investment in inventories
and maintaining inventories sufficient to ensure adequacy and
flexibility of supply. . .

Concerning the location of part of an IPR in above-ground tankage,
we are of the opinion that econcmic and environmental considera-
tions will act to preclude such facilities. Additionally, there

is the consideration of wasteful allocation of U.S. economic

IVv-93



Y

resources associated with potential multiplication of moderate-

sized above-ground facilities. VWe believe the optimum configura- .
tion of the Strategic Pectrolecum Reserve is a storage of crude oil
alonc, in lower cost underground salt domes, located on the U.S. °
Gulf Coast proximate to existing industry transportation and
distribution facilities. .

For the above reasons, we also tend to conclude that a '"Regional
Petroleun Reserve' is not warranted, and that this is especially
the case for PAD District V, where the forthcoming availability
of Alaskan North Slope crude o0il should permit refineries to
operate at appropriate levels during a foreign petroleum supply
disruption, in accordance with national objectives.

. ' " ' .
5. If the industry ouns and controls the IPR at local storage sites, FEA
presumes it vould need to approve, control, require reporting, eudit and
-ingpect suech facilities, and sezeks comments. \

For reasons such as those stated in our above }esponsgs to Items 4
and 6, we believe it is not fecasible for the industry to contri-
bute to an IPR by constructing and utilizing above-ground tankage
at local storage sites. Among the reasons for opposing such
duplicated and costly facilities would be FEA's nced 'to play
“watchdog" and administer complex, controls such as those listed

in this Item S. .o '

4

6. Comments are consolidated with those for Item 4 above. _
7. How can FEA assure that industry maintains omd exclusively devotes to the .
~. IPR appropricte crude oil and produci storage? FEA seecks commerits on how
to determine that tyves of crude and/or products should be stored in an
. .IPR to best protect the country's security ard to assure equitable sharing
_sz cost burdens by all industry pariticipants.

The best way we can respond to this item is to suggest that FEA
define the nature of a supply curtailment (or of several alterna-
tive supply curtailments) against which the Strategic Petroleunm
Reserve is to provide a safeguard. "It would be far more efficient
for FEA itself to approach the problem in this manner than to rely
upon the multitude of individual responses which would result from
the members of an industry as diverse as petroleum.

FEA's study should consider the availébility of surpiﬁs,refining

‘capacity if foreign crude oil supplies were denied to the U.S. to

some extent. Additionally, FEA should also recognize the possi-
bility that Caribbean Refineries, which traditionally have served
to supply products for certain U.S. markets, likewise might have
surplus capacity. FEA should consider among its options the
possibility of transporting crude oil (of appropriate quality)
from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve to Caribbean Refineries
where, for example, a high yield of residual fuel oil could be
produced. Among the other factors FEA should consider on this
item is the U.S. responsibility with respect to the International
Energy Program.. v o . : ' .
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Only after studying many alternative Yscenarios" as to the nature
and duration of a supply disruption should FEA determine the
naturc and quantity of petroleun supply rcquirements for the .
Strategic Petroleum Rescrve. In cvaluating the many parameters,
FEA should solicit active input from the petroleun industry and
various cnd-users of petroleum, such as elcctric utilities, as
well as representatives of industries reliant upon petroleunm
products. The ultimate "optimization'" can only be approached by
centralized control, a further argument in support of government
funding {or the procurcmcnt of the entlrc Strategic Petrolecun
Regerve.

8. How should the arount and rature of petroleum storage for each refirer or
importer be determinad? Should firms whose irported volumes in prior years
were belcw certain specified levels be exerpted? If so, whkat. should the
levels be? How should new entrants to the indusiry be treated urdzr the
IPR? Should there be execmptions for imporitere for petrochemicals or

" asphalt? Should any storage requzwerents ke 1mposed for LPG ard ratural
gas liquids?

FEA would not need to consider these items if it recognized that
an IPR is inappropriate. (ThlS is not to say that the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve is inappropriate.) The partlculag,questlons

FEA poses here indicate that prefercntial treatment not only would
be ‘inevitable but that FEA is already awarc of those sectors of. the
industry which will most likely seek such.preferences. The only
equitable approach to having, for example, all refiners be respon-
sible for funding some prorata share of an IPR.is to apply. the
criterion on which the obligation is based uniformly to all
refiners regardless of size, location, or other unique organiza-
tional considerations. The same should apply to all importers of
petroleum products. Exempting certain products may make sense

but this shouid be determined only after very careful considera-
tion of the impact such exemptions might have on competition and
price levels.

Regarding LPG and natural gas liquids storage requirements as a
potential part of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, FEA is
undoubtedly aware that there is not in the U.S. at this time any
significant incremental producibility for these products, often
Y"by-products" of natural gas production., ‘Hence, where would the
incremental supplies come from to meet demand while accumulating
storage volume? Additionally, some of these products are used
.interchangeably with other refined petroleum products and in this
regard are not unique from the refined products. For FEA to some-
how determine what volumes of these products are interchangeable
with refined petroleum products and thereby require such volumes
to be accumulated in storage (while current normal demand is met
by incremental refining) is an expensive way to compensate for

‘refined petroleum product shortages which alternatively could be

offsect by refining crude oil suppllnd from the Strategic Petrolecum .
Reserve in >urplus refining capacity available during a supply
dlsluptlon.
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The complexities of addressing the questions FEA poses in this .
jtem give further support to the basic approach of accumulating

the Strategic Petroleum Reserve by storing crude 'oil alone, in

large volumc salt domes on the U.S. Gulf Coast.

£ * x £ £
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INC.
1050 SEVENTEENTH STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036
WILLIAM K. TELL, JR.
VICE PRESIDENT August 9, 1976
Executive Communications
Room 3309 ' 60001
Federal Energy Administration

Box HQ
Washington, D. C. 20461

Re: DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE

Gentlemen:

As set forth in the Federal Register, June 25, 1976,
Texaco submits the following comments on the draft programmatic
environmental impact statement concerning the creation of a
system of Strategic Petroleum Reserves.

Texaco strongly believes the assessment of the ecoromic
impact of an Industrial Petroleum Reserve on industry's capital
resources, as presented on page ITI-37 of the EIS is grossly
misleading. The estimate of capital investments of $15 to $20
‘billion per year for the next several years is substantially
under the capital.requirements necessary to expand this nation's
energy base. A _recent estimate by the First National City Bank
places the annual capital outlay at $46 billion over the next 10
years.

The economic impact statement assumes promising in-
vestment plans will not be eliminated or deferred by increased
investment requirements for security storage simce ''additional
funds would be raised in debt markets to finance them.' This is
an overly simplistic and unrealistic assessment of the capital
markets. Financing -~ particularly for exploration -- is a
continuing challenge to the extremely capital intensive and
high-risk petroleum industry. Since funds utilized in the
search of new o0il reserves cannot be borrowed against the
expectation of finding oil, the industry is required to raise
internally the predominant portion of its cash requirements.
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Nevertheless, because the petroleum industry has not generated
sufficient earnlngs ‘and other cash flow to meet its capital
needs in recent years, it has had to borrow increasing amounts
of outside capital.

In the 1970's, 30 of the largest oil companies
internally generated only 70% to 75% of their financial re-
quirements, a significant drop when compared with the 85% to
907% in the early 1960's. As a result, the ratio of "debt-to-
1nvested-cap1tal" for “these companies grew 5.2% annually, from
137 at the end of 1965 to 217 at year-end 1974, and undoubtedly
to an even higher figure at year-end 1975. 1In comparison, the
"debt-to- 1nvested capital" ratio for significantly less risk-
oriented "all manufacturihg" companies increased only 3.4%
annually, from 18% in 1965 to 24% in 1974:

1965 1974
All All

Petroleum  Mfer. Petroleum  Mfer.
% Long Term
Debt of Total Borrowed
and Invested Capital 13.47% 17.8% 21.1% 24.
Annual
% Change 1974765 5.2% 3.4%

Sources Petroleum: Chase Manhattan Bank’
All Mfgr: Federal Trade Commission

This increasing ratio of debt-to-capitalizatiom is
making the petroleum industry less attractive to potential in-
vestors, thereby resulting in a reduction of marketable secur-
ities and a corresponding rise in interest costs. As it be-
comes increasingly difficult for the industry to raise additiomnal
funds in equity or debt markets, less monies become available for
high~risk capital intensive exploratlon projects which must be
undertaken if we are to flnd and develop badly needed new sources
of petroleum.

The EIS provides a discussion on the alternative methods
of acquiring the oil for the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. On
pages III-33 and III-34, the statement identifies 3 methods of
filling the reserve which would increase the demand for domestic
oil production and concludes this could stimulate the domestic
production of crude. Texaco does not concur that 4 further
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increase in the demand for domestic cruyde will stimulate production.
At a time when the U. S. is importing 40% of its petroleum require-
ments it is apparent that the demand for domestic crude is far
greater than its productive capacity and oil production is
declining. Increased domestic production can only be achieved

by eliminating burdensome price controls and allowing a return

to the free marketplace. »

Additional comments on the EIS are as'fglldwé:

Page III-g < v .

The statement that adverse effects of oil spills are
higher for OCS development than' for onshore is correct but not
complete. It should also be stated that the adverse effects of
0il spills from OCS development are less than those from the use
of tankers in oil import service operations which is the alterna-
tive to 0OCS production.

Ref: Petroleum in the Marine Environment National
Academy of Sciences, 1975 - page 6

Page III-31

The statement suggests that NPR oil could be used
for the SPR by relocating it to storage facilities presumably
located in the Gulf Coast area. No counsideratiom is given to
the quality of this oil. It must be recognized that some East
Coast and Gulf Coast refineries are not capable of processing
high sulfur, low gravity crude due to sulfur restrictions
and/or equipment limitatioms.

Page IV-95

Reference is made to the statement, "As a general
statement, industrial sources of pollutants have contributed
about twice the oxygen-demanding.material as non-industrial
wastewater sources (including municipal sewage and urban
runoff) to the streams of the East Coast region." The statement
does not reflect the current situation. The National Commission
on Water Quality in its report to Congress on March 18, 1976
stated on Page 18, "industrial discharges will come closer
(than municipalities' discharges) to meeting the 1977 deadline
_although about 20% may be unable to do so." (The 1977 dead-
line was required by the FederalﬁWater Pollution ngtrol:Act'
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w@ich was legislated in 1972). The report also stated that,
"at leastiianother decade will be required (by municipalities)
to complete what was 1eglslated in 1972 to be met by 1977."

e

Page:V =59 and V- 99

,"" «

N

e Inm "Econom1@ ‘dvid Social Impacts', the Input-Output
.model used to determiné the economic impact of the SPR did

not consider the capital costs of purchasing 150 million
barrels:of ‘oil by 1978 and 500 million barrels by 1982. It

is reasonable to expect that- the expenditure of over $5 billion
for the o0il would have some economic impact and should be con-
sidered in the analysis.

: ni Wave-induced effects are postulated as penetrating
- the ocean to a depth.of 50 to 100 feet. The existence of a
- thermécline at a depth of about 30' in the ocean indicates
that mixing due to wave action does not exist as a factor to
the depths of 50' to 100°'.

<

Page V- 143 PN

..

The reference to chronic pollution at barge docks
is not currently pertinent as a result of improved oil transfer
practteesé“ In partlcular the reference to an "irridescent
sheen" is' incorrect since the existence of such is considered
by EPA to be an. oil spi¥wiolatiomn' (40 GFR 110) and enforce-
ment procedures of the Coast Guard require their action in such
an event (33 CFR 153).

Page V 144 _

MY SURD- -R B

" Reference is ‘made to toxic aromatics being readlly.
, solublg-{h'water The actual levels:are: in the order of 0.1%
-~ or less, which coulds better be defin&@*fag “slightly soluble".

. § -k
. M

Ref: Journal of Physical Chemistry
' Vol. 70, No. &4, April 1976, p. 1274
"Solubility in Water of Paraffin,
Cycloparaffin, Olefin, Acetylene,
e Cycloolefin and Aromatic Hydrocarbons'
" By Clayton McAuliffe
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Page V-146
sanpls a2l o~ R

There is a reference to the-accumylation of carcinogens
in marine organism tissues with subgsequent passage .to man. This
statement is incorrect due to: (1) API evidence concerning the
uptake and depuration by marine animals which proves :that the
food chain syndrome does not exist, {2) Cancer experts do not

_consider human ingestion of canrcergus tissues as being an

effective or even possible route to human,infection.
st . 5 e
Ref: Petroleum in thefmarlne Env1ronment .
National Aqademy quSc1ences :1925
Page 99 B, . o

14
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Page VI-42

The reference to the chronic and continuing small
spills from routine operations is not valid as industry has
made great progress in minimizing such occurrences. .-The

‘routine placement of containment equipment is not--a currently

required practice nor do we anticipate the need-for such high
cost precautionary measures. Our earlier comments re page
V-143 are applicable to this section on '"containment and
clean-up at terminal." ad

Page VI"43 . e T BN [ Yol -f';
N = v i VRLYL .

It should be noted, that Federal regulatlons now
prohibit the use of~almost all,.of the chemlqglsrllsted in
the tabulation as !'treating agents" (33 CER 153 305) (40 CFR
110.7, 2001 et seq.) eBal) 5

N ¢ r‘

Page VI-44
Y ¢

There is an implication that a spill of 30,000 tons
offshore will reach the shore im z2ll cases..gThis is not true--
for weathering,.wind, waves, and other sea action’ frequently
prevent the onshore arrival -of;spills. 1In addition to this,
weathering appreciably alters the oil such as to reduce its
environmental impact. Iy

g ‘ - Very truly yours,

e e
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