actual number constructed. The EIR estimata® wignificantly higher than what were actually
developed because of several reasons. Thaserng included low oil prices and technological
advances in directional drilling that reduced the Heeadditional platforms to fully tap an oil and
gas reserve. For example, directional drillirgm Platforms Irene (Unocal) and Heritage
(Chevron) eliminated the need for proposed platfo8hamrock and Heather. However, at the time
all studies agreed that some residual but significant socioeconomic impacts would likely occur due
to limited affordable housing, and capacityiteron public services, schools, sewer and water
resources. Population growth associated with oil, gas, and pipeline development would create
problems for many service providers. A series ofksbops and special studies were undertaken to
asses the nature of the impact and to idgoiitions to address the potential problem. The
discussions solidified an emerging interest larey term monitoring and mitigation program that
would avoid the need for industry to pay largp;front mitigation payments and yet would provide
local government with a long term insurance policy to mitigate actual infpacts

Table 2-2
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT ESTIMATES
OF PROPOSED AND ACTUAL (CUMULATIVE) NEW PLATFORMS

Source 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990
Union EIR 4 9 13 16 20
Chevron EIR 2 7 11 13 15
Exxon Sup. EIR 3 7 14 16 16
Actual 2 4 4 4 6
Cumulative

In late 1983, Santa Barbara County, in consioliawith Ventura and San Luis Obispo Counties,
entered into negotiations with project represtvea from Chevron, Texaco, Exxon, and, Unocal as
developers of the largest off-shore projects xgare options for managing projected growth. The
negotiations were conducted through the ©atia Coastal Operators Group (CCOG), an
association of the off-shore oil and gas develepdhe negotiationdeveloped a number of
compromises to address each party’s concebnafters of the Socioeconomic Monitoring and
Mitigation Program (SEMP) determined that the program would:

. Deal with concerns about population projections by specifically monitoring
employment and expenditures associated wfittshore development. In addition,
short term projections would be made based upon the specific plans of oil and gas
developers as reported through SEMP;

. Avoid the necessity of up front mitigation payments by assessing mitigation costs
based upon the monitored growth thaturred as a result of oil and gas
development;

. Identify service factors that could translate population growth into costs incurred by
local government units; and,

" The concept of monitoring the impagif large projects is not newe&for example, Leistritz, F. Larry and
Robert A. Chase, 1982, “Socioeconomic Impact Monitoring Systems: A Review and Evdluational of
Environmental Managemenyol. 15, pp. 333-349. However, SEMP was in operation for ten years.
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. Establish a mechanism, through a j@dvisory committee of local government and
company representatives for program development.

The structure of the SEMP addressed these obgsctiVhe permit condition was proposed, debated
and approved as a condition imposed on a series of oil, gas, and pipeline projects. The text of the
condition remained virtually the same &df the projects and is provided Appendix .

2.6 DEVELOPMENT OF MONI TORING, ASSESSMENT, AND
MITIGATION PROGRAM

The permit condition required that each operatiogipany as project applicant participate in a
socioeconomic monitoring and mitigation prografrhe duration of the participation varied by
project. In general, the applicant financedgtadf and technical work to implement the program
and participated in the monitoring phase whilertpebject was under construction and into the first
year of operation. The operating companiesigipated in the mitigation phase of the program
extended until all of the mitigation claims weesolved. The only exception to the applicants
participation in the monitoring process occurrathwhe All American Pipeline project. The permit
condition on the pipeline project was modifiedéguire the company to participate in the SEMP
survey process only during the construction phagbeoproject and not the operations phase. The
limited participation was based on negligielmployment impacts associated with pipeline
operations.

SEMP was designed to monitor, forecast, and at#ighe socioeconomic impacts of oil and gas
development in the Tri-county region. The resaftthis monitoring program assisted local planners
in monitoring project related population growthdadeveloped ways to mitigate the effects of this
growth on local housingservices and public finances

Expenses incurred from administration of theiBeconomic Monitoring and Mitigation Program
were paid through permit compliance fees. ¥hata Barbara County Association of Governments
(SBCAG), a countywide Metropolitan Planning Ongaation, operated the SEMP program under
contract to the County of Santa Barbara. Bgithe formation and operation of SEMP, SBCAG was
assisted by a Technical Advisory CommitteACl) composed of industry and government
representatives (Ségpendix Il for a list of SEMP TAC membership).

2.7 OVERVIEW OF MONITORI NG AND ASSESSMENT PHASES

The specific objectives of the monitoring and assessment phase of SEMP were to:

» Provide estimates of current Tri-county empiwnt and population impacts related to off-
shore oil and gas developmentdaassociated on-shore facilities;

» Provide estimates of annual public facd#iservices impacts related to off-shore
development;

» Project future employment, population, andblic facilities/services impacts over the next
two to five years, to allow counties, citiesheol districts and special districts to plan for
these impacts, if necessatry;

* Provide the socioeconomic data necesfaryhe planning and development of cost
effective mitigation progxms in each county; and
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» Establish, document and test a methodrfgract assessment, which would improve the
reliability and consistency of socioeconoritigpact analyses in future Environmental
Impact Reports and Statements.

SEMP had four basic components. Tingt component was a monitoring system which used input
data from various sources and processed the rntlid@ugh a regional economic computer model
to estimate the population impacts due to off-et@l and gas development. Such population
impacts are of primary concern to local governtagsince significant population growth placed
additional demands on the infrastructure of the Tri-county region. The structure of the monitoring
component is described in more detail in Chapter Three.

Thesecondcomponent of the SEMP was a projection system designed to provide two types of
information: a) Five-year projections otabannual population impacts; and b) Two-year
projections (by quarter) of emplment related to each project. The annual population projections
could be used to develop lotgAm mitigation programs. The quarterly employment projections
provided short term data necessary for local @&ficto understand the specific direct employment
effects of the next quarter's or next year's off-shore related activity.

Thethird component of the SEMP system consisted of a computer model designed to estimate the
impacts of the projected in-migrant populatampublic facilities and services, housing and public
finance. Thdourth component was a mitigation program based on data from the previous three
components.

Figure 2-2 shows the interrelationship of the monitoring system componentsnfinedata:
consisting of employee demographic data, emplamrdata, employment to population multipliers,
and public service level data were used in the SE#Pnal files to develop local population
impacts. The population impacts are then eveth& terms of service level impacts in the
monitoring system output.

The mitigation program’s second component (projection system) and third component (computer

model) are described in more detail in Chapieur and the mitigation program findings are
described in Chapter Ten.
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Figure 2-2
COMPONENTS OF THE MONITORING SYSTEM
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CHAPTER THREE
MONITORING PROGRAM

3.1. INTRODUCTION

Chapter three presents an overview of the madniygphase of SEMP describing the origin and type
of survey instruments, how surveys weregassed, and how survey compliance was assessed.

The Tri-county Socioeconomic Monitoring and Mitigation Program was designed as a flexible

system that was able to accommodate additiom@panies and projects as they came on-line and
was able to respond to changing socioecononsellyee conditions in the local communities. The
Tri-county region, and the communities for whienpacts were estimated, is illustratedrigure 2-

1. Some of the areas are incorporated cities, while others are distinct, named unincorporated

regions, which roughly correspond with public service districts.

The overall goal of the Tri-county Socioeconomic Monitoring and Mitigation Program (SEMP) was
the mitigation of adverse effects of off-shoiié and gas related population growth on the public
facilities, services, housing, and finances of l@mmhmunities. The goal of the monitoring portion

of SEMP was to provide the data upon while mitigation programs were based.

The analyses and estimates developed by S&BE driven by the following data sources:

3.2 INPUT DATA

Socioeconomic projections in previous EIS/EIRdse been based on natibmadels which, though

in some cases were regionalized, had not conflisteflected the characteristics of the Tri-counties
region or the off-shore development that had lmmmrring here. Additionally, local governments
and off-shore developers were cemed about the level of both employment and population growth
predicted by environmental documents. TherefSEMP developed and used several data sources,
combining the best from a time-tested regionalizedmater model with specific local survey data.
SEMP used these data sources not tmbontinually improve the accuracy of its system but also to
monitor and check its estimates and forecastssarerthey were consistent with reality.

The analyses and estimates developed by SEM® dviven by the following data sources:

Employment: Particularly in the later years, employment associated with Santa Barbara off-
shore oil and gas development drove the SEMityaas. The basic employment numbers, which
were derived from the surveys, measured both dieext indirect employment. “Induced”
employment was calculated.

° “Direct” employees are those workifigy the oil company developing tmesources (e.g., Exxon, Chevron).
“Indirect” employees are those working for contrasttr the specific oil projects (e.g., Halliburton).

9“Induced” employees are those working for businesses, such as restaurants or gas stations, which benefit
from the dollars spent in local communities by direct and indirect employees.
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Employee surveys focused on “project-relatedplyees, which were those employees spending

more than 50 percent of their time on a particplaject, though all employees were surveyed. The
reason for this focus was that the demographic characteristics of project-related employees were felt
to be different than those of workers spending only a small amount of time on oil and gas projects.
For example, a project-related employee working for a company constructing gas processing
facilities who was working more than one-half timethe project was likely to have moved into the
Tri-county region for the specific project. Conversely, an employee of a landscaping company
working on one job among many, such as mowing the lawn in front of an oil company office that
was occupied as a result of the project, was more likely to have lived in the Tri-county region
previously and would display different hawug and other demographic characteristics.

The employee surveys, which were conducted utihgeauspices of the California Coastal Operators
Group (which is now part of the Western States Petroleum Association) began as quarterly events,
but quickly moved to a semi-annual basis becauseeafdmplexity and cost of the survey effort.
Special surveys were conducted if a particulargmtojvas likely to have its peak employment occur

at a time different from the semi-annual surveyg,, pipeline construction. The employee surveys
were administered by Pacific Research, Inc. (PRI).

Demographic InformationA key purpose of SEMP was to allow greater accuracy in
population estimates and settlement patterns by tistngpecific demographic characteristics of the
oil and gas workers involved in the Santa Barbara Channel projects to drive projections of in-
migrant impacts by community. Therefore, theptoyiee surveys were designed to help the public
sector identify key demographic characteristind patterns. For example, surveys asked
respondents to list their community of residence, housing type, school districts and household size.
All these factors were important in mitigating impacts on local communities.

Operating Company ExpenditureBor the first several years of the program, the SEMP
projections were driven by the expenditures ef¢bmpanies developing the Santa Barbara Channel
resources. For the purposes of the prograey, were called the “Operating Companies.”

Operating company expenditures includedeapienditures made in the Tri-county regmnthe

projects during the particular 6-month reportingige  Such expenditures included both general
expenditures (e.g., capital, service) and Tri-cpyayroll. Companies were not asked for
expenditures made outside the Touaty region (e.g., the cost of pipe fabricated in Texas). The split
of expenditures proved somewhat difficult, and time consuming, for the companies.

Since much of the expenditure data for each dipgraompany was considered to be proprietary,

SBCAG and other administrative staff had to signfidentiality agreements to gain access to the
data and that data cannot be easily accessed b othwever, the SEMP annual impact reports
aggregated and reported ugbe expenditure data.

Because the regional model used to develo|SEMP analysis programdeired expenditures data
in categorie, the SEMP survey was structured to request companies to provide Tri-county
expenditures data in 14 “project phases”.

" The regional model ideally needed expenditures by SIC code. Asking the companies to provide this
breakdown was not realistic givenngpany accounting systems and generdiamiliarity with socioeconomic
models. Therefore, the contractor developing the SEMP model, consolidated general information about the
types of businesses used in various phases of oil and gas development to allow the model to allocate
expenditures to the various SIC codes required to run the regional expenditures-based model.
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. Platform Installation and Hookup

. Development Drilling

. Platform Construction

. Platform Operations

. Qil Plant Construction

. Oil Plant Operations

. Gas Plant Construction

. Gas Plant Operations

. Off-shore Pipeline Construction
. Off-shore Pipeline Operations

. On-shore Pipeline Construction
. On-shore Pipeline Operations

. Marine Terminal Construction

. Marine Terminal Operations

The model then automatically allocated thespenditures to the various economic modeling
categories to allow proper projections within the SEMP analysis program.

A number of issues arose related to the expereditiumbers. Major companies (e.g., the operating
companies such as Exxon and Chevron) were able to categorize their expenditures fairly well by
category since they were in involved in degéhg the categories. However, contractors and
subcontractors, particularly smaller compankies] a difficult time assigning expenditures to the
proper phases. With the help of the surveytiaxtor, the effects of these problems on survey
accuracy were likely minimized. More importantly smaller companies had difficulty separating Tri-
county expenditures from overall expenditures. Ty have resulted in minor overstatements of
population, though the level of out-of-regiexpenditures by contractors and subcontractors
probably was not significant.

Second, accrued rather than cash expendituresneguired, which proved difficult for many
companies, particularly contractors and subcontractors, given the range of contract payment
formatg? that characterized the off-shore oil and gas itigiusA great deal of survey contractor time
was spent attempting to reconcile these inconsiggnand the survey contractor, PRI, suggested
that they were only partially successful addressingi¢sise. However, PRI believes generally that
over time, the differences in accrued vs. cagierditures probably did not have a significant
impact on the ultimate population estimates.

Third, some contractors did not consideedtly billed equipment expenses as reportable
expenditures and, therefore, did not always report them.

With payroll figures, it was difficult to get contractors and subcontractors to separate out Tri-county
payroll, which may have resulted in an overstast of payroll expenditures, though this was
probably not significant since the vast majoritypaj/roll expenditures were associated with workers
located at worksites within the Tri-county region.

12 Some contracts paid on an accrued expense basis, while some paid only at the conclusion of a phase or
project.
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3.3 SURVEY APPROACH

To develop the data required to drive the SEMRIefs, surveys were conducted of oil development
operating companies, service and supply compaaiestheir employees. Several survey models
were considered as SEMP was developed:

. Entrance and/or exit surveys of all employees;
. Periodic on-site oral interviews; and,
. Periodic questionnaire surveys.

For cost efficiency, a written questionnaire adstigned as a contract regement was the chosen
option. Initially, the surveys were to be administeguarterly. However, after the first survey, all
SEMP participants agreed that a semi-annualesuould be a more realistic and reasonable
option.

PRI designed the survey forms, managed the syragess, trained survey takers and prepared
survey data. The SEMP TAC reviewed the surfeesns and process and the program administrator,
staff at SBCAG, approved the final survey farfor distribution. SBCAG also reviewed and
approved written survegrocedures and addressed issues thmaecaut of the day to day survey
process. SBCAG also reviewed and appravé€mbding Manual that guided the preparation of
survey data.

Surveys were collected by CCOG for trantsahto PRI. Operating Company and
Contractor/Subcontractor Expenditures and Employreerveys were provided to project managers
or their designees for completion. Typically, seveepartments of each company were involved in
the completion of these forms. Employee Questionnaires were administered on-site, typically by
human resources personnel of the surveyed coynpaach company administered the employee
surveys on company time during work hours.

3.4 SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES
Several survey forms were used in the isenmual surveys (samples are providedppendix Il ):

Contractor/Subcontractor Identification FormBEhese forms, administered to the Operating
Companies and project contractors roughly 6 waekslvance of each general survey allowed the
survey consultant, PRI, to identiéll contractors and subcontractors for each oil and gas project.
These forms provided contact information foraahtractors/subcontractors (by phase), and also
provided information regarding the service/supply provided, the phase upon which the
contractor/subcontractor worked and the industrial classification of the services provided. This
allowed PRI to structure contacts properly and glediinformation that allowed a reality check on
key data provided eventually by the survey.

Expenditures and Employment Forms (Operating Companigs):Operating Company
Expenditures and Employment forms collected dVeggerating expenditures and direct Operating
Company employment information for off-shore paig. Expenditures were reported by project
phase, while employment was reported by plgseorksite. Only those employees working
directly for the Operating Companies (e.g., Exx@hevron) were reported on these forms. The
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Operating Companies also provided estimates ofdyttoject-related employment at each worksite.
Estimates for 8 successive Quarters were provitea rolling basis each survey period.

Total project related employment (all projects, all employees whether direct or indirect) was also
reported in aggregate for the first, last and peak payroll periods of the survey period. The month of
peak employment was also identified. Companiagwasked to identify average percentages of all
their employment devoted to onesk and off-shore development.

Payroll estimates were provided by worksite bymty (place of residence) for each phase for the
survey period.

These forms also provided property tax estimatesveder, because of inconsistencies in the way
project work sites were reported, these data were not extensively used.

Expenditures and Employment Forms (Contractors/Subcontraciing) Contractor/Subcontractor
version of the Employment and Expenditui@sn sought to obtain detailed data from the
contractors and subcontractors for the Operating Companies on employment and on how these
companies spent project dollars in the Tri-county region.

Through 1991, all service and supply contractois subcontractors were surveyed. However, to
simplify the survey process and reduce costs, baginni 1991 supply companies were generally
exempted unless the supply process required significant local employment for installation or similar
processes. During this time, the criteria for SEMP participation become:

. The contractor or subcontractor mustd@erformed oil and gas or construction
services;
. The contractor or subcontractor mustéaad project-related contracts worth more

than $25,000 in any calendar year. Participation would begin in the Quarter where
the contractor/subcontractor reached that threshold;

. The contractor or subcontractor hacdhtive had some permanent or temporary
project-related employment impact in the Tri-counties; and/or,

. A contractor was required to participate if it had any subcontractor that met the
above requirements.

The Contractor/Subcontractor Employment and Experetittorm consisted of two parts. The first
sought basic information from each company including:

. Total company employment in the Tri-county region;

. Percentage of work and employmesgiated to development of oil and gas
resources;

. Property tax payments; and,

13 Beyond cost reduction, the data from supply canigs were difficult to accurately analyze given the
inability of many companies to separate out local products and manufacturers.
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. General expenditures for goods andrmess in each county of the Tri-county
region.

The second part of the form, which was most critical to the model, was an insert asking for key data
about the specific off-shore projects to which ¢batractor/subcontractor was contracted. This
insert requested information to determine:

. The phase of each project on which the contractor/subcontractor worked;

. The operator for which the contractor/subcontractor worked,;

. Each worksite (and the associated emplemt) where the contractor/subcontractor
worked;

. Payroll expenditures for each project on which the contractor/subcontractor worked,;
and,

. Total expenditures of the contractor/sobiractor related to the project, presented
by county.

Early in the SEMP process, questionnaires attentptddtermine the percent of dollars spent with
local wholesalers for goods stocked or manufacturexhe of the Tri-counties. However, these
guestions were later discarded because of diffidultthe contractors/subcontractors in providing
this information with any accuracy.

Employee QuestionnaireThe Employee Questionnaires were the basic information gathering
device for collecting demographic data on the employees of Operating Companies and
contractors/subcontractors. The Employee Quastives were distributed at the same time as
expenditures and employment forms.

Employee Questionnaires were bottopaymous and confidential.

Employee Questionnaires sought the following data:

. Employer name;

. Place of work (project and worksite);

. Percent of time spent on the relevant project(s);

. Duration of employment in the oil and gas industry;

. Duratiort* of employment on the specific project and specific project phase;

. In-migrant status (e.g., whether the employee had moved into or among the Tri-

counties in the past 6-12 months)

* Employees were asked both the tstéithe their work on the surveygdoject and the real or expected
duration.
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. Housing type, ownershigtatus and rent/value;
. Household size;

. Employment status (relative to the oil and gas industry) of other
household members;

. Number, ages, grades and school of school age children in the household;
. Type of transportation taken by employee from their residence to the worksite; and,
. Workweek housing (if different from permanent residence).

Responses to the Employee Questionnaires werédeoed quite complete and accurate given the
number and complexity of the questions.

3.5 SURVEY THRESHOLDS

It was also necessary, at the start of the programdentify those employees required to complete a
survey. As stated earlier it was not considerediefiit to attempt to ensure that all part-time
employees spending only a very small portion of ttieie on a project completed questionnaires.
After much discussion it was agreed that any eng#oyorking more than 50% of their time on the
project was “project-related” and therefore required to complete a survey.

One threshold that changed over time was relatéubtge contractors and subcontractors required to
complete a survey form. Initially they wesarveyed it they met the following criteria:

» Had project-related contracts or provided to a project services/supplies with a value
during the previous 12 months of more than $25,000;

* Made some expenditure or received some payment related to the contract or
service/supply during the survey period;

* Had some permanent or temporary employnrapact or made expenditures in the tri-
counties; or, had any subcontractors that fit the above criteria.

In 1997 significant complaints were raised by deralocal contractors and subcontractors about the
administrative burden of compliance. SBCAG staff as the program manager assessed the
implications of raising the threshold to $1000. Staff determined that while the change
substantially reduced the number of contractagssub-contractors required to complete a survey,
the total dollar value of “captured” expenditureattivere lost was less than 10%. Since the
concerns were significant enough to potentiallpaet the continuation of the program and the
impact of the change din not significantly imp#ut coverage of the targeted population, the
threshold was raised to $100,000 in 1988.

!5 For mitigation calculation purposes, all employees werssidered in-migrants essentially for the life of the
project. However, to calculate certain distribution pateemployees moving into the Tri-county region in
the previous 6-12 months were considered in-migrants for analysis purposes.
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3.6 SURVEY COMPLIANCE

Because SEMP was driven entirely by survey dadepliance was essential to the accuracy of the
program. With few exceptions, compliance during the nearly ten years of SEMP was excellent.

Overall “compliance” was composed of:

. Compliance with the Contractor Identification survey;
. Compliance with the Expenditures and Employment survey; and,
. Compliance with the Employee Questionnaire.

PRI required 100% compliance with the Contraddi@ntification survey because this questionnaire
determined which companies would be provitleslEmployee and Employment and Expenditures
guestionnaires. Obtaining good compliance s relatively less difficult because a limited
number of companies (e.g., Operating Compakiggcontractors) were provided the Contractor
Identification Forms. PRI followed up by phowéh each company to ensure these forms were
returned and accurately completed. Additionalperating Company personnel were provided the
results of the survey and queried to ensureat&ey subcontractors of which they had knowledge
were identified.

One hundred percent (100%) compliance with the Operating Company Expenditures and
Employment Forms was also required, and achieved in every round.

Gaining good compliance on the Contractor/Subeatdr Expenditures and Employment forms was
far more difficult. A key issue with Contract8ubcontractor Expenditures and Employment forms
was how to measure compliance for these forEexly in the process, compliance was figured by
the total of expenditures value measured agjéotal expenditures reported by the Operating
Companies. These numbers proved problematic, however, because of difficulties in comparing
contractor/subcontractor contract expenditwsdotal billed contract amounts reported by
Operating Companies. Problems occurred in tmsistency of timing of gpenditures/bills and in
how the various companies accrued expenses.efhier compliance measurement was switched to
a comparison of a contractor/subcontractprigect-related employment with total reported
employment on a project. This proved to beae consistent and reasonably accurate ddide.

Overall compliance for these forms ranged frdyove 60% to 100%. The procedures for obtaining
compliance were similar to those used for idemifysubcontractor and for gaining compliance with
the employee survey. Part of the compliance gmblvith this group was related to the six month
duration between surveys, some contractors movedauit of the project during the interval and

there was no incentive to participate after coriteof their contract. On an overall basis

compliance was sufficient to basetigation on the survey datdn the event compliance was low
companies were penalized as the program assumed that those employees not completing surveys

16 «Total project-related employment” was a number calculated by PRI. In addition to employment figures
reported by all Operating Companies and contractors/subcontractors, PRI added a number for non-complying
firms to arrive at a total employment estimaidie non-complying company estimates were obtained

primarily by phone discussions with both the OisgpCompanies and representatives of the non-complying
companies. This system workedllwenless a company was completelgrdissed from a project before PRI

had an opportunity to talk with them. This occuriretess than ten cases (alinor) over the life of SEMP.
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were all in-migrants whose demographic chanastics were based on cumulative demographic
data.

Achieving satisfactory compliance with the a@wator/subcontractor and employee questionnaires
was perhaps most difficult. Regarding comptmvith the employee survey, while, at the low
range some companies dipped to 44% complianost companies were successful in securing 70-
100% complianceAppendix IV shows the questionnaire complianfor all survey periods. The
compliance rate was the result of several factors:

. Care was taken early in the process to review with all companies the universe of
employees that needed to be surveyed.

. Survey administrators were trained and technical assistance was provided at all
times. Training included sessions for individual companies and group training
workshops.

. PRI staff followed Employee Questionnaire compliance throughout the survey

effort each period. Numerous calls were made to all companies whose compliance
was not adequate during the survey periotisese calls were made first by PRI and
then by the OperatinGompany representatives.

. Following the first project and a repdine companies had no leverage over their
contractors, SBCAG staff encouraged operating companies to include contractor
participation_ as a conditian their contracts with contractors and subcontractors.
These contract conditions geally worked very well.

. Operating Companies allowed contractorgge time to complete the survey (which
was a significant total amount) to be charged to the contract. In return, all employee
surveys were conducted during normal working hours for all shifts.

. Monitoring by Operating Companies siirvey compliance was generally gdéd.
The exception occurred when legal disgs between operating companies and
contractors hindered compliance.

. The Santa Barbara County AssociatiorGaivernments maintained close watch on
compliance through PRI and did not hesitatenforce their own project conditions
requiring compliance, though only in a very few instances were calls by SBCAG
necessary.

. The Santa Barbara County Association of Governments randomly selected
guestionnaires to review to assess quality control.

7 |f PRI could not secure what it considered tabequate compliance, after several phone calls to an
inadequately complying contractor/subcontractor, the Operating Company SEMP manager was asked to
contact the contractor/subcontractor. According to PRI contractors/subcontractors generally responded very
well to enforcement of their contract conditionsthg Operating Companies. Each Operating Company
identified a specific represttive to handle compliance and other matters related to the SEMP survey process.
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3.7 SURVEY SCHEDULE

As indicated earlier, SEMP surveys were condutiéck annually. In early SEMP years, this
occurred in roughly March and October. Howewed 990, during the peak construction years, the
survey process was continual, with new contratsmbcontractors identified monthly. The general
surveys were conducted according to the following schedule:

December: Contractor Identification Forms mailed to Operating Companies and major
contractors.
January: Contractor Identification Forms caek to PRI. PRI checks with all

companies to determine monthly eayahent for each month of the survey
period to identify special peaks.

February: Employment & Expenditures Forms and Employee Questionnaires mailed
to Operating Companies and contractors and subcontractors.

March: Surveys administered. Compliance tracking begins.

April: Surveys for companies withoutexgal employment peaks due to PRI.
Compliance enforcement continues.

May: Compliance enforcement continues.
June: Final survey deadline occurs.
August: Survey data for survey period due to SBCAG.

The SEMP Impact Reports compiled and reported tipesurvey data that is summarized later in
the report. While all the paper copies of thaiactuestionnaires have been destroyed, microfilm
copies of the completed questionnaires were madeauld potentially be made available. SBCAG
staff conducted quality controls on this procesmsure the material was retained.

The next chapter describes how the survey watused to assess the impacts of the monitored
projects.
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CHAPTER FOUR

IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

4.1 INTRODUCTION

Chapter four presents an overview of the impaseasment phase which used survey data as a basis
to assess project-related population impacts in the Tri-county region. Initially, the method used to
convert project survey data to total populatiopatt is described. Then, the method and database
for estimating impacts on specific public services is presented. Finally, the methods for estimating
short and long-term cumulative impacts are described.

4.2 ANALYTICAL METHODS AND POPULATION IMPACT
ESTIMATES IN SEMP

Socioeconomic projections in previous EIS/BIRad been based on national models. While in
some cases the models were calibrated with ket in order to develop proper multipliers they

did not consistently reflect the characteristicshef Tri-counties region or the recent history of off-
shore development. Therefore, SEMP developeldused several data sources, combining the best
from a time-tested locally calibrated computerdal (the Regional EconomiModeling, Inc., or

REMI model) with specific local survey dat8EMP used these data sournesonly to continually
improve the accuracy of its assessment systeralbotto monitor and check the estimates and
forecasts.

Between the initial pilot report issued in tlofth quarter of 1985 art®91, SEMP projections

were based on the oil company'’s reported exjperas. Expenditures were initially used because
they were required as the base data for the REMI model. Between 1991 and 1994, SEMP’s
estimates and projections were based on the mining and construction sector employment of each
major oil and gas related project. The purpose@®ttiange was to make the system less expensive
to administer and more responsive to local governsnelmt addition, by using real employment data
in the model rather than having the model calculate employment, it was thought accuracy would
improve. The expenditure numbers obtained, esihettimse generated by subcontractors, may not
have been consistent in the way they were dgesl. The employment-based survey also generated
numbers that were not “one @ter off” in timing from the demographic characteristics of the
workforce as was the expenditure numbers. hemwivords, the population numbers generated by
the expenditures-based systenreveased upon expenditures from the preceding 6 month period.
For example, the survey administered from Jantl@ough June would collect expenditures data
from the July to December period of the precediegry Yet, the demographic characteristics of the
surveyed employees would be for employees at warlng the January through June period. This
was necessary because thepanies could not provide expendésrdata until at least 90 days past
the end of the last Quarter to be measured{a@aecounting procedures of all the major companies.

The employment-based survey was, instead, “red"tin that employment could be measured in

the same period as the survey was taken. Qoesdly, the demographic characteristics surveyed
were of the same employee base agitlta to generate population estimates.
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Expenditures and Employment Survey, Administration Periods

Table 4-1

Survey
Administration Expenditures and
Round Period Employment
Quarters
One Jan-Jun 1986 Fourth Quarter 1985
Two July-Dec 1986 First and Second Quarters
1986
Three Jan-Jun 1987 Third and Fourth Quarters
1986
Four July-Dec 1987 First and second Quarters
1987
Five Jan-Jun 1988 Third and Fourth Quarters
1987
Six July-Dec 1988 First and Second Quarters
1988
Seven Jan-Jun 1989 Third and Fourth Quarters
1988
Eight July-Dec 1989 First and Second Quarters
1989
Nine Jan-Jun 1990 Third and Fourth Quarters
1989
Ten July — Dec 1990 First and Second Quarters
1990
Eleven Jan — June 1991 Third and Fourth Quarters
1990
First and Second Quarters
Twelve Feb, 1991 -- October | 1991
1991
Aug 1991 — Mar 1992  Third and Fourth Quarters,
Thirteen 1991
Jan — July, 1992 First and Second Quarters
Fourteen 1992
July — Dec, 1992 Third and Fourth Quarters,
Fifteen 1992
Jan — Dec, 1993 First and Second Quarters,
Sixteen 1993
July — Dec, 1993 Third and Fourth Quarters,
Seventeen 1993
Jan — Dec, 1994 First and Second Quarters,
Eighteen 1994
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This did require that in 1991, two sets of sussesere conducted at the same time, in order to
synchronize timing under the new employment-based systaiie 4-1shows the survey
administration periods for both the expenditures and employment based-systems.

4.2.1 CALCULATION OF IMPACTS, 1985 TO 1990, BASED ON EXPENDITURES

As indicated, from 1985 through 1990, populatimpacts were based on expenditures of the
companies developing off-shore resourcesrimgueach reporting period the operating companies
reported service and supply expenditures in tlivedunties region and payroll expenditures by

county and by phase. These data were summarizbé annual monitoring reports by company

and project phase. Population estimates for each county were calculated by first allocating the Tri-
county expenditures to each county and thehiphging the county expenditures plus county

payroll by an expenditure-to-population multipliefhe REMI model used to arrive at this

multiplier is described in the SEMRonitoring System User Manu#l.

The county allocation of expenditures accountedvioritems. First, the Tri-county expenditures
were distributed to each county based on the podiidine expenditures which were estimated to be
spent in each county. The expenditure allocatéawsasdeveloped using confidential industry data by
project phase and expenditure category. The callayations were developed by taking the ratio
of county expenditures to Tri-county expenditui@seach phase that information was available.
Second, the SEMP system accounted in the altmtafor how much of the expenditures remained
in each county and how much leaked from thecbrinty region. For each project phase, the Tri-
County totals do not sum to 100 percent. This istdube leakage’s out diie area associated with
non-local manufacturing. For example, a comyparay purchase drill bits locally (and assign the
total cost of the drill bits as a Tri-county exgehwhen in fact the drill bits are manufactured
outside the Tri-counties.

A second factor associated with company expergbtig the expenditure tn-migrating population
multiplier. These multipliers simply quantifydhrelationship between a dollar of Tri-county
expenditures and payroll by the oil industry and the resulting change in the Tri-county
population. For example, a multiplier of 22.3 (effective 1985) indicated that for each $1 million in
combined local payroll and purchases by an bffre operator, the county population increases by
an estimated 22.3 persons. This multiplier wasvedrby correlating expenditures with changes in
local population predicted by REMI during the calibration phase of SEMP system development.
Since this relationship was derived by measuring fredicted changes in population for various
types and levels of expenditures, the multiplieplioitly took into consideration expenditures to
employment factors(including direct to indirect and induced employment), employment to in-
migrating population factors, household size factors, and a factor for employees per household. The
system was designed to be adjusted in the futureftect additional survey data. In fact, this is

what happened. Data were collected over tintewsed to rerun the REMI model in 1990-91 to
generate an employment to population multiplier.

It should be noted that both the expenditdoegopulation and the employment to population
numbers were greatly discussed and debatedvekier, the employment to population multipliers
were more easily understood and more easilketated to the real life experiences of SEMP
participants.

18 Centaur Associates, Inc., October 1986, “Tri-CoBugioeconomic Monitoring and Mitigation Program for
Offshore Oil and Gas Development: A Monitoring System User Manual.” Updated in May, 1981 by Michael
L. Frankel.
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4.2.2 CALCUATION OF IMPACTS, 1991 TO 1994, BASED ON EMPLOYMENT

From 1985 through 1994, each SEMP Annual MaitigpReport identified total annual population
impacts for each county. Beginning in 1991 thiegeact estimates were calculated by multiplying

the total project-related mining and construceomployment for each county by the in-migrant
population per employee multiplier. The change from an expenditure-based monitoring system to an
employment-based system occurred becauseobigns with the data collection process. These
problems included:

e Expenditures information was complex to prepand difficult to present. As noted before
contractors and subcontractors in partictkad increasing objections to requests for this
information.

» Collecting expenditures information caused significant delays in the SEMP program.
Because expenditures information could noplapared by most companies until at least
three months after the close of a Quarter, the SEMP survey effort lagged at least six months
behind. This in turn delayed the prodoatiof final reports for well over a year, and
mitigation settlements for even longer periods.

» The demographics measured were slightfget from the population calculated by the
expenditures data.

» Because of the delays associated withetkgenditures approach, securing good compliance
was difficult. Frequently, by the time a coamy was surveyed, they may have left the
employ of the operating company and, thus lithd incentive to take the time to gather the
data and complete the expenditures forfike operating companies did not reimburse
contractors and subcontractors for survey agfiares made after the date of contract
expiration or severance.

» Using expenditures to drive a system which analyzed population in large construction
projects tended to result in estimates whichrditfully reflect the peaks and valleys which
are characteristic of this type of develagmh The reason was that expenditures do not
always reflect the timing of employment most accurately, particularly when companies have
disparate capital equipment payment policiddditionally, capital equipment expenditures,
which significantly affect surveyed expétules amounts, may not occur exactly when
installation employment occurs.

» The expenditures based system did not always provide the most accurate population
allocations among counties.

» Accounting systems for the various operating companies, contractors and subcontractors
vary significantly. The analysis of these conflicting systems and the conversion of the
information to a consistent format wastremely expensive and time consuming.
Additionally, it simply was not possible or codti@ent to reconcile all the variations in the
data.

» Because of varying accounting systems (botiype and quality) and the complexity of the
information required, the operating companies, contractors and subcontractors have many
subjective judgements in developing the surivdgrmation. While the variances may have
balanced each other out over the long-termsytstem did not provide the desired accuracy.
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In switching to an employmentabed system, the intent was to:
* Produce more accurate and consistent population estimates;
» Produce estimates that more closely reflecteahdtere of the off-shore oil and gas industry;
* Reduce cost to the participants;
* Increase compliance by easing data collection requirements and complexity;
* More accurately reflect employment peaks and valleys;
» Ensure that the demographic charactiessvere of the relevant population;
» Incorporate survey data into tdevelopment of the new multipliers;
» Simplify the estimation systeand enhance understandability;
* Reduce the number of companies which must be surveyed; and,

» Improve the timeliness of the data collection effort, thereby improving the timeliness of
SEMP reports and mitigation negotiations.

These objectives were realized in the first two dsuof employment based data collection because
of the less complex data requirements necessaiyve the system. Additionally, because the new
employment system was driven by employment in the mining and constraetitors, the numbers
of contractors and subcontractors neags$o be surveyed were reduced.

While the new system was more cost effectitgeyltimate success still depended on developing the
best possible estimates of the basic employmentfove the system. As indicated, this was
employment in the mining and construction sectorthefStandard Industrial Classification (SIC).
Developing these accurate estimates necessitatedehan the California Coastal Operators Group
(CCOQG) survey effort.

The mining and construction emplognt to population regression etjaas used to calibrate the
revised SEMP system, are showrmable 4-2 They were used to approximate the annual
population impacts that would be obtained if thial annual employment in the construction and
mining sectors for all projects were input into the REMI economic model.
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Table 4-2
SEMP EMPLOYMENT TO POPULATION REGRESSION EQUATIONS

Population = Employment X Multiplier

Population = Total Primary and Induced Population Impacts

Employment Total Project-related FMining and Construction EMPLOYMENT

Multiplier = In-migrant population Per Employee

Santa Barbara County Multiplier = 4.02
Ventura County Multiplier = 4.24
San Luis Obispo County Multiplier = 5.29

These employment to population formulas descriagssical relationships between each employee
and a potential change in the county populationeyMere derived by correlating various levels of
oil company employment with local populationpacts predicted by the REMI. (A detailed
description of the REMI model and the calculatidrihe employment to population multipliers is
available in the Monitoring System User Ma&al). These multipliers represent the slope of the
regression line that was obtained when comparing the population impacts yielded by the REMI
model for various levels of oil and gas employment.

The employment to population formulas wersdzhon ratios of employment to in-migrating
population. They also involve implicit assutigms regarding average household sizes and the
average number of employees per household.

The transition to a new system and the use ofyears worth of survey data in updating the REMI
model resulted in multipliers that generated relayivgkater impacts of newer projects, e.g., Exxon,
on annual population growth. While the newer ectg probably saved money in monitoring costs
they may have paid more in mitigation costs.e Téverse was probably true of the earlier projects,
e.g., Chevron-Texaco Pt. Arguello, which had a red¢dyihigher share of costs due to project start
up and monitoring and a lower relative costdmur associated with mitigation payments.

4.3 ANNUALIZATION, FULL TIME EQUIVALENT, COMPLIANCE
ADJUSTMENT

The multipliers developed by the REMI mo@eé based on "annualizédl time equivalent"
employment. Therefore, to be consistemrioducing annual populatia@stimates, the employment
generated by the SEMP survey system were cagvéotfull time equivalents (e.g., two employees
working halftime were converted to a single full @&remployee. And, they were also annualized.
The objective was to identify how long an employawked for a specific project and how long the
employee was likely to work on the project. It should be noted that since two surveys were
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conducted each year (in addition to special surt@gapture the peak construction work forces of
short term projects) the SEMP monitoring systéetermined whether the employee had worked the
full six months for the project, or a portion of the six month survey interval. (see Appendix Il
Employee Survey Question number 4). In additmsemi-annual surveys, peak period surveys
were conducted whenever substantial emploympeaks on existing or special construction projects
occurred at times outside the normal survey periddss required special factors for calculating
annualization of these employees.

For employees working the full six monthshafth rounds, they were considered as one full
annualized mining and construction employee. Thasing just six months, were considered half
an annualized employee. Those working 4 mgmntiese considered one third of an annualized
employee and so on.

Pacific Research Inc. (PRI) developed an estimate of the full time equivalent (FTE) employment by
analyzing the time spent by an employee on a projephase. For example, employees spending

50 percent of their time on a project were considered half an FTE employee. Two 50% employees,
therefore, equal one FTE employee. FTE positioegguivalent to a 40 hour a week employee.
Employees were also asked to identify the nunolb@ours they worked each week. PRI then

leveled the workweeks. Consequently, an eyge working a 60 hour week was considered 1.5
FTE's.

Similarly the number of 40 hour workweek mon#érsemployee worked were summed and divided
by 12 to provide the number of annualized FTE employees. The number of annualized FTE
employees for each company also was multiplied opmpliance factor" which adjusted the total
for estimated survey compliance that company to 100 percent (e.g., if a company’s compliance
was only 90%, the number of calculated annualiZEHs was divided by 90%). This total was the
FTE annualized employment against which thétipliers are applied to determine the SEMP
impact population.

Tables in the annual monitoring reports presathe public service impacts based on the total
in-migrant population from all projects surveyed during each calendar year. All employees resulting
from oil and gas projects were considered “in-migs” for purposes of calculating impacts. While
the employee surveys allowed the calculation of yearly in-migrants to the Tri-county region, all
calculated employment impacts were considémedigrant each year for impact purposes even
though some employees may have lived in the Tutes in previous years. Because of the way
the SEMP model calculated population impacts, these “impacts” were considered as "one-time"
impacts. They were not additive from one yieathe next. Thus a hypothetical demand for 100
permanent housing units one year could increatanits or decrease to 75 units the next year
and emphasized the dynamic nature of the impHae 100, 150 (or 75) units would not be added to
one another to determine the overall impactherfollowing year but instead represented a housing
impact of 100 for the®lyear, 150 for the™ year, etc. However, the impacts of ongoing public
services (such as police protection) for each yeatimued in direct proportion to the total annual
population impacts for that year. This sameaqple applies to the cumulative service impacts
discussed below.

The SEMP models only praled net population impacts for each year. They did not indicate how
many people had moved into or out of eagtrty nor did they indicate how long individuals or

their families stayed in the area. This kind of infation could only be collected with surveys at the
end of each employees job, or follow up survéys these were not incorporated into the survey
system. Because it was considered to experaid time consuming to conduct employee entry and

31



exit surveys it was assumed that all in-migramiployees represented net impacts on the local
economy and public services for the duration of the projects participation in SEMP.

4.4 SELECTION OF SOCIOECONOMIC ASSESSMENT FACTORS

For each county and its communities, the Monitofsygtem contained baseline data on population
and existing service levels for police protectiore farotection, school enroliment, urban water use,
sewage treatment, solid waste disposal, governnegahues, government expenditures, number and
occupancy of dwelling unitsnd number and occupancy of temggrdwelling units. The facilities,
services, housing, and public finance data wewveldped with the assistance of local community

and service district contacts and were checkeldaaljusted based upon periodic surveys of local
communities and preparation of region wide enwinental assessments of new off-shore oil and gas
projects.

The public services listed above were selectethfidusion in the Monitoring System based on
impacts identified in the EIR/EIS’s preparkxl the various oil and gas development and
transportation projects. Although other socioecarampacts might have occurred (e.g., criminal
justice system), they were not specifically itéed in the environmental documents as potentially
significant impacts and therefore were not subje@brimal monitoring. However, that did not mean
these “other” socioeconomic impactsrevéneligible for mitigation. It did mean that the burden was
on the service provider to produce data to substantiate the mitigation claims.

4.5 ESTIMATE OF BASELINE PUBLIC SERVICE LEVELS
The annual monitoring reports contained summaridke various public service levels for each
community in each of the three counties during tteeli@e year. Originally, the baseline data were
based upon the 1985 year. During 1987, the information was updated using data from a DEIR for a
proposed, but subsequently withdmn, oil and gas project (Shell-Hercules). The 1987 baseline year
was updated independently for Santa Barbara Canri990. Baseline data for the other counties
remained at the 1987 levels. Public service leseth as fire protection, housing, solid waste,
sewage treatment, revenues and expendituresndwater etc., for Santa Barbara County were
updated through telephone surveyd eview of relevant literature.
The following data were presented for each community:

» Local population;

» Police protection capacity (measured as the number of sworn officers);

» Fire protection services (measured as the nuwifggaiid and volunteer fire fighters);

» Water use in acre feet per year (A-F per yr.);

* Wastewater treatment in millions of gallons per day (MGD);

» Solid waste disposal in tons per year;

e Public schools enrollment (number of students);
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» Public revenues (for incorpated areas and the County);
» Public expenditures (for incorporated areas and the County); and
» Housing stock (measured as the number ahpaent dwelling units, occupied dwelling
units, hotel/motel units, and gsite units, along with the overall vacancy rate and the
peak hotel/motel occupancy rate).
Where more than one public service district served a community, or where more than one

community was served by a single public service district, the baseline data were apportioned
between the districts or communitieBable 4-3provides a sample of this baseline data.

4.6 SELECTION OF PUBLIC SERVICE MULTIPLIERS
By dividing the public service levels by the popigda of each community, a set of public service
multipliers were derived. These multipliers wardgurn multiplied during each monitoring period
by the population impacts on each communitpredict the local impacts on community services,
housing and public finance. All community servicedls were derived in terms of the "per capita”
factors shown below.

» Sworn police officers per ,000 residents;

» Fire fighters per 1,000 residents;

» Acre-feet of annual urban wex demand per resident;

» Gallons of daily sewage treatment per resident;

» Annual tons of solid waste disposal per resident;

» School enrollment per 1,000 residents;

» Total government revenues per resident;

* Permanent dwelling units per [,000 residents;

* Occupied dwelling units per 1,000 residents;

* Hotel/motel units per 1,000 residents;

» Peak hotel/motel occupancy rate; and

e Campsite units per [,000 residents.
Because the community service multipliers were ndgh as baseline information, mitigation claims

could not be used to enhance service levaty@the baseline year unless required by federal or
state law.
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COMMUNITY
CARPINTERIA
SANTA MARIA
SOLVANG
BUELLTON
LOMPOC
GOLETA WEST
SANTA BARBARA
ISLA VISTA
MONTECITO
GUADALUPE
SANTA YNEZ
SUMMERLAND
MISSION HILLS
VANDENBERG VLG.
ORCUTT

SANTA YNEZ UNINC.
CUYAMA

LOS ALAMOS
OTHER UNINC.
COUNTY UNINC.

TOTAL COUNTY

Carpinteria

Santa Maria
Solvang

Buellton

Lompoc

Goleta West

Santa Barbara

Isla Vista

Montecito
Guadalupe

Santa Ynez
Summerland
Mission Hills
Vandenberg Village
Orcutt

Santa Ynez
Cuyama

Los Alamos

Other Unic

County Unincorporated

Total County

18,260
159,073

369,608

TOTAL
PUBLIC
REVENUES
(000)

POLICE
OFFICERS

3

Table 4-3
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY SOCIOECONOMIC BASELINE PUBLIC SERVICE

LEVELS

FIRE
FIGHTERS

105
16
33
12

owp“maqamm

448

SCHOOL
ENROLL

PUBLIC SERVICE LEVELS CONTINUED

TOTAL
PUBLIC
EXPEND
(000)

324,110

$453,410

TOTAL

NO. OF
PERM.
DWELLING
UNITS

372,841

$509,776
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PEAK

NO. OF
PERM.
OCCUPIED
UNITS

139,709

URBAN SEWAGE WASTE
WATER TREAT DISPOSAL
A-FI'YR. MGD TON/YR.
4,537 117 17,871
11,644 5.76 134,825
1,802 0.52 6,637
1,052 0.36 4,908
4,894 1.81 64,003

12,028 2.53 78,183
14,547 6.08 111,242
2,616 127 17,007
3,914 1.00 17,545
657 0.52 12,054
2,604 0.13 5,880
360 0.09 2,600
624 0.21 5,302
1,493 0.45 10,151
8,700 2.15 63,798
3,941 0.00 8,900
181 0.00 724
256 0.05 1,760
4,382 212 31,042
80,232 26.20 594,432
NO. OF HOTEL/ TOTAL
HOTEL/ MOTEL CAMP
MOTEL OCcupP SITE
ROOMS RATE UNITS
589 95% 174
2,499 91% 0
734 98% 0
826 98% 228
893 90% 0
985 95% 789
3,331 95% 34
0 0% 0
556 95% 0
0 0% 0
23 95% 0
26 95% 0
0 0% 0
0 0% 0
230 0% 0
51 95% 0
22 0% 0
74 0% 0
724 0% 323
11,563

135,261

1,548



4.7 IMPACTS ON PUBLIC FACILITIES, SERVICES AND HOUSING

The socioeconomic impact assessment included the &ctors as the baseline analysis: namely,
police protection, fire protection, school enrolimamhan water use, sewage treatment, solid waste
disposal, government revenues and expendituneshausing. Like the population impacts, these
were annual impacts.

The first step in calculating public service impictvolved the allocation of the in-migrant

population to the various cities and named unipeated areas within each county. To accomplish
this, each county's estimated total population impast multiplied by the percentage of surveyed

oil and gas employees in each community within that county. This distribution was based on survey
data.

The allocation of the in-migrant population was a caitistep in estimating local impacts. In this
analysis, the allocation was made solely on @mshof residency data from the oil company and
contractor employee surveys. In the majorityegforts only the in-migrant demographic data were
used. In some cases the survey population yhaanity that formed thbasis for the allocation
proved to be too small. For example, in 1894 reporting period the number of in-migrants was
substantially smaller than in past surveys anditein an unrealistic population impact allocation.
The SEMP Technical Advisory Committee discusieslissue and recommended using the larger
data set of total respondents and this aggiavas accepted by SBCAG and it resulted in a
satisfactory population allocation.

In some cases, the employee surveys reporfedmation for community and service district

boundaries (e.g., school districts, water districts) #tat did not coincide explicitly with city or
community boundaries as reported by SEMP population impact tables. In these situations,
population impacts were adjusted accordingly. The employee surveys were reported by respondents
for community and service district boundaries (e.dhpetdistricts, water districts, etc.) that may

not necessarily coincide explicitly with communiigundaries as reported by SEMP impact tables.

The total in-migrant population also included peap® moved into the area to fill jobs created by
the personal expenditures of the oil workers fmrd, automobiles, etc. Since people often spend
money in areas other than where they live, theesurgsults alone may not have precisely reflected
the residences of all in-migrants. Howevey,more accurate allocati methods on data were
available.

The second step in calculating socioeconomicicigwas the assessment of community public
service impacts due to the in-migrant population. This step was accomplished by multiplying the
population impact for each community by #qgoropriate baseline public service multiplier
(described previously). For example, a commuhéying a population impacf 500 persons and a
ratio of 2 police officers per 1000 residents woh#le a police protection impact of one additional
police officer. This same process of multiplyipopulation impacts by per capita multipliers was
applied to government revenues and governmaugraditures as well. All impacts were derived on
a per capita basis reflecting the relationshiigteng in each community during the base yebable

4-4 shows an example of the impact on Santa Barbara County during 1991 for selected services.
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Table 4-4

1993 SANTA BARBARA COUNTY
SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS

POLICE FIRE SCHOOL
POPULATION OFFICERS FIGHTERS ENROLLMENT

COMMUNITY BASELINE IMPACT % BASELINE  IMPACT % BASELINE IMPACT % BASELINE IMPACT %

CHANGE CHANGE CHANGE CHANGE
CARPINTERIA 13,747 10 0.1% 27 0.0 0.1% 24 0.0 0.1% 2,502 1 0.0%
SANTA MARIA 61,284 114 0.2% 79 0.1 0.2% 36 0.1 0.2% 12,196 24 0.2%
SOLVANG 4,741 10 0.2% 16 0.0 0.2% 6 0.0 0.2% 484 1 0.1%
BUELLTON 2,91 114 3.9% 3 0.1 3.2% 4 0.1 3.2% 663 11 1.6%
LOMPOC 37,649 514 1.4% 42 0.6 1.4% 43 0.6 1.4% 6,814 63 0.9%
GOLETA WEST 57,084 162 0.3% 56 0.2 0.3% 74 0.2 0.3% 5,894 8 0.1%
SANTA BARBARA 85,571 323 0.4% 137 0.5 0.4% 105 0.4 0.4% 10,012 53 0.5%
ISLA VISTA 12,133 0 0.0% 15 0.0 0.0% 16 0.0 0.0% 1,282 0 0.0%
MONTECITO 11,717 29 0.2% 13 0.0 0.2% 33 0.1 0.2% 1,134 5 0.5%
GUADALUPE 5,405 0 0.0% 8 0.0 0.0% 12 0.0 0.0% 1,529 0 0.0%
SANTA YNEZ 3,940 0 0.0% 4 0.0 0.0% 5 0.0 0.0% 424 0 0.0%
SUMMERLAND 1,593 0 0.0% 2 0.0 0.0% 2 0.0 0.0% 224 0 0.0%
MISSION HILLS 3,529 0 0.0% 3 0.0 0.0% 4 0.0 0.0% 568 0 0.0%
VANDENBERG 6,937 0 0.0% 6 0.0 0.0% 7 0.0 0.0% 1,093 0 0.0%
VILLAGE
ORCUTT 35,708 10 0.0% 27 0.0 0.0% 35 0.0 0.0% 5,423 3 0.1%
SANTA YNEZ 6,285 0 0.0% 6 0.0 0.0% 8 0.0 0.0% 604 0 0.0%
UNINC.
CUYAMA 2,296 0 0.0% 1 0.0 0.0% 1 0.0 0.0% 326 0 0.0%
LOS ALAMOS 778 0 0.0% 1 0.0 0.0% 1 0.0 0.0% 170 0 0.0%
Other Uninc. 21,169 0 0.0% 17 0.0 0.0% 32 0.0 0.0% 895 0 0.0%
TOTAL COUNTY 166,080 201 0.1% 0 0.2 0.0% 0 0.3 0.0% 0 17 0.0%
UNINC.
TOTAL COUNTY 374,477 1,286 0.3% 463 2 0.3% 448 1 0.3% 52,233 169 0.3%
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Local impacts on schools and housing were calculagady a different method, which took into
account the results of the employee surveys. wsat of the employee surveys half the population
impact for each community was multiplied by thppropriate baseline public service multiplier to
estimate the indirect/induced impacts. The other half of the population was multiplied by a factor
(such as school children per in-migrant) derivediftbe employee survey data. This method took
into account the demographic characteristics of bwhdirect and the indirect/induced populations.

The vacancy rates for temporary and permadeseiling units were computed by adding the
estimated permanent housing impact to the baselimder of occupied (permanent and temporary)
dwelling units. Subtracting the new number o€wpied units from the total number of permanent
dwelling units and dividing by the total numberdvielling units yielded the overall vacancy rate.

All impacts, including the estimated changeapulation, were presented as absolute values and as

a percent change in the baseline. For examglelfpeople were forecast to move into a community

of 10,000, this would represenii& change in the baselin@lthough the increases in public

service demand seemed small in comparison to the baseline data, they often represented significant
additive impacts in areas where service capEciich as schools, water supplies, or sewage

treatment services were already at or near capacity.

However, the monitoring system did not determireegignificance of impacts at the time the reports
were released because thresholds of significergce tied to service districts and no convenient
mechanism existed to convert these thresholtlsestcommunity level. Furthermore, it was too
difficult to update the public service capacitiesl @leficiencies on a regular basis given the number
of services and diversity of communities.

4.8 FORECASTING LONG-TERM CUMULATIVE PROJECT
IMPACTS

In addition to estimating current impacts, ffrecounty Socioeconomic Monitoring System was
used to make 3 to 5 year projections of impacts, based on a cumulative project schedule and estimate
of mining and construction employment.

Cumulative projects included all oil and gas prageewen those not subject to the SEMP permit
conditions. It represented a listefisting and hypothetical projects from the current year and ten
years into the future. The cumulative projedaiase included all majphases (e.g., development
drilling, pipeline construction) tated to off-shore oil and gas development. The cumulative list
also included a forecast of project-related employment by county and project phase (e.g., per
development well, per mile of off-shore pipeline). Sable 4-5for an example. These data were
used to develop a comprehensive forecastettimulative employment effects of all off-shore
development occurring in the Tri-counties regidhe “Cumulative Oil and Gas Project Schedule,”
Table 4-6 summarized all major oil and gas projecsuamed to begin for a selected five year
period. These included projects approved andreoMey SEMP, projects in various stages of
review and permitting, and hypothetical projdmased on hydrocarbon resource estimates. Both
federal OCS and state tideland projects were indinl¢he cumulative list. However, the list did

not include exploratory drilling as this phase was not subject to the SEMP permit condition. This list
was updated from time to time by an informal gyref the operating companies, and through future
environmental assessments of projects. Howelrerlong-term success of the list was limited
because the system did not take into account other economic or political factors that would
profoundly influence the timingnal likelihood that an off-shore project would be completed.
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CUMULATIVE PROJECT LIST FORECAST

Table 4-5

|[PROJECT PHASES

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996

EXPLORATORY DRILLING 0 0 0 0 0
PLATFORM INSTALLATION 23 8 0 0 0
DEVELOPMENT DRILLING 1 11 7 0 0
PLATFORM OPERATIONS 164 235 387 387 387
OFF-SHORE PIPE CONST. 1 0 0 0 0
OFF-SHORE PIPE OPER. 1 1 1 1 1
ON-SHORE PIPE CONST. 7 17 14 164 0
ON-SHORE PIPE OPER. 18 18 18 18 21
OIL PLANT CONST. 534 300 17 9 0
OIL PLANT OPER. 59 59 168 168 168
GAS PLANT CONST. 49 30 0 0 0
GAS PLANT OPER. 72 72 187 187 187
MARINE TERM. CONST. 4 0 0 0 0
MARINE TERM. OPER. 1 9 12 12 11
SUPPLY BASE CONST. 0 0 0 0 0
SUPPLY BASE OPER. 0 0 0 0 0

SANTA BARBARA CO. TOTAL 934 760 811 946 775

EMPLOYMENT

TRI-COUNTY TOTAL 1397 1223 1071 1219 1043

EMPLOYMENT

SB COUNTY POPULATION 3,755 3,055 3,259 3,803 3,116

IMPACT:

TRI-COUNTY POPULATION 5,994 5,227 4,432 5,030 4,320

IMPACT:
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Table 4-6
CUMULATIVE OIL AND GAS PROJECT LIST, 1992 - 1996

PROJECT COMPONENT UNITS SIZE 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
TOTAL NO. WELLS total wells 48 92 92 92 96 113
PLATFORM INSTALL platforms 4 1 2 0 0 0
DEVELOPMENT DRILL new wells 48 0 0 4 17 27
PLATFORM OPER platforms 9 5 5 7 9 9
OFF-SHORE PIPE CONST. miles 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
OFF-SHORE PIPE OPER. miles 41 40.8 40.8 40.8 40.8 40.8
ON-SHORE PIPE CONST. miles 109 10.5 33.0 33.0 32.0 0.0
ON-SHORE PIPE OPER. miles 250 128.4 140.5 152.0 250.0 250.0
OIL PLANT CONST. MBD 170 45 0 0 125 0
OIL PLANT OPER. MBD 386 161 261 261 261 386
GAS PLANT CONST. MMSCFD 118 18 0 0 60 40
GAS PLANT OPER. MMSCFD 181 60 81 81 81 181
MARINE TERM. CONST. (term.) 0 0 0 0 0 0
MARINE TERM. OPER. (term.) 1 1 1 1 1 1
SUPPLY BASE CONST. (base) 0 0 0 0 0 0
SUPPLY BASE OPER. (base) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Notes:

1. Platform installation is noted by the total number of platforms installed in each year.

2. Development drilling schedules, unless otherwise giverhased on a maximum of 9 wells per year per platform.

3. Unless otherwise noted, the number of development drilling wells is 85 percent of the number of slots for a platform.

4. Platform operation is noted by the cumulative number of platforms installed.

5. Pipeline construction and operation is noted on anerbasis. Construction over multiple years is noted

by a proportion of miles constructed in each year.
6. Oil and gas plant construction and operation is notéldebgapacity of the plants. Construction of these plants
over multiple years is based on a proportion of capacity.
7. Marine terminals and supply bases are notatidopumber of facilities constructed and the number
of years each is in operatioh.is assumed that no more than one new terminal will be in operation
at any one time, in accordaweigh Santa Barbara County Policy.
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When using the Monitoring System as a forecadtiog the procedure for predicting socioeconomic
impacts for future projects was identical to thegdifor the monitoring of ongoing projects, with the
exception that the actual reported company employment for each phase was replaced by estimated
employment. The forecasted cumulative secbnomic impacts were based on the same
employment-to-in-migrant population formulae used to assess annual surveyed (monitored) impacts.
However, distribution of in-migrant populatiorag/based on the compiled results of all previous
employee surveys rather thast the most recent survey.

The model used employment data for each project phase estimated by Pacific Research, Inc., the oll
companies and the Energy Division of the Santa Barbara County Planning and Development
Department. The sum of employment for all project phases was used in the
employment-to-population formula for each coutttyarrive at estimated county-wide population
impacts. These population impacts representeda changes from a baseline value and were not
additive from one year to the next.

The county-wide forecast of population impacts derived from the cumulative projects list were
distributed among the communities on the basiafibined data from all previous employee
surveys. Once the in-migrant population had kelcated to local comuamities, the local public
service multipliers were used to estimate the pugdiwice impacts. The format and units used in
this approach were identical to thmethod for estimating annual impacts.

Since the Cumulative Project List did not incladeestimate of the number of employees that would
be working directly on each project, these dateeveellected directly from the oil and gas firms
participating in the current SEMP surveys. Tngority of these employees were involved with the
continued operation of existing facilities, not witie construction of add@nal facilities. These data
were summarized by project.

In summary, cumulative projects were all oil and gas projects including but not limited to those
subject to SEMP. It was a list of existing and hypothetical projects that spanned the 1995 through
2005 time period and included all major phases (dayelopment drilling, pidee construction).

The cumulative list also forecasts project-relaetployment by county anproject phase (e.g., per
development well, per mile of off-shore pipelin€hese data were used to develop a comprehensive
forecast of the cumulative employment effectalbbff-shore development occurring in the Tri-
Counties region.

4.9 FORECASTING SHORT TERM PROJECT IMPACTS

The operating company employment data weesl s develop estimates of average annual

population growth. However, this technique cbubt tell local officials how many oil and gas

workers would be working on a particular project oa giarticular site in the next quarter or next

year. Therefore, SEMP also requested thabpieeating companies provide estimates of quarterly
project-related employment. These were 2-yetimases, updated semi-annually, or at a time when
manpower estimates became more precise. These 2 year estimates included only SEMP monitored
projects not the others included in the cumulativiggmt. The 2 year estimates did not include the
indirect impacts as did the cumulative project lisable 4-7 provides an estimate of average

guarterly employment by work site prepadading 1991 to illustrate this data set.
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Table 4-7
AVERAGE QUARTERLY EMPLOYMENT BY WORKSITE

Tri-County Soclceconomic Monitoring Program
C/COG Twelfch Round Survey
Third/Feurth Quarters, 1991

AVERACE ggnm:.! IMPLOYMINT ")
y Worxsite

Average Quarterly Employment by Worksite
_Average Quarterly Employmant

1991 Loz
&1Projact Worksite 1 2 k| 4 1 2 3 4
Chevron Point Arguelle
Gaviota Faellity- 215 215 211 211 206 206 206 206
office—Vantuza 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
oxnard Sherebase—Oxnard 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 =
?Platform Hermosa 42 41 46 40 40 40 40 40
Placform Hidalge 1] 38 44 38 1] 38 38 aa
nene= [ 0 0 o] 0 ] 0 0
nene-none [H o 0 a 0 0 ' 0 0
Total for Project 343 11 ENE ] 306 01 01 01 01
Texaco Polnt Arguells
Office-Ventura 10 ] 8 ] 8 8 4 8
Platform Harvaest 82 8o 74 18 18 8 18 8
warehstuse—Port Huensme L] 4 4 4 L] 4 1 4
Total for Project %6 92 90 90 90 90 90 90
EXXON Santa Ynez Unit
Cfflice-Santa Barbara 2 2 2 2 2 2 H F4
Office-Thousand Gaks 40 44 37 7 34 34 4 3
Offlre—Vantura 7. 0 ] o} 0 0 0 0
office-1fc k] 20 20 19 15 15 15 15
Qffshore Pipe - SYU~ 260 0 0 [+] ] a [} [#}
Flatform Harmony 0 25 25 §7 125 125 125 50
Platform Heritage 0 25 25 67 125 125 125 50
las flores canyon- 286 255 245 145 64 15 15 13
las flores canyon-lfe 428 %€ 336 214 a7 21 21 21
Total for Project 1056 47 710 555 462 337 337 187

Totals 1495 1150 1118 951 253 128 728 578

“|Average quartarly employment by worksite was derlved from questien ¢ of the Operating Company Expanditures and Employment for
administered in November 1991,

Source: SBCAG, 1991 SEMP Monitoring Report, Page 36
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CHAPTER FIVE

CHARACTERISTICS OF OIL, GAS, AND PIPELINE
PROJECTS, EXPENDITURES, AND PROJECT
WORKFORCE

5.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter summarizes the characteristics obilhgas, and pipeline projects subject to SEMP,
identifying their size, location and development schedule. The local economic impact of operating
company expenditures and the type and usemfactors and subcontractors for the individual
projects are summarized. Segure 5-1to locate the projects in the County. For a more complete
project chronology se&ppendix IV .

5.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS

This section briefly describes the projects subject to the SEMP permit condition. Project
development schedules are summarized in AgpeV based on a variety of data sourtes.

5.2.1. UNOCAL POINT PEDERNALES

The Unocal Point Pedernales project consisted obffrghore platform connected by off-shore oll,
gas, and wastewater on-shore pipelines to aradedrprocessing facility. The project was located
north of Pt. Conception. The project was appdovg the County in 1985 and Platform Irene was
installed during the last half of that same yea24@ feet of water. Approximately 10 miles of 20”
diameter off-shore pipeline were laid in the laglf of 1986 from the platform to the beach, as was
another 10 miles of on-shore pipeline from thadbeto the Heating, Separation and Processing
(HS&P) Facility just north of Lompoc. Off-shedrilling from Platform Irene began in the second
quarter of 1986 and continueddaligh 1991. A total of 22 wells we drilled. Construction of the
36MBPD oil plant (HS&P) began in the third quarter of 1986 and the plant was brought on-line a
year later.

The Unocal project was subject to tBEMP permit conditiofrom 1985 through 1988.

5.2.2 _CHEVRON POINT ARGUELLO

In 1979 and 1981 Chevron and p@rtner Texaco paid $574 million for four OCS leases during
Lease Sales 48 and 53 and later claimed the discovéng Pt. Arguello field estimated to be the
largest discovery in the Santa Maria baSitt. The Chevron Point Arguello project consisted of

9 County of Santa Barbara, Department of Planning and Development, Energy Division, Newsletters, Oil and
Gas Status Report, 1985-1999 and SBCAG, 1990 Oil and Gas Development Construction/Operation Survey.
2 Hershman, Marc J., David Fluharty, and Scott L Powell and others, 1988, State and Local Influence Over
Offshore Oil DecisionsWashington Sea Grant Program,ildmsity of Washington., Seattle.

2L U.S., Department of Interior, Minerals Management Service, January 24, 2000, “Status of Leases and
Qualified Companies, Pacific OCS Region.”
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three off-shore oil and gas platforms, off-shand an-shore oil and gas pipelines, and an on-shore
oil and gas processing facility. Valued at oveil@om dollars, the project represented the size and
complexity of the development scenario timitiated the development of the SEMP permit
condition. The project was given final approvaltbg County of Santa Barbara in August, 1985.
Texaco installed Platform Harvest in approximat&lp feet of water just off Pt. Conception during
the last half of 1985, and followed with 6.5 esilof off-shore pipeline construction in early 1986.
On-shore oil and gas pipelines of approximatelyrBil&s were constructed in early 1987 to connect
the off-shore line with the on-shore Gaviota @itaGas Plant. Platforms Hildalgo and Hermosa
were installed further off-shore in water depth€l8d and 603 feet respectively. Installation of
these platforms began in the fourth quarter 1985cantinued into early 1987. Next, the off-shore
pipelines were laid to shore, a distance of 1@sillnitial site work on the on-shore oil (100mpd)
and gas (60mmscfd) processing facility started énfifst quarter of 1986. Construction of the oil
and gas processing facility continued throughoutytte and was generally completed in 1987.
However, start up of the facility was delayed tluenexpectedly high level of hydrogen sulfide
(H2S) levels in the natural gas. While therkvat the main Gaviota facility was complete,
subsequent work on the Chevron Point Arguello prajeatinued in future years with tie in of the
Gaviota facility to the All American Pipelinend Gaviota Marine Terminal. Off-shore drilling by
one of the partners, Texaco, began on Platforméain 1986 and finished in 1988 with a total of
19 wells. Drilling at the other platforms, Herszoand Hildalgo began 987 and ended in 1988
with a total of 19 wells. The Chevron Pt. Arguglimject was the first project subject to the SEMP
permit condition. Chevron participated in SEMP from 1985 through 1992.

5.2.3 _GAVIOTA MARINE TERMINAL

The County of Santa Barbara approved the Gawn&im Marine Terminal project in the second
guarter of 1987 on the condition that the temthimould be phased out with the completion of

pipelines to the Gulf Coast or Los Angeles or depeient of a new consolidated marine terminal at
Las Flores Canyon. Grading began later that sgae Construction was completed on the Interim
Marine Terminal in the third quarter of 1988he “interim” Marine Terminal was located adjacent

to the Chevron Pt. Arguello facility at Gaviot@paoximately 30 miles due west of Santa Barbara,

just to the south of Highway 101. The project involved construction of a spread mooring system in
65 feet of water to accommodate tankerthefsize 40-50,000 DWT, near shore and on-shore
pipelines, and large storage tanks to storamd accommodate oil throlgut of 100,000 barrels per
day.

Between 1988 and 1993 thartners submitted and revised varipusject modifications to establish
the site as a consolidated marine terminal anda@ase the throughput to 125,000 barrels per day.
The regulatory agencies reviewed these propoddis.final modifications would enable the
terminal to accept crude oil from the Chevron &xxon projects. The project was approved and
construction began in 1991 aodntinued into 1992. A transportation permit for Chevron Point
Arguello crude was not approved by the Cd&atnmission until 1993 with the condition that
tankering cease if progress on an alternative pipeline project failed to meet predetermined
milestones. Tankers offloaded Pt. Arguello projeatleroil for transport to refineries in Long Beach
between August, 1993 and January 1994Jalmuary, 1994 all operations ceased as the
predetermined milestones had not been reachediet, the facility continued to provide storage
for crude oil processed at Chevron’s oil processaujjify and still operates ithat capacity today.
The Gaviota Marine Terminal Company participated in SEMP from 1987 through 1992.
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Figure 5-1
ON AND OFF-SHORE OIL AND GAS PROJECTS
IN SANTA BARBARA AND VENTURA COUNTIES
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5.2.4 ALL AMERICAN PIPELINE

The Tri-county portion of the Celeron - All Amean Pipeline project was approved in the second
guarter of 1985. Construction of the 62 mile, 3€hidiameter main line with an optimal throughput
of 300,000 BPD began in the second quartdr9@6 and lasted approximately one year. This
pipeline was the originating section (though last sedtiuilt) of a pipeline that connected off-shore
Santa Barbara to existing pipelines in West Texak altimately Gulf Coast refineries. Oil began
its journey at Chevron’s Pt. Arguello facility in @ata, moved to Pentland and on to Los Angeles
via. Arco’s line 90. In later years, much oistloil transferred at Pentland to travel through the
Pacific Pipeline to Los Angeles refineries.

Following construction of the line, from Pentland3aviota, All American began construction on a
pipeline pump station located at Sisquoc in @r8anta Barbara County in 1987. Construction
continued in 1988 at the Gaviota Pump Statiocated near the Chevron Pt. Arguello processing
facility. Construction of a short tie-in fromdAAPL Gaviota Booster Station to the Gaviota

Marine Terminal took place in 1990. In 1991 the difimeter Coastal Segment of the All American
Pipeline was constructed. This project exied the pipeline from the Chevron Pt. Arguello
processing facility to the Exxon Las Flores Canyon facility, a distance of 10.5 miles. In 1993, the
Las Flores Canyon Pump Station was construatedthe new Coastal Pipeline Segment was placed
into full service the first quarter of 1990.

The Celeron - All American Pipeline project was subject to the SEMP from 1986 through 1991, and
again during 1993. The SEMP permiindition on the All American Pipeline project was modified

to require the company to participate in 8 MP survey process only during the construction phase
of the project, not the operations phase, basdunited employment impacts associated with

pipeline operations. Another unique feature of the pipeline monitoring effort was the timing of the
survey activity for Celeron/All American. Becsmiof the relatively quick nature of pipeline
construction (as many as 1,500 feet or more oflipipdike this can be built in a day in rural areas)

and construction of the ancillary facilities, employrmpeaks in several years did not coincide with

the normal survey period. Special schedulespaaodedures were required to ensure that the
maximum number of pipeline employees were “caught” by the survey.

5.2.5 EXXON SANTA YNEZ UNIT (SYU)

The Exxon SYU project involved two new off-skqulatforms, on-shore oil and gas processing
facilities, crude oil storage tanks, and connegtiipglines. The Exxon project was similar in size
and complexity to the Chevron Pt. Arguello gatj The project was given final approval by the
County in September 1987. Installation of platfddarmony in 1,198 feet of water began in the
second quarter of 1989 and was finished by the end of the year when the installation of Platform
Heritage began. Installation of the secondfptat continued through 1992 when all the topside
work was completed. Off-shore pipelinegertonnecting the platforms and connecting the
platforms to shore took place during 1989 and 1990. Construction at the Las Flores Canyon (LFC)
on-shore facility began in April988 with site development (gtiag). Grading took approximately

18 months to complete and involved excavation aflygel million cubic yards of earth. Installation
of near shore and on-shore pipelines occurred in 1B3%0. Main facility onstruction began in the
fall of 1990. Initially this involved constructn of the foundation and supports for the oil and gas
(60mmscfd) plant and continued with the depehent of an electrical substation and large oil
storage tanks. During 1991 construction contimrmethe foundation racks and steel components of
the NGL/LPG pipes. In 1992 structural work catmexn end and electrical work and finish work
started in early 1993. Construction was compbgtéhe fourth quarter of 1993 and facility start up
occurred in the same period. Off-shore drillfirgm Platforms Harmony and Heritage began in
November 1993. Exxon participated in SEMP from 1988 to 1997.
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5.3 PROJECT EXPENDITURES

Operating Company Expenditures were collectatir@ported as the total amount of money spent in
the Tri-County region for each project phase by each operating company for a particular reporting
period. The expenditures do not include payaali are one time expenditures. The expenditure
data was reported between from 1986-1994 inclug@wgral years after the system was redesigned
to use employment and the expenditdata was no longer critical.

The following two figures show the range of i related expenditurégtween 1986, and 1994.
Peak years in 1986, 1991, and 1992 sgperditures in excess of $200 million per year.

Figure 5-2
OPERATING COMPANY
TRI- COUNTY EXPENDITURES, 1986-1994,
$1.34 BILLION TOTAL
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Expenditures by phase for the entire reporting pegahown in the following figure. Platform
development was 44 percent of the total 19864 period expenditures. Oil and gas plant
construction was 24 percent andrp#ting was amounted to 4 percent of the total expenditures.

Figure 5-3
TRI-COUNTY EXPENDITURES, BY PHASE, 1986-1994,
$1.34 BILLION TOTAL
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5.4 USE OF CONTRACTOR AND SUB-CONTRACTOR FIRMS

A variety of contractor and subcontractor firmsrevatilized in the development of on and off-shore
related oil, gas, and pipeline development gty subject to the Socioeconomic Monitoring

Program. For example, there were approximatély contractors and subcontractors in the Tri-

county region working on oil, gas, and pipeline projects from 1986 to 1989. Examples of contractor
and subcontractor services include the followinggbs, boat rentals, communications, construction,
and construction services, maintenance servicesfetoore detailed list of contractor and
subcontractor services is included in the 1994 8EBbding Manual. The following data represent
SEMP survey rounds 1 - 8 only. Changes in Isigvey procedures did not include similar fields

for contractor subcontractor codes and thus do redilerfurther analysis #hout considerable data
massaging. Rounds 1 - 8 represent SEMP reporting years 1986 -1989.

The phases using the largest percentage ofaxints and subcontractosgre development drilling

at 23 percent, platform installation and hookup apéi®ent, and, platform operations at 16 percent.
Note that these off-shore phases were found typically to utilize a larger number of smaller
contractors and subcontractors. This likelguits from the numerous, very specialized, tasks
required to develop off-shore resources.

On-shore construction was found to be more tgditby large A/E (Architect/Engineering) firms
such as Hood or Bechtel. On-shore operatigesl primarily company employees. As the
following figure shows, nearly 80% of the numioércontractor/subcontractor firms in Rounds 1-8
were associated with off-shore work. Howewmr;shore contractors/subcontractors typically
completed contracts of far greater value in gohTri-county expenditures, and with larger
employee bases. The largest percentage of comtsaand subcontractors were categorized in the
miscellaneous business services, drilling amdipction equipment sector, and, drilling and
production services sectors. These three categories comprised over 50 percent of all
contractor/subcontractor firms utilized in rourid8. The miscellaneous business services sector
includes 44 various categories such as conssltaaturity, laboratory testing, and inspection
services.
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Figure 5-4
CONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACTOR FIRMS,
FOR ON AND OFFSHORE PHASES,
1,031 TOTAL CONTRACTOR AND SUCONTRACTOR FIRMS,
ROUNDS 1-8
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Figure 5-5
CONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACTOR FIRMS USED BY PHASE
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Figure 10-1
SEMP IMPACT MITIGATION PAYMENTS, BY COMPANY,

AND COUNTY, 1986-1995
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Figure 10-2
SEMP IMPACT MITIGATION PAYMENTS,
BY COUNTY, BY YEAR OF IMPACT
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Figure 10-3
SEMP IMPACT MITIGATION PAYMENTS BY FUNCTIONAL CATEGORY,
1985-1995
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CHAPTER ELEVEN

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

11.1 CONCLUSIONS

Chapter Eleven summarizes the lessonsthfrom the SEMP program and provides some
recommendations in addressing socioeconomic irspeith a monitoring and mitigation program.

As indicated in Chapters One and Two, SEM#&wne of several models used to deal the
socioeconomic impacts associated with naturaues-related growth in the 70’s and 80’s. These
models included: 1) No mitigation letting the exigtstructure address new impacts: 2) mitigation in
advance of anticipated, and estimated, growth;iB8yation partially in advance and partially during
growth; and 4) mitigation as the result of specific monitoring of growth (the SEMP model). The
SEMP model proved to be a reasonable apprtaafitigating the impact of oil and gas
development despite the significant time requirements of the system.

The SEMP model did yield, however, significant Héador local governments, as is evidenced by

the more than $10 million in mitigation payments. Yet, the SEMP model, by measuring past growth
rather than anticipating future growth, did mbivays provide the most effective assistance to

mitigate impacts.

Given the size of the Tri-county economy, this weakness did not prove a significant problem.
However, certainly in areas with smaller econesrand infrastructures less capable of absorbing
significant growth, it may be better for local goveients to balance some up-front grants against
final charges determined by specific monitoring data.

As indicated in Chapter Ten, mitigation formulaegotiated up-front may have speeded mitigation
payments and reduced the time and effort requ@reskgotiate on every grant application. Such
formulae do not work in every case (one size does not always fit all). However, standard, pre-
negotiated formulae, with the flexibility to adaptspecific needs may prove a better model for the
future. The environmental review and mitigatiprocess should lead to better specification of
formulas.

The expenditures system did not seem to be as effective as the employment-based system which
SEMP adopted in its later years. There were a mambreasons for this, most of which have been
detailed in earlier chapters. However, it is importamote that the task of collecting expenditures
data and attempting to reconcile variances in theidagnificant and, therefore, expensive and not
entirely cost efficient. From the political perspee, the burden on small local contractors and the
perceived intrusion of government in one’s business was not well received.

Most importantly, it seemed that, throughout the $Ebde of an expenditures base, participants
found it difficult to understand the multipliers gerterhby the expenditures model (e.g., 22 in-
migrants were generated for each $1 million of dieeqtenditures). At no point during the period in
which SEMP used expenditures data was this issue resolved.

The employment-base, beyond addressing many dbgfistical and consistency issues, generated
multipliers that appeared to be more undedadle by the majority of SEMP participants.
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Despite it's complexity, and the effort it requirélde SEMP survey system did seem to capture a
significant portion of the workforce. As indicatedrlier, compliance was quite good for an effort of
this size and complexity. Much of this was dag¢he contract requirement placed on contractors
and subcontractors by SEMP Operating Compaarieisthe willingness of the Operating Companies
to reimburse contractors and subcontractors fopénsonnel costs (e.g., the hour twice each year it
took employees to complete the forms, the timaagfountants to complete the Expenditures and
Employment Forms) associated with the sueygram. The aggressiveness of the Operating
Company representatives in enforcing the contract reqpaint was also a key factor in the survey’s
success.

Employees did not generally object to completirggbrvey questionnaires. While approximately

2-3 percent of surveys contained “interestihghd-written comments, which in most cases provided
survey data entry staff a bit of comic reliegarly all employees of Operating Companies and
contractors and subcontractors did a thorough job of completing survey questions. SBCAG audits of
selected questionnaires did not indicate any evidence of fraud.

The survey model of asking employees twice ear yo complete a questionnaire during working
hours was one model of several that SEMP could hagd. Entry/exit interviews is an example of
another model. In retrospect, the SEMP modebably was among the most efficient and easiest to
enforce, but perhaps not the most complete. Theaaf regular surveys twice a year results in a
number of employees being missed.

During the course of SEMP, survey training was provided primarily at the beginning and when the
expenditures system was replaced with the enmpémt-based system. Additional training, in the
form of yearly sessions would have assisted Ryhrating Company and mtwactor/subcontractor
representatives.

The SEMP coordinating group, which consistédepresentatives of the counties, operating
companies, survey contractors, seemed effedtivnegotiating both analysis and substantive
mitigation issues. The group met 2-4 times each year during the height of the survey program and
developed and reviewed all aspects of model ancegudevelopment, and dealt with issues related

to non-company specific mitigation questions.e Hudition of public service representatives, apart
from the public sector program administrators weseful additions to the Technical Advisory
Committee; however, their participation was usuahgrt lived. Company representatives also met
separately to review various issuekated to the survey process.

The impacts of oil, gas, and pipeline projectscosely related to the coincident timing of other
resource development projects and the dynamic economic context. Phasing of development has a
significant impact on the ability of an areagimcommodate socioeconomic impacts. SEMP was
created out of a condition of multiple projects proposed at a similar time. Phasing of resource
development respond to the needs of local communities which require a long lead time to develop
public services required by new in-migrants.aglhg is probably the most effective mitigation
measure to reduce the severity of socioeconomic impacts.

While phasing of resource development is cleatfsactive from a public perspective, it may not be
readily accepted by private sector operators. Thpatiscularly true if those operators have had to
make significant up front investments such as Ipagenents to secure the rights to recover the
resource.

One of the key problems in the Tri-county sitoa was the very poor tax structure in place in
California at the time. In other states around the West (e.g., Wyoming, Colorado) during the natural
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resources boom of the late 70’s and early 80’slaaxs allowed the use of the normal property tax
revenues accruing from oil and gas development tesbd to deal with significant portions of the
attendant impacts. Additionally, these states isepsignificant severance taxes and other levies to
fund mitigation programs. In these states, thesyatem could be adjusted (e.g., mineral impact
grants, pre-payment of taxes) to provide vegnsicant assistance to loceadbmmunities. California
did not allow this and, therefore, companies weredd to bear nearly athe burden through impact
mitigation fees.

Little attention in SEMP was given, either by ti@vernment participants or by the Operating
Companies, to innovative methods to finance impact mitigation, e.g., loans.

11.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

What is the best model for addressing socioecononpact mitigation? Perhaps a hybrid based
primarily on the a monitoring and mitigating systdmt measures impacts and then addresses costs
using direct measures of those costs with another model that includes an up front pool of funds to
quickly address short term needs.

To deal with the key weakness of the systemt ghenmunities need funds for critical infrastructure
needs when the impacts are first occurring), thectimeasurement system might by augmented by
an “emergency fund” established at the timendfal permitting. The size of such a fund would
depend upon the size of the population and ecorsmigrimary host communities, and critical
infrastructure needs. For example, in areadairto the Tri-county rgion, the emergency fund

might be $2-5 million. It might be replenishahinder certain circumstances. Grants from the
emergency fund might be allocated by an “impact board”, established as a temporary body to deal
with short-term mitigation issues.

Grants might be restricted to items truly ofshnort term nature, such as school facilities, water and
sewer improvements, etc. that need to respond to the impacts of growth.

Contributions to the emergency fund would be credited toward the ultimate mitigation bill of a
company as determined through the direct measurement aspect of the program.

More attention should be given to identifyimpovative financing methods to allow bonding and

other financial instruments to supplant direct grants. For example, Operating Companies might be
given the opportunity to manage impact assistahrough loans, or through buy-down of bonding
interest rates, or other non-grant options. What ntighg in facilitating such options is to form an
impact assistance team, similar to the SEMP caatitig body, as soon as it is apparent that growth
problems are likely, and devote early discussion to financing options. The state could also be a
participant on such a group.

Before embarking on any type of monitoring andigation process, all of the stakeholders should
spend some effort in gaining some understandfrggpcioeconomic issues such as public finance
structure and affordable housing availability and tigwaent. It would also be beneficial for both
public and private sector participants to familiatizeir counterparts with the most critical financial
and administrative boundaries within which they must work.

Local governments (e.g., cities, school distrist®)uld be represented on formal impact mitigation
or coordination bodies.
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Regarding survey recommendations, the SEMP nejuwild be considered in future situations,
recognizing that each case differs. Chief amongmesendations is enforcingarticipation through
a contract clause with project contractang aubcontractors and assertive “enforcement” by
Operating Company representatives.

Phasing of resource development activities must be used as a tool to lessen the magnitude of
socioeconomic impacts since infrastructuread@ment requires a long lead time.

The federal and state government need to shareral resource revenues with locally impacted
communities to lessen the burden on those jiotisths impacted by state and national energy
policy. Mitigation of socioeconomic impacts@h receive less attention than impacts on the
physical and biological environment.
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MEMBERSHIP

SEMP TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

o7

1985-1997
AGENCY/COMPANY CONTACT PERSON DURATION
Santa Barbara County Gerald R. Lorden, Director 1985-1997
Association of Governments Michael G. Powers, Deputy Director 1985-1997
Program Manager
Kim W. Fulton-Bennett 1985-1987
Brian Bresolin 1987-1997
Mark Bubriski 1985-1987
Santa Barbara County Deborah Fleischer 1986-1987
Energy Division Doug Anthony 1987-1988, 1994-199
Colin Fallat 1989-1993
Ventura County Gene Kjellberg 1985-1997
Resource Management Agency Lynee Kada 1992-1995
Andy Back 1985-1986
San Luis Obispo County Planning Pat Beck 1986-1987
David Church 1986-1989
Richard Murphy 1992-1994
John Euphrat 1995-1996
California Coastal Operators Group Terry Covington 1986-1994
WSPA Frank Holmes 1995-1996
Darwin Sainz 1985-1992
Unocal Larry Waterman 1986-1989
Jeff Graff 1992
Bill Peters 1985-1987, 1991
Texaco Dianne Brand 1989-1990
Frank Peet 1992-1995
Lee Bafalon 1985-1987, 1991-199
Chevron Ralph Mayo 1990
John Dowling 1987-1989
Exxon Jim Flynn 1987-1997
GTE Dan Mikalik 1989-1991
All American Mike Madden 1987-1988,
1992-1996
Karen Olsson 1989-1991
Cindy Dahl 1993-1996
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SEMP Project/Revised
Name

Operating Company/Revised Name

Santa Ynez Unit-Las Flores
Canyon

Point Arguello

Point Arguello

Gaviota Marine
Terminal/Gaviota Storage
Terminal

Point Pedernales

All American Pipeline, L.P.

Exxon

Chevron
Texaco

Gaviota Marine Terminal Co.

Unocal/Torch

Celeron Pipeline Company of
California All American Pipeline
Limited Partnership (AAPLP),
Plains All American Inc; General
Partner
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