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Evidence Evidence Expires Fin. Resp.  Fin. Resp.
App. # Applicant Name Facility Name Cert. # Cert. Exp. Type 1 2 3 Demon Demon.
861 PLAINS ALL AMERICAN PIPELINE,  PIPELINE 20861-00-011  11/30/2026 04  03/31/2025 $100,000,000 $0
L.P.
861 PLAINS ALL AMERICAN PIPELINE,  PIPELINE 20861-00-012  11/30/2026 04  03/31/2025 $100,000,000 $0
L.P.
861 PLAINS ALL AMERICAN PIPELINE,  PIPELINE 20861-00-013  11/30/2026 04  03/31/2025 $100,000,000 $0
L.P.
861 PLAINS ALL AMERICAN PIPELINE,  PIPELINE 20861-00-014  11/30/2026 04  03/31/2025 $100,000,000 $0
L.P.
861 PLAINS ALL AMERICAN PIPELINE,  PIPELINE 20861-00-015  11/30/2026 04  03/31/2025 $100,000,000 $0
L.P.
861 PLAINS ALL AMERICAN PIPELINE,  PIPELINE 20861-00-016 ~ 11/30/2026 04  03/31/2025 $100,000,000 $0
L.P.
861 PLAINS ALL AMERICAN PIPELINE,  PIPELINE 20861-00-017  11/30/2026 04  03/31/2025 $100,000,000 $0
L.P.
861 PLAINS ALL AMERICAN PIPELINE,  PIPELINE 20861-00-018  11/30/2026 04  03/31/2025 $100,000,000 $0
L.P.
861 PLAINS ALL AMERICAN PIPELINE,  PIPELINE 20861-00-019  11/30/2026 04  03/31/2025 $100,000,000 $0
L.P.
861 PLAINS ALL AMERICAN PIPELINE,  PIPELINE 20861-00-020 11/30/2026 04  03/31/2025 $100,000,000 $0
L.P.
861 PLAINS ALL AMERICAN PIPELINE,  PIPELINE 20861-00-021  11/30/2026 04  03/31/2025 $100,000,000 $0
L.P.
861 PLAINS ALL AMERICAN PIPELINE,  PIPELINE 20861-00-022  11/30/2026 04  03/31/2025 $100,000,000 $0
L.P.
861 PLAINS ALL AMERICAN PIPELINE,  PIPELINE 20861-00-023  11/30/2026 04  03/31/2025 $100,000,000 $0
L.P.
861 PLAINS ALL AMERICAN PIPELINE,  PIPELINE- 20861-00-007  11/30/2026 04  03/31/2025 $100,000,000 $0
L.P.
861 PLAINS ALL AMERICAN PIPELINE,  PIPELINE - 20861-00-002  11/30/2026 04  03/31/2025 $100,000,000 $0
L.P.
2621 PRIME TIME COATINGS, INC. POLY TANK 22621-00-001  10/31/2025 01 10/05/2025 $3,000,000
622 RAMOS OIL CO., INC. MOBILE TRANSFER UNITS 30622-00-062  04/30/2025 01 03/01/2025 $0  $1,000,000
838 RIBOST TERMINAL, LLC RIBOST TERMINAL, LLC, DBA 20838-01-001  10/31/2025 04  07/31/2025 $2,750,000 $0
WORLD OIL TERMINALS
2623 SABLE OFFSHORE CORP. CRUDE OIL & WATER EMULSION 22623-00-001 08/31/2026 01  08/14/2025 $101,000,000
PIPELINE - PORTION IN STATE
WATERS FROM
2526 SAFETY-KLEEN SYSTEMS, INC. SAFETY-KLEEN SYSTEMS, INC. 22526-00-001  07/31/2026 01 11/01/2024 $13,412,500
2475 SAN PEDRO BAY PIPELINE CRUDE OIL PIPELINE 16" (SAN 22475-00-001  05/31/2026 01 10/31/2025 10/31/2025 $51,000,000
COMPANY PEDRO BAY PIPE) PLATFORM ELLY
(FED WATERS)
2548 SC COMMERCIAL, LLC MOBILE TRANSFER UNIT 32548-00-010  09/30/2025 01 01/24/2025 $1,000,000
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OIL SPILL PREVENTION AND RESPONSE

DISPATCH REPORT
INLAND FACILITY, EVIDENCE OF CERTIFICATE OF RESPONSIBILITY
By Applicant Name
Evidence Evidence Expires Fin. Resp.
App. # Applicant Name Facility Name Cert. # Cert. Exp. Type 1 2 3 Demon

255 AERA ENERGY LLC BELRIDGE PRODUCTION FACILITY 40025-05-002  09/30/2025 04 03/31/2025 $100,000,000
255 AERA ENERGY LLC COALINGA PRODUCTION FACILITY  40025-05-003 09/30/2025 04 03/31/2025 $100,000,000
255 AERA ENERGY LLC MIDWAY SUNSET PRODUCTION 40025-05-004 09/30/2025 04 03/31/2025 $100,000,000

FACILITY
255 AERA ENERGY LLC SAN ARDO LOADING FACILITY 40025-05-006  09/30/2025 04 03/31/2025 $100,000,000
255 AERA ENERGY LLC SAN ARDO PRODUCTION FACILITY  40025-05-005 09/30/2025 04 03/31/2025 $100,000,000
2488 ANDEAVOR LOGISTICS LLC PIPELINE 33 42488-00-001  09/30/2026 03 12/31/2024 $91,850,000
2488 ANDEAVOR LOGISTICS LLC PIPELINE 89 42488-00-002 09/30/2026 03 12/31/2024 $91,850,000
2488 ANDEAVOR LOGISTICS LLC PIPELINE E40 42488-00-003  09/30/2026 03 12/31/2024 $91,850,000
2500 ARIZONA AND CALIFORNIA ARIZONA & CALIFORNIA RAILROAD ~ 72500-00-001  05/31/2026 01 12/01/2024 $15,000,000

RAILROAD COMPANY COMPANY

2555 BEACH OIL MAV OWNER, LLC E-1 42555-00-002  12/31/2025 01 06/19/2025 $1,000,000
2555 BEACH OIL MAV OWNER, LLC RECREATION PARK 42555-00-001  12/31/2025 01 06/19/2025 $1,000,000
2538 BERRY PETROLEUM COMPANY, LLC HILL PROPERTY 42538-00-004 06/30/2025 01 09/30/2025 $1,000,000
2538 BERRY PETROLEUM COMPANY, LLC NORTH MIDWAY SUNSET - 42538-00-002 06/30/2025 01 09/30/2025 $1,000,000

MCKITTRICK (NMWSS - MCKITTRICK)
2538 BERRY PETROLEUM COMPANY, LLC POSO CREEK 42538-00-001  06/30/2025 01 09/30/2025 $1,000,000
2538 BERRY PETROLEUM COMPANY, LLC ROUND MOUNTAIN OIL FIELD 42538-00-006  06/30/2025 01 09/30/2025 $1,000,000

(MACPHERSON OIL COMPANY, LLC)
2538 BERRY PETROLEUM COMPANY, LLC SOUTH MIDWAY SUNSET (SMWSS)  42538-00-003 06/30/2025 01 09/30/2025 $1,000,000
2501 BNSF RAILWAY BNSF'S CALIFORNIA DIVISION 72501-00-001  02/28/2026 04 03/31/2025 $150,000,000
2540 BRIDGE ENERGY, LLC BREA 42540-00-001  07/31/2025 02 06/10/2025 $600,000
2607 BRIDGELAND RESOURCES, LLC BREA-OLINDA PRODUCTION 42607-00-001  09/30/2025 01 06/28/2025 $1,000,000

FACILITY
2607 BRIDGELAND RESOURCES, LLC Eﬁgﬁ_ﬁgYOTE PRODUCTION 42607-00-002 09/30/2025 01 06/28/2025 $1,000,000
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Evidence Evidence Expires Fin. Resp.

App. # Applicant Name Facility Name Cert. # Cert. Exp. Type 1 2 3 Demon

2510 E & B NATURAL RESOURCES POSO CREEK AREA 42510-00-001 12/31/2025 01  01/31/2025 $17,250,500
MANAGEMENT CORP.

2510 E & B NATURAL RESOURCES SOUTH TORRANCE UNIT 42510-00-004  12/31/2025 01  01/31/2025 $17,250,500
MANAGEMENT CORP.

848 EQUILON ENTERPRISES LLC DBA  SAN JOSE TERMINAL 40848-00-001 06/30/2025 04  03/31/2025 $45,625,000
SHELL OIL PRODUCTS US

848 EQUILON ENTERPRISES LLC DBA ~ STOCKTON TERMINAL 40848-00-002  06/30/2025 04  03/31/2025 $45,625,000
SHELL OIL PRODUCTS US

2609 KERN OIL & REFINING CO. BREAKOUT TANK 10010 42609-00-001 11/30/2025 06  05/25/2025 $63,900,000

2609 KERN OIL & REFINING CO. BREAKOUT TANK 37000 42609-00-003 11/30/2025 06  05/25/2025 $63,900,000

2609 KERN OIL & REFINING CO. OSFM LINE ID# 0184, 1152 & 1287 42609-00-002 11/30/2025 06  05/25/2025 $63,900,000

44 KINDER MORGAN LIQUID SR-WEST CARSON TERMINAL 40044-00-001  06/30/2025 04  03/31/2025 $100,000,000
TERMINALS, LLC (TANK 150050)

2541 MATRIX OIL CORPORATION SANSINENA FIELD 42541-00-014  07/31/2025 01  07/31/2025 $1,000,000

2516 PACIFIC COAST ENERGY COMPANY PACIFIC COAST ENERGY COMPANY  42516-00-001  12/31/2025 01  05/01/2025 $1,713,100
LP LP/ ORCUTT HILL FACILITIES

2516 PACIFIC COAST ENERGY COMPANY PACIFIC COAST ENERGY COMPANY  42516-00-002  12/31/2025 01  05/01/2025 $1,713,100
LP LP/WEST PICO (LA) DISTRIBUTION

PIPELINE

2624 PACIFIC PIPELINE COMPANY LAS FLORES PIPELINE SYSTEM 42624-00-001 08/31/2026 01  08/14/2025 $101,000,000

2547 PARAMOUNT PIPELINE, LLC CSFM 0038 LINE 36-IDLE 42547-00-008 07/31/2026 01  03/16/2025 $52,250,000

2547 PARAMOUNT PIPELINE, LLC CSFM 0056 LINE 16-IDLE 42547-00-007  07/31/2026 01  03/16/2025 $52,250,000

2547 PARAMOUNT PIPELINE, LLC CSFM 0110 F-20 NORTH - IDLE 42547-00-006  07/31/2026 01  03/16/2025 $52,250,000

2547 PARAMOUNT PIPELINE, LLC CSFM 051 LINE #2 42547-00-001 07/31/2026 01  03/16/2025 $52,250,000

2547 PARAMOUNT PIPELINE, LLC CSFM 121 LINE #35 42547-00-002 07/31/2026 01  03/16/2025 $52,250,000

2547 PARAMOUNT PIPELINE, LLC CSFM 244 (1) CRUDE LINE 42547-00-003 07/31/2026 01  03/16/2025 $52,250,000

2547 PARAMOUNT PIPELINE, LLC CSFM 534 LINE #1 42547-00-004 07/31/2026 01  03/16/2025 $52,250,000

2547 PARAMOUNT PIPELINE, LLC CSFM 558 - IDLE 42547-00-005 07/31/2026 01  03/16/2025 $52,250,000

2552 PBF HOLDING COMPANY, LLC 306 PRODUCTS PIPELINE 42552-00-002  04/30/2025 01  03/31/2025 $112,587,500

2552 PBF HOLDING COMPANY, LLC VERNON METERS 42552-00-001 04/30/2025 01  03/31/2025 $112,587,500
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — CALIFORNIA NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY

GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
455 MARKET STREET, SUITE 300

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2421

VOICE (415) 904-5200

FAX (415) 904-5400

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Sent by Electronic Mail

September 27, 2024

Steve Rusch

VP Environmental & Regulatory Affairs
Sable Offshore Corp.
srusch@sableoffshore.com

Violation File No.: V-9-24-0152 (Sable Offshore Corporation)

Location: At various locations along the existing Las Flores Pipelines CA-
324 and CA-325 (previously known as Lines 901 and 903),
which are part of the pipeline system originally constructed by
Plains All American in 1988, spanning from the Gaviota coast
to the Los Padres National Forest within Santa Barbara County,

on 16 different properties.

Violation' description: Unpermitted development in the Coastal Zone, including, but
not necessarily limited to, excavation with heavy equipment and
other activities associated with the Line 324 and 325.

Dear Mr. Rusch:

As you have recently discussed with Cassidy Teufel and Wesley Horn of our staff, it has
come to our attention that unpermitted activities are currently taking place in the Coastal
Zone, including excavation and other activities at various locations along the existing Lines
324/325 (formerly known as Lines 901/903) now owned by Sable Offshore Corp. (“Sable”)

" Please note that the description herein of the violation at issue is not necessarily a complete list of all
unpermitted development on the subject property that is in violation of the Coastal Act and the Santa Barbara
County LCP. Accordingly, you should not treat the Commission’s silence regarding (or failure to address)
other unpermitted development on the subject property as indicative of Commission acceptance of, or
acquiescence in, any such development. Please further note that the term “violation” as used throughout this

letter refers to alleged violations of the Coastal Act/County LCP.
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Steve Rusch
Sable Offshore Corp.
Page 2

associated with a proposed restart of the Santa Ynez Unit. These activities constitute
violations of the Coastal Act? and Santa Barbara County’s Local Coastal Program (“LCP”).

As you may know, the California Coastal Act was enacted by the State Legislature in 1976
to provide long-term protection of California’s 1,250-mile coastline through implementation
of a comprehensive planning and regulatory program designed to manage conservation
and development of coastal resources. The California Coastal Commission
(“Commission”) is the state agency created by, and charged with administering, the
Coastal Act of 1976. In making its permit and land use planning decisions, the
Commission carries out Coastal Act policies, which, amongst other goals, seek to protect
and restore sensitive habitats; protect natural landforms; protect scenic landscapes and
views of the sea; protect the marine environment and its inhabitants; protect against loss of
life and property from coastal hazards; and provide maximum public access to the sea.
The Commission plans and regulates development and natural resource use in the coastal
zone in keeping with the requirements of the Coastal Act.

Violations

It has been confirmed that Sable is currently performing various unpermitted construction
activities in the Coastal Zone associated with upgrades to Lines 324/325 in connection
with Sable’s proposed restart of that pipeline.® As part of that proposed restart, Sable is
currently undertaking work including a pipeline upgrade project to address pipeline
corrosion in locations within the Coastal Zone and to install new safety valves in portions of
the pipeline in the Coastal Zone. These activities constitute development and are not
exempt from coastal development permit (“CDP”) requirements.

Pursuant to Section 30106 of the Coastal Act and Section 35-58 the Santa Barbara County
Local Coastal Program (“LCP”):

‘Development” means, on land, in or under water, the placement or erection of
any solid material or structure; discharge or disposal of any dredged material or
of any gaseous, liquid, solid, or thermal waste; grading, removing, dredging,
mining, or extraction of any materials; change in the density or intensity of use of
land, including, but not limited to, subdivision pursuant to the Subdivision Map
Act...change in the intensity of use of water, or of access thereto; construction,
reconstruction, demolition, or alteration of the size of any structure...
(emphasis added)

2 The Coastal Act is codified in the California Public Resources Code, sections 30000 to 30900. Unless
otherwise indicated, references to section numbers in this letter are to that code, and thus, to the Coastal
Act.

3 The California Office of the State Fire Marshall has not reviewed or approved the proposed restart of
the pipeline, which includes a review of a proposed State Waiver and a final Restart Plan, among
other required materials. The Commission’s investigation of this matter is continuing, and it reserves
its right to review the proposed restart and other associated activities or other matters concerning the
pipeline.
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Under this definition, the unpermitted development activities, as described above,
constitute “development” under the Coastal Act and the County’s LCP. Coastal Act Section
30600(a), and Section 35-58 of the Santa Barbara County LCP, require Sable to obtain
authorization under the Coastal Act and/or the LCP prior to performing or undertaking any
development activity in the Coastal Zone, in addition to obtaining any other permit required
by law. Any non-exempt development activity conducted in the Coastal Zone without such
authorization constitutes a violation of the Coastal Act/LCP. Thus, the unpermitted
development activities described above constitute Coastal Act and LCP violations.

In addition, the upgrade project does not qualify as CDP-exempt repair and maintenance
work. Activities that “result in addition to, or enlargement or expansion of, the object” of the
activities require a CDP under the Coastal Act and the LCP. (Public Resources Code §
30610(d); Coastal Zoning Ordinance § 35-169.2; Appendix C, Section I.) At a minimum,
because the project involves the installation of safety valves, this is an addition to the
pipeline that does not qualify as “repair and maintenance.” Even if the project could be
considered repair and maintenance (which it cannot), Section 30610(d) of the Coastal Act
and the Appendix C, Section Il of the LCP nonetheless require a CDP for categories of
repair and maintenance activities that are designated as presenting a “risk of substantial
adverse environmental impact.” These include the following:

(3) Any repair or maintenance to facilities or structures or work located in an
environmentally sensitive habitat area, any sand area, within 50 feet of the edge of
a coastal bluff or environmentally sensitive habitat area, or within 20 feet of coastal
waters or streams that include: . . .

(B) The presence, whether temporary or permanent, of mechanized equipment or
construction materials.

Title 14, California Code of Regulations § 13252(a)(3); Coastal Zoning Ordinance § 35-
169.2; Appendix C, Section lll(a)(3).)

Furthermore, although Sable appears to have taken the position that the upgrade project
involves work for which the Coastal Act requirement for a CDP is entirely preempted, this
is incorrect. Although the California Office of the State Fire Marshall has authority over
certain aspects of pipeline safety under the federal Pipeline Safety Act (49 U.S.C § 60101
et seq.), any resulting preemption is limited in scope. Other state agencies, as well as
local governments, may review and impose requirements related to other issues. Thus, the
Commission and the County have jurisdiction to review and impose requirements relating
to consistency with the Coastal Act and the LCP that do not pertain directly to pipeline
safety. For example, a CDP review for construction impacts to environmentally sensitive
habitat areas, cultural resources, water quality, or public access (to name a few) are not
preempted. Finally, the 1988 settlement between the County and Celeron Pipeline
Company does not affect the preemption analysis because the settlement cannot
contractually limit the County’s duties under the law or the applicability of the law. Thus, a
CDP is required for the upgrade project.
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Resolution

To begin resolution of the Coastal Act/LCP violations, please cease Immediately any
unpermitted activities/development in the Coastal Zone associated with Lines 324/325.4 At
this time, we have no information that any development activities are currently taking place
related to the three offshore platforms and offshore pipelines owned by Sable. However, if
any such activities are taking place, please cease those as well. These are all activities
that require a CDP and/or federal consistency review from the Commission.

Please note that in certain cases when unpermitted development takes place, but
Commission staff believe that some version of the work could have been found to be
consistent with the applicable standard of review and authorized accordingly, staff
recommends that the party undertaking the development submit a CDP application to the
regulating authority (in this case, Santa Barbara County), seeking after-the-fact (“ATF”)
authorization for the previously undertaken unpermitted development within the County’s
LCP jurisdiction. In other cases, when staff has determined that the unpermitted
development is not something for which staff would recommend approval due its
inconsistency with the Coastal Act/certified LCP, staff advises the alleged violator to seek
resolution through removal, mitigation, restoration, and/or payment of penalties, etc., and
not to seek a CDP to authorize such development.

In this case, we are uncertain at this time whether Santa Barbara County would be able to
approve a CDP application from Sable that was seeking ATF authorization for the
unpermitted construction activities that have already taken place, as well as authorization
going forward for continued construction or other development activities related to the
pipeline, such as the installation of safety valves. More information regarding the project
would be necessary to come to any such conclusion at this time; however, since such an
application might be found approvable by the County, we recommend that you submit a
CDP application to the County as soon as possible. Please note that should the County
grant approval of such a CDP application, those portions of the project that are located
within the Coastal Commission’s appeals jurisdiction would be appealable to the
Commission and those portions of the project, if any, that are located within the
Commission’s original jurisdiction would require a CDP from the Commission.

To help us evaluate the project, it would be helpful if you could submit to us a complete
description of all development activities currently taking place, as well as those activities
that are being contemplated (e.g., installation of safety valves; any work to the platforms or
offshore pipeline) prior to the anticipated restart of the pipeline, including scope of the
project; exact locations of where the development activities are taking place/will take place;
project schedule, etc.

Enforcement Remedies

4 Please note that interim measures to stabilize the site may also be necessary to avoid damages to coastal
resources, and any such measures should be coordinated with Commission and County staff to avoid
additional harm and to ensure consistency with Coastal Act/LCP requirements.
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Santa Barbara County has declined to enforce the above-noted Coastal Act/LCP
violations, and thus, pursuant to Section 30810 of the Coastal Act, the Coastal
Commission is pursuing enforcement regarding the Coastal Act/LCP violations described
above.

Please note that the recent Settlement Agreement between Sable and the County does
not preempt the Coastal Act or the LCP, and does not obviate the need for Sable to seek
authorization for development activities in the Coastal Zone.

Whenever possible, Commission enforcement staff prefers to work cooperatively with
alleged violators to resolve Coastal Act violations administratively. We are hopeful that we
can resolve this matter without resorting to formal action. However, should we be unable to
resolve this matter through this process, please be advised that the Coastal Act has a
number of potential remedies to address violations of the Coastal Act, including the
following:

Section 30809 states that if the Executive Director of the Commission determines that any
person has undertaken, or is threatening to undertake, any activity that may require a
permit from the Coastal Commission without first securing a permit, the Executive Director
may issue an order directing that person to cease and desist. Section 30810 states that
the Coastal Commission may also issue a cease and desist order. A cease and desist
order may be subject to terms and conditions that are necessary to avoid irreparable injury
to the area or to ensure compliance with the Coastal Act. Section 30811 also provides the
Coastal Commission the authority to issue a restoration order to address violations at a
site. A violation of a cease and desist order or restoration order can result in civil fines of
up to $6,000 for each day in which each violation persists.

Additionally, Sections 30803 and 30805 authorize the Commission to initiate litigation to
seek injunctive relief and an award of civil fines in response to any violation of the Coastal
Act. Section 30820(a)(1) provides that any person who undertakes development in
violation of the Coastal Act may be subject to a penalty amount that shall not exceed
$30,000 and shall not be less than $500 per violation. Section 30820(b) states that, in
addition to any other penalties, any person who “knowingly and intentionally” performs or
undertakes any development in violation of the Coastal Act can be subiject to a civil penalty
of not less than $1,000 nor more than $15,000 per violation for each day in which each
violation persists.

Finally, as of January 1, 2022, the Commission’s administrative penalty authority was
expanded, allowing the Commission to administratively impose penalties for all violations
of the Coastal Act. Section 30821 and Section 30821.3 collectively authorize the
Commission to impose administrative civil penalties in an amount of up to $11,250 per day
for each violation.

Failure to resolve the violations noted above could result in formal action under the Coastal
Act. Said formal action could include a civil lawsuit, the issuance of an Executive Director
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Cease and Desist Order or Commission Cease and Desist and/or Restoration Order,
and/or imposition of monetary penalties, as described above, including imposition of
administrative penalties.

We understand that you will be meeting soon with our staff to discuss the pipeline
situation. Please contact me by telephone at 415-904-5269 or by email at
jo.ginsberg@coastal.ca.gov within a week of that meeting, or by October 21, 2024,
whichever is earlier, to discuss how you intend to resolve the Coastal Act/LCP violations
associated with the pipeline. Also, you may contact Wesley Horn at
Wesley.Horn@coastal.ca.gov to discuss any permitting or planning issues associated with
the pipeline.

Failure to meet the deadline noted above may result in formal action by the Commission to
resolve this Coastal Act violation, including initiation of the enforcement remedies
discussed above.

Thank you for your cooperation and prompt attention to this matter. | look forward to
speaking with you soon.

Sincerely,

anud

Jo Ginsberg,
Enforcement Analyst

cc:  Kate Huckelbridge, CCC, Executive Director
Cassidy Teufel, CCC, Deputy Director
Lisa Haage, CCC, Chief of Enforcement
Sarah Esmaili, CCC, Senior Attorney
Pat Veesart, CCC, Enforcement Supervisor
Aaron McLendon, CCC, Deputy Chief of Enforcement
Alex Helperin, CCC, Assistant Chief Counsel
Joseph Street, CCC, EORFC Program Manager
Jonathan Bishop, CCC, Qil Spill Program Coordinator
Wesley Horn, CCC, Environmental Scientist
Jim Hossler, CA State Fire Marshal, Jim.Hosler@fire.ca.gov
Errin Briggs, Deputy Director, Santa Barbara County Planning & Development,
ebriggs@countyofsb.org
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

455 MARKET ST, SUITE 300

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219
FAX (415) 904-5400

TDD (415) 597-5885

SENT VIA REGULAR, CERTIFIED, AND ELECTRONIC MAIL
11/12/2024
Sable Offshore Corp.

12000 Calle Real
Goleta, CA 93117

Subject: Executive Director Cease and Desist Order No.
ED-24-CD-02

Date Issued: 11/12/2024

Expiration Date: 02/10/2024

Violation File No: V-9-24-0152

Property Location: Various open pit locations located along the existing

Las Flores Pipelines CA-324 and CA-325* (previously
known as Lines 901 and 903), where portions of the
pipeline have been exposed, within the Coastal Zone
between the Gaviota coast and the Las Padres
National Forest, in Santa Barbara County, as well as
areas surrounding those open pit locations, and any
other areas impacted by the development activities at
issue here.

Violations: Unpermitted development in the Coastal Zone
including, but not necessarily limited to, excavation
with heavy equipment; removal of major vegetation;
grading and widening of roads; installation of metal
plates over water courses; dewatering and discharge
or water; pipeline removal, replacement, and
reinforcement; installation of safety valves; and other
development associated with Las Flores Pipelines
CA-324 and CA-3252

1 The Las Flores Pipeline spans multiple properties, including those designated with the following
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers, all of which have open pits with exposed pipe in them: 081-230-021; 081-
150-006; 081-150-007; 081-150-032; 081-150-033; 081-150-002; 081-150-028; 081-140-019; 081-140-
025.

2 Please note that the description herein of the violations at issue is not necessarily a complete list of all
unpermitted development on the properties in violation of the Coastal Act.
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l. ORDER

Pursuant to my authority under California Public Resources Code (“PRC”) Section
30809, as the Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission (“Commission”),
| hereby issue this Executive Director Cease and Desist Order (“EDCDO” or “this
Order”), which orders you, Sable Offshore Corp. (“Sable”), as the owner and operator of
Las Flores Pipelines CA-324 and CA-325, to cease and desist from undertaking any
further unpermitted development and immediately undertake steps necessary to avoid
irreparable injury to the properties at issue in this order until formal Commission action
can occur. Those steps include, among other things, safely securing and stabilizing
open pits (“Open Sites”) along the existing Las Flores Pipelines CA-324 and CA-325
within the Coastal Zone (“Pipelines”) and the immediately surrounding areas so as to
prevent potentially significant damage to coastal resources until you have received a
final coastal development permit3 for further development or the Commission issues an
order to restore the site or otherwise takes action to bring the site into a state that is
safe and consistent with the law.

Compliance with the following terms is intended to ensure that all unpermitted
development described in Section 1V, below, remains halted, ensuring that further
damaging effects to coastal resources are avoided, while Sable secures the sites and
seeks authorization from the Commission for past and future (proposed) development,
and/or for any steps needed restore the site. A future Commission action will likely be
needed on a longer-term enforceable document addressing any remaining unpermitted
development, any further or longer term remedial steps needed to be taken along the
Pipelines, and potentially addressing other enforcement-related matters such as
penalties, but this Order provides a more immediate and enforceable mechanism and
framework for ensuring the Open Sites are safely secured in the interim.*

In addition, and more specifically, | hereby order you to comply with the following terms
and conditions to avoid irreparable injury to the Open Sites and surrounding areas,
pending any possible action by the Commission under PRC Sections 30810 and 30811
of the Coastal Act®:

3 A“final” coastal development permit as used here means one that is: (a) no longer subject to appeal,
either within the County system or to the Commission, and whether because the time period for such
appeals has elapsed or because all such appeals have been completed; and also (b) no longer subject to
judicial review, again whether because the statute of limitations for such a challenge has elapsed or
because all such challenges have proceeded to completion.

4 Please note that the description herein of the violation at issue is not necessarily a complete list of all
development on the subject property that is in violation of the Coastal Act that may be of concern to the
Commission. Accordingly, you should not treat the Commission’s silence regarding (or failure to address)
other development on the subject property as indicative of Commission acceptance of, or acquiescence
in, any such development. Please further note that the term “violation,” as used throughout this letter,
refers to alleged violations of the Coastal Act.

5The Coastal Act is codified in PRC sections 30,000 et seq.
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1. Cease and desist from conducting any further unpermitted development at the
Open Sites with the exception of conducting remedial measures, to ensure
intermediate securing of the Open Sites, as authorized and required by this
Order.

2. Within 3 days of the effective date of this EDCDO, submit an Interim Restoration
Plan (“Interim Plan”) for the review and approval of the Executive Director of the
Commission (the “Executive Director”), that will provide for steps for the interim
securing of the Open Sites, including backfilling of the Open Sites, pending the
securing of Coastal Act authorization for further development. Implement to
completion, and consistent with its terms, the approved version of the Interim
Plan, which shall include the following components, and a schedule for setting
forth the time frame for commencing and completing each of the following:

a. Interim Erosion Control Plan

I. Within 3 days of the Effective Date of this EDCDO, Sable shall
submit an Interim Erosion Control Plan.

1. The Interim Erosion Control Plan shall be prepared by a
gualified Restoration Specialist to address ground
disturbance and prevent erosion during and after activities
undertaken to safely secure the Pipelines under this Interim
Plan, and shall include: 1) a narrative report describing all
temporary run- off and erosion control measures to be used
including replacement and/or recompaction of any excavated
materials, and restorative grading to be done during and
after removal/restoration activities; and 2) a site plan
identifying and delineating the locations of all temporary
erosion control measures that will be installed pursuant to
this plan, including seeding of location-appropriate plant
species to assist in erosion control.

2. The Interim Erosion Control Plan will include a proposal that
will provide a detailed work plan as to the steps to be taken
to secure Open Sites, including backfilling the Open Sites
with native soil from their respective excavations and
compacting the soil, as needed, to achieve a level grade.

3. The Interim Erosion Control Plan shall indicate that all
erosion control measures are required to be installed and
fully functional in the area impacted by the unpermitted
development prior to, or concurrent with, the initial activities
required by this EDCDO and maintained at all times
throughout the term of the EDCDO, to minimize erosion
across the site.
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3. Use of Equipment

The Interim Erosion Control Plan shall demonstrate that
Sable will strategically place and maintain security fencing to
ensure that the Open Sites are safely secured, thereby
preventing any potential access to the sites, and further
disturbance to biological and coastal resources as well as to
protect against adverse impacts to humans, wildlife and
other animals.

The Interim Erosion Control Plan shall also include
installation of appropriate erosion control BMPs in, and
around, areas where vegetation was mowed or removed,
and applying a hydroseed mix comprised of appropriate
native plant species.

The Interim Control Erosion Plan shall include the following
deadlines:

a.

Implement and complete the approved version of the
Interim Plan within 7 days of its approval by the
Executive Director

Submit, within 5 days from completion of the work
required under the Interim Plan, a report, including
photographic evidence, documenting the completion
of the work authorized by this EDCDO. If, after
reviewing the report required by this EDCDO, the
Executive Director determines that the work required
by this EDCDO failed in whole or in part, Sable shall
undertake any work that is required to ensure
compliance with the approved plans or the
requirements of this EDCDO.

a. The Interim Plan shall include a detailed description of all equipment to be
used. It is understood that mechanized equipment will likely need to be
used to complete the activities required to implement the Interim Plan. The
Interim Plan shall prohibit mechanized equipment that adversely impacts
coastal resources, including wetlands and ESHA, protected under the
Coastal Act. The Interim Plan shall include limitations on the hours of
operations for all equipment.

b. The Interim Plan shall provide for BMPs to govern the work required in the
plan and include a contingency plan that addresses, at a minimum: 1)
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4.

impacts from equipment use; 2) potential spills of fuel or other hazardous
releases that may result from the use of mechanized equipment and
responses thereto; 3) impacts from equipment and worksite lighting, 4)
impacts from equipment sound; and 5) all water quality concerns. The
Interim Plan shall designate areas for staging of any construction
equipment and materials including receptacles and temporary stockpiles
of materials. All stockpiles and construction materials shall be covered,
enclosed on all sides, located as far away as possible from drain inlets
and any waterway, and shall not be stored in contact with the soil.

c. The Interim Plan shall specify that no demolition or construction materials,
debris, or waste shall be placed or stored where they may enter sensitive
habitat including wetlands, receiving waters, or a storm drain, or be
subject to wind or runoff erosion and dispersion.

Within 120 days from effective date of this EDCDO, apply for a CDP for any
proposed future work to be undertaken along the Pipelines, as well as for after-
the-fact (“ATF”) authorization for unpermitted development that has already
occurred, by submitting a complete CDP application to Santa Barbara County for
any development in its Coastal Act permitting jurisdiction and to the California
Coastal Commission for any development in its retained permitting jurisdiction, or
by submitting a consolidated permit application to the California Coastal
Commission for all such development, if consistent with PRC section 30601.3.
The CDP application(s) must include, at minimum, detailed site plans,
information on the amount of grading (cut, fill, export) involved, Best
Management Practices (“BMPs”) to govern the work, wetland and
environmentally sensitive habitat area (‘ESHA”) delineations for any wetlands or
ESHA within 100 feet of any of the work, and results of both biological and
cultural resource surveys of all areas potentially affected by the unpermitted and
proposed development activities.

Any submittal to be provided to the Executive Director pursuant to this Order
shall be provided by mail to the attention of Stephanie Cook at 455 Market
Street, Suite 300, San Francisco CA 94107, with a copy sent via email to
Stephanie Cook at Stephanie.Cook@Coastal.ca.gov and Wesley Horn at
Wesley.Horn@Coastal.Ca.gov.

ENTITIES SUBJECT TO THE ORDER

The parties whose actions or inactions are subject to this Order are Sable Offshore
Corp; all employees, agents, and contractors of the foregoing; and any other person or
entity acting in concert with the foregoing.

IDENTIFICATION OF THE PROPERTIES
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The properties® that are the subject of this Order, including the various Open Sites,
areas surrounded by the Open Sites, and any other areas impacted by the development
activities at issue here, are located along the Coastal Zone portion of existing Las
Flores Pipeline CA-324 and CA-325 (previously known as Lines 901 and 903), which
extends from the Gaviota coast to the Las Padres National Forest within Santa Barbara
County.

V. DESCRIPTION OF THE VIOLATIONS

The Coastal Act violations addressed by this Order’ involve development that has
occurred in the Coastal Zone without the requisite Coastal act authorization, including,
but not necessarily limited to, excavation with heavy equipment; removal of major
vegetation; grading and widening of roads; installation of metal plates over water
courses; dewatering and discharge of water; pipeline removal, replacement, and
reinforcement; installation of safety valves; and other development associated with the
Las Flores Pipelines CA-324 and CA-325.

V. COMMISSION AUTHORITY TO ACT

The Executive Director is issuing this Order pursuant to her authority under PRC
Section 30809, including, but not necessarily limited to, subdivision (a)(2) thereof.

VI. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S FINDINGS

As the Executive Director of the Commission, | am issuing this Order pursuant to my
authority under PRC Sections 30809(a) to prevent further significant damage to coastal
resources that, without this order, would be likely to occur as a result of the current state
of the Open Sites, and likely to be exacerbated by the upcoming rainy season. As such,
this order requires Sable to take immediate steps to secure the Open Sites and submit
a complete CDP application seeking Coastal Act authorization for all proposed future
development along the Pipelines, as well as ATF authorization for any work that has
already occurred.

Commission enforcement staff informed Sable of the violations of the Coastal Act in an
initial Notice of Violation letter sent to Sable on September 27, 2024, in a follow-up letter
sent October 4, 2024, and in multiple virtual meetings over the course of the following
weeks. A more detailed recitation of the history is provided below.

With limited exceptions not applicable here, PRC Section 30600(a) states that, in
addition to obtaining any other permit required by law, any person wishing to perform or
undertake any development in the coastal zone must obtain a CDP. “Development” is
defined by Section 30106 of the Coastal Act as follows:

8 See footnote 1

7 See footnote 2.
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"“Development’ means, on land, in or under water, the placement or erection of
any solid material or structure; discharge or disposal of any dredged material or
of any gaseous, liquid, solid, or thermal waste; grading, removing, dredging,
mining, or extraction of any materials; change in the density or intensity of use of
land, including, but not limited to, subdivision pursuant to the Subdivision Map
Act (commencing with Section 66410 of the Government Code), and any other
division of land, including lot splits, except where the land division is brought
about in connection with the purchase of such land by a public agency for public
recreational use; change in the intensity of use of water, or of access thereto;
construction, reconstruction, demolition, or alteration of the size of any structure,
including any facility of any private, public, or municipal utility...” (emphasis
added)

The Development described herein clearly constitutes “development” within the
meaning of the above-quoted definition and therefore requires a CDP. Sable has not
submitted an application for a CDP for any proposed future work, nor has Sable
submitted any ATF application for work previously undertaken along the Pipelines and
within the Coastal Zone. Because of the potential for significant damage to coastal
resources, and inherent danger in leaving the Open Sites in their current state,
particularly in light of the upcoming rainy season, this Order is necessary to ensure the
Open Sites are quickly and safely secured.

As a jurisdictional requirement to issue this Order, | have determined that Sable has
undertaken or is threatening to undertake development that may require a CDP, without
first securing a CDP.

On October 4, 2024, | notified Sable of my intent to issue an Executive Director CDO
pursuant to PRC section 30809 if certain information and assurances were not provided
in a satisfactory manner. More specifically, in that letter, | requested detailed information
as to the work that Sable has undertaken at the site, as well as proposed measures to
temporarily secure the site, specific project plans, and written confirmation of their
commitment to apply for an ATF CDP. Sable has failed to satisfactorily provide the
information requested and has further failed to provide written confirmation of such
intent.

On September 27, 2024, Commission staff sent a “Notice of Violation” letter informing
Sable that the Commission had become aware of unpermitted activities taking place
within the Coastal Zone, including excavation with heavy machinery, grading, and other
activities at various locations along the Pipelines, apparently in connection with a
proposed restart of the Santa Ynez Unit, consisting of three offshore platforms, Las
Flores Canyon processing facility, and associated electrical transmission and onshore
and offshore oil and gas transport pipelines. Commission staff requested Sable
immediately cease all unpermitted development within the Coastal Zone, including all
activities associated with Lines 324 and 325, as well as any potential development
activities taking place along the offshore platforms and pipelines. Commission staff
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further detailed the need for Coastal Act authorization for any development in the
Coastal Zone, which should be sought through the submittal of an application(s) for the
required CDP(s). On October 1, 2024, Sable met with Commission staff to further
discuss the Coastal Act violations, and steps necessary to secure the Open Sites. In
this conversation, Commission staff emphasized the need for additional information
before any further work, including interim steps to secure the site, could be taken, and
that legal authorization was needed. Nonetheless, on October 2, 2024, Sable emailed
Commission staff and said work on Pipelines CA-324 and CA-325 within the Coastal
Zone had been suspended, “subject to taking interim measures” they characterized as
“necessary to stabilize the sites”. In response, Commission staff met with Sable, on
October 3, 2024, to, again, discuss the Open Sites and reiterate that whatever they
apparently were calling interim measures was also development needing Coastal Act
authorization, and that work must stop entirely, pending some legal authorization and
offered to work with Sable to reach such agreement on interim authorization. On
October 4, 2024, Commission staff sent a letter to Sable providing formal notice of the
Executive Director’s intent to issue an order, if necessary, to halt the ongoing project
work and also to provide for a plan for site stabilization, and requested written
assurances, by 2:00 pm that day, that Sable had, in fact ceased work entirely. Before
this deadline, Sable emailed Commission staff confirming that all work, including what
they were calling interim measures, had ceased. Unfortunately, Commission staff were
subsequently informed that work along the Pipelines had not ceased. In response,
Commission staff sent an additional email at 3pm on October 4, 2024, informing Sable
that staff continued to receive reports stating that work was ongoing and asked that
Sable confirm that work had fully stopped to which Sable responded to say they had
“confirmed with field that all work has stopped.”

Our October 4, 2024, letter additionally requested that information relating to the work
being conducted along the Pipelines be submitted by 5:00 pm on October 7, 2024, and
further requested that Sable provide written confirmation of intent to apply for a CDP(s)
seeking ATF authorization for any work that had already occurred in the Coastal Zone
and prospective authorization for any proposed future work. On October 7, 2024,
Commission staff received an email from Sable providing a spreadsheet detailing the
location of current open pit sites, but that stated that a full response to the information
request could not be completed and that more time was needed. On October 8, 2024,
Sable sent Commission staff a follow-up document which provided additional
information as to work that had been undertaken at the Open Sites and steps required
to fully complete the work at each site. However, no information was provided as to
potential steps that could be taken to secure the sites temporarily but, instead, only
information as to steps necessary to fully complete the project were given. In this
document, Sable provided that project plans were in process, however Commission
staff have yet to receive any full-scale work plans.

In the following weeks, Commission staff have had multiple virtual meetings and phone
calls with Sable and their representatives to discuss the additional requested
information, the existing state of the Open Sites, and potential paths forward. Much of
these conversations have focused on the current state of the Open Sites and potential
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interim steps to be taken to mitigate further damage to the coastal zone during the
period of time needed for Sable to apply for CDPs, as detailed above. However, Sable
has yet to satisfactorily provide, as required by PRC Section 30809, detailed information
as requested in our October 4 letter, and remains unwilling to provide written
confirmation as to commitment to apply for an ATF CDP for work previously undertaken
within the Coastal Zone. During these conversations, Commission staff discussed with
Sable a potential path forward, to ensure the sites could be safely, and legally, secured
during the period of time needed for Sable to apply for CDPs as detailed above, through
issuance of a Consent Cease and Desist Order. Unfortunately, Commission staff and
Sable were unable to reach mutually agreeable terms.

Vil.  COMPLIANCE OBLIGATION

Strict compliance by the parties subject to this Order is required. Failure to comply with
any term or condition of this Order, including any deadline contained herein will
constitute a violation of this Order and subject the parties to exposure for penalties
under section 30821.6. However, pursuant to PRC Section 30803(b), any person or
entity to whom this Order is issued may file a petition with the Superior Court and seek
a stay of this Order.

VIIl. EFFECTIVE DATE

This Order shall be effective upon its issuance and shall expire 90 days from the date
issued on 11/12/2024 unless extended consistent with the applicable regulations.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Stephanie Cook at
Stephanie.Cook@Coastal.ca.gov or Wesley Horn at Wesley.Horn@ Coastal.ca.gov.

Signed,

e |
fe

Kate Huckelbridge
Executive Director
California Coastal Commission

Date: 11/12/2024

Enclosure:

Cc: Lisa Haage, Chief of Enforcement
Aaron McLendon, Deputy Chief of Enforcement
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Alex Helperin, Deputy Chief Counsel
Wesley Horn, Environmental Scientist
Stephanie Cook, Enforcement Counsel



| CENTER for BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

October 7, 2024

Kate Huckelbridge, Executive Director
California Coastal Commission Kate.Huckelbridge@coastal.ca.gov
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 Cassidy Teufel, Deputy Director
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 Cassidy.Teufel@coastal.ca.govAaron
ExecutiveStaff(@coastal.ca.gov McLendon, Deputy Chief of Enforcement

Aaron.Mclendon(@coastal.ca.gov
Jo Ginsberg, Enforcement Officer
Jo.Ginsberg@coastal.ca.gov

Re: Activities Along the Coastal Right-of-Way for Pipeline CA-324/325 (Formerly Line
901/903) Include Active Excavators and Workers

We write to alert the California Coastal Commission of ongoing construction work in the coastal
zone along the route of Pipeline CA-324/325— the Santa Ynez Unit (SYU) Pipeline System. On
September 27, 2024, the California Coastal Commission issued a Notice of Violation to the
pipeline owner for violations of the Coastal Act and Santa Barbara County’s Local Coastal
Program for activities in the coastal zone without a Coastal Development Permit. On
information and belief, the unpermitted activities on the SYU Pipeline System continued in full
swing even after the notice issued.

We have significant concerns about the pipeline owner’s blatant disregard for compliance with
key environmental laws. We urge you to swiftly take enforcement action to stop the work and
seek to enjoin unlawful activities pending compliance.

On October 4, 2024, staff members from the Center for Biological Diversity, the Wishtoyo
Foundation, and Ventura Coastkeeper observed ongoing construction activities that appear to be
working on the SYU Pipeline System. We conducted a field visit on Highway 101 public roads
between mile marker 120 and 128, along the Santa Barbara Coast that parallel the pipeline.
Traveling between Baron Ranch and the Gaviota Pump Station and near the Arroyo Hondo Land
Trust, we documented locations with construction activities that appear to be ongoing on the
pipeline route.

Activities observed on October 4, 2024, in the coastal zone included active excavators, earth
moving, machine operations, work crews, parked trucks, workers with shovels entering and
exiting an open pit, one large aerial release of water (seemingly via fire hose) and moving of
construction materials. Provided below are photos documenting the activities taking place on
October 4, 2024. These images, as well as video recordings, can also be downloaded from this

resources page.

Alaska . Arizona . California . Colorado . Florida . Hawaii . N.Carolina . New Mexico . New York - Oregon - Washington, D.C. . La Paz, Mexico
P.0. Box 710, Tucson, AZ 85702-0710 tel (520) 623.5252 fax (520) 623.9797 BiologicalDiversity.org



Figure 1. An excavator is periodically active through the day.
Inside fencing, several workers with shovels enter and exit what appears to be a deep pit.

Figure 2. An excavator engaging in periodic activity throughout the day,
mostly out of the line of vision from the highway.
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Figure 3. Two excavators operating very consistently
throughout the day near the north side of Arroyo Hondo Land Trust.

Figure 4. Excavator and work crews moving steel beams and/or piping intermittently
throughout the day near a steep hillside, covered by brush, at Arroyo Hondo Creek Road
Credit: Tevin Schmitt, Wishtoyo Foundation & Ventura Coastkeeper



Figure 5. Excavator operating over a hillside near the north side of highway 101
Credit: Tevin Schmitt, Wishtoyo Foundation & Ventura Coastkeeper

Figure 6. Excavator parked, while work trucks travel to and from site
near north side of highway 101
Credit: Tevin Schmitt, Wishtoyo Foundation & Ventura Coastkeeper



Figure 7. Excavator operates intermittently throughout the morning
Credit: Tevin Schmitt, Wishtoyo Foundation & Ventura Coastkeeper

Figure 8. Work trucks and excavator actiV throughout the day
Credit: Tevin Schmitt, Wishtoyo Foundation & Ventura Coastkeeper



Figure 9. Excavator and work trucks, and open pit where workers with
shovels entered and exited throughout morning.
Credit: Tevin Schmitt, Wishtoyo Foundation & Ventura Coastkeeper

Figure 10. Closer view of open pit
Credit: Tevin Schmitt, Wishtoyo Foundation & Ventura Coastkeeper



Figure 11. Excavator near north side of highway 101.
Credit: Tevin Schmitt, Wishtoyo Foundation & Ventura Coastkeeper

Sincerely,

Brady Bradshaw
Oceans Senior Campaigner
bbradshaw(@biologicaldiversity.org

cc:
California Coastal Commission

Sarah Esmaili, Senior Staff Attorney, sarah.esmaili@coastal.ca.gov

Stephanie Cook, Enforcement Counsel, stephanie.cook@coastal.ca.gov

Andrew Willis, Southern California Supervisor, andrew.willis@coastal.ca.gov
Jonathan Bishop, Oil Spill Program Coordinator, jonathan.bishop@coastal.ca.gov

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Chuck Bonham, Director,huck.Bonham@wildlife.ca.gov

George Struble, Assistant Chief of Enforcement, George.Struble@wildlife.ca.gov
Joshua Nicholas, Assistant Chief, Office of Spill Prevention and Response,
Joshua.Nicholas@wildlife.ca.gov

Heather Geldart, Administrator Office of Spill Prevention & Response,
Heather.Geldart@wildlife.ca.gov

State Lands Commission
Jennifer Lucchesi, Executive Director California State Lands Commission
Jennifer.Lucchesi@slc.ca.go




California Office of the State Fire Marshal, CAL FIRE

Jim Hosler, Chief /Assistant Deputy Director, CAL FIRE Jim.Hosler@fire.ca.gov
Joe Tyler, Director/Fire Chief, CAL FIRE Joe.Tyler@fire.ca.gov

Daniel Berlant, State Fire Marshal, Daniel.Berlant@fire.ca.gov

Santa Barbara County

Planning & Development

Lisa Plowman, Director, Iplowman(@countyofsb.org

Errin Briggs, Deputy Director, Planning & Development, ebriggs@countyofsb.org
Jacquelynn Ybarra, Senior Planner, jybarra@countyofsb.org

Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors

Supervisor Das Williams, District 1, dwilliams@countyofsb.org
Supervisor Laura Capps, District 2, lcapps@countyofsb.org
Supervisor Joan Hartmann, District 3, jhartmann@countyofsb.org,
supervisorhartmann@countyofsb.org

Supervisor Bob Nelson, District 4, bnelson@countyofsb.org
Supervisor Steve Lavagnino, District 5, slavagnino@countyofsb.org

State Representatives
Senator Monique Limoén, California State Senate, Monique.limon@sen.ca.gov
Assemblymember Gregg Hart, California State Assembly, Gregg.hart@asm.ca.gov




Coastal Commission Blasts Sable for Unpermitted Oil
Pipeline Work on Gaviota Coast

noozhawk.com/coastal-commission-blasts-sable-for-unpermitted-oil-pipeline-work-on-gaviota-coast

October 8, 2024

The California Coastal Commission recently ordered Sable Offshore Corp. to stop
unpermitted work on its Gaviota Coast oil pipeline.

Enforcement staff issued a notice of violation saying Sable’s “pipeline upgrade project”
requires a coastal development permit for the work installing safety valves and addressing
corrosion.

The Coastal Commission learned about the work, which was visible from Highway 101, and
ordered the company to stop in the Sept. 27 notice.

Sable crews continued working in the area for at least several days, according to
commission staff and local observers, then stopped Friday afternoon.

Sable was expected to submit a proposal by the end of Monday for stabilizing its sites during
this pause, and list all the work it has already done, said Lisa Haage, chief of enforcement for
the Coastal Commission.

“We don’t want them doing anything out there without some Coastal Act involvement,”
Haage said, adding that then they’ll figure out where to go from here. “The Coastal Act has a
lot of legal and enforcement remedies, and we don’t know if any of those will be triggered
now or not.”

Steve Rusch, Sable’s VP of environmental and regulatory affairs, released a statement
Friday afternoon saying the company was working with “all agencies” to make sure work
complies with permits and laws.

On Saturday, Rusch sent a follow-up statement saying the company believes the repair and
maintenance work on the pipeline is covered by existing permits.

However, the company moved about 30 crew members to pipeline areas outside the Coastal
Zone “pending further engagement with CCC staff.”

Sable is restoring the 124-mile pipeline to “as-new” condition, which regulatory agencies
require before restarting operations, he said.

“‘Repair and maintenance activities that are exempt from Coastal Act permitting requirements
have been conducted on the pipeline under the pipeline’s existing Coastal Development
Permits for the last 35-plus years, and (Pacific Pipeline Company) believes its recent work is
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within the scope of those historic activities,” Rusch said in a statement. Pacific Pipeline Co. is
a wholly owned subsidiary of Sable.

The California Coastal Commission told Sable Offshore Corp. to stop unpermitted work on its oil pipeline
with a Notice of Violation on Sept. 27. The company says it believes its repair and maintenance work is
covered by existing permits, but still stopped work in the Coastal Zone on Friday. Center for Biological
Diversity photo

There are specific rules for when work is exempt from a coastal development permit, and
even legitimate repair work isn’'t necessarily exempt under the Coastal Act, said Alex
Helperin, assistant chief counsel for the Coastal Commission.

When staff met with Sable last week, after the notice of violation was issued, “we were a little
surprised at that point they hadn’t stopped,” he said.

The company stopped construction as of 2 p.m. Friday, according to the Coastal
Commission.

“If they start again, that would be a great concern to us, so any information would be
welcome,” Haage said.

In a Friday meeting with Sable to get the work stopped, the Coastal Commission laid the
groundwork for an executive director cease-and-desist order “should one be needed,” she
said.

“All that is to say the Coastal Commission is taking this very seriously,” Smith added.

Pipeline Work

Sable crews were seen working on the pipeline along the Highway 101 corridor of the
Gaviota Coast multiple days last week, after the notice of violation.

Local environmental groups had observers checking out the sites from publicly accessible
areas and sent photos to the commission.

Brady Bradshaw of the Center for Biological Diversity visited five sites between Baron Ranch
and the Gaviota pump station on Friday. He saw excavators moving dirt, trucks on the move,
and an open pit where workers were using shovels.

His organization heard about the notice of violation and wanted to check whether work had
stopped, he said.

While crews were clearly working on the pipeline on Friday, it was unclear what kind of work
they were doing, he said.
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“As far as we know, they may or may not be advancing the restart, or they could be
conducting some of the limited types of work allowed under the notice of violation,” he said.

The Center for Biological Diversity planned to send photos and videos of the sites to the
commission, and also shared some with Noozhawk.

Environmental Defense Center staff also took photos of the work sites last week and sent
them to the commission.

“‘Even talking about restarting this pipeline is hard to believe considering that it already broke
and caused one of the worst oil spills that we’ve seen in California,” EDC Executive Director
Alex Katz said.

“It's very likely that it will break again if they restart it since they are not fixing the problem
that led to the rupture in the first place,” he said, calling the pipeline “compromised.”

Pipeline Restart and County Lawsuit

Sable operates the Santa Ynez Unit offshore oil and gas platforms, processing facility and
transportation pipelines through Santa Barbara County. Production stopped in 2015 after the
coastal pipeline burst and caused the Refugio Oil Spill.

The company, which acquired assets from Exxon/Pacific Pipeline Co. and Plains All
American, plans to restart oil and gas production later this year.

There are a lot of steps in the process, going through multiple regulatory agencies.

A 50-foot section of Line 901, owned by Plains All American Pipeline, was replaced and the new section,
in green, covered in clean soil. This pipe was the source of the Refugio oil spil on May 19, 2015. Giana
Magnoli / Noozhawk file photo

There is strong community opposition whenever pipeline-related projects get public review —
such as transferring_permits and leases, and installing safety valves.

When the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors failed to take action on the company’s
valve installation project last year, the company sued.

In a conditional settlement agreement reached in August, the county said the valves project
is out of its jurisdiction since equipment will be entirely underground.

A settlement for original construction of the pipeline (Celeron agreement) preempts local
control over the safety valves project, county spokesperson Kelsey Gerckens Buttitta said at
the time.

Coastal Commission staff say state and local agencies still have authority over the pipeline
and the valve project, even with the settlement.
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“Santa Barbara County has declined to enforce the above-noted Coastal Act/LCP violations,”
so the Coastal Commission is pursuing enforcement, wrote enforcement analyst Jo Ginsberg
in the Notice of Violation.

The Office of the State Fire Marshal is the authority for pipeline safety issues, but other
agencies have jurisdiction over construction impacts to environmentally sensitive habitat
areas, cultural resources, water quality and public access, the notice said.

Santa Barbara County does not have any permit applications for Sable pipeline work at the
moment, Gerckens Buttitta said this week.

In response to the Coastal Commission’s allegations of not enforcing the Coastal Act, the
county said the Sable settlement agreement is specific to the safety valves.

“The conditional settlement agreement does not speak to other potential changes to the
pipeline and associated equipment,” the county said in a statement Monday. “All proposed
changes to the pipeline will be evaluated separately against federal and state law, the
Celeron Agreement, and the existing permits.”

Attorneys at the Santa Barbara-based Environmental Defense Center disagree with the
county’s position that it doesn’t have jurisdiction over the valve project.

On Monday, staff attorney Jeremy Frankel said the EDC “is very encouraged to see the
Coastal Commission stepping in to fill the jurisdictional void left by the county.”
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@ Stoel Rives..

October 4, 2024 Michael N. Mills
500 Capitol Mall, Suite 1600

Sacramento, CA 95814
D. 916.319.4642
VIA EMAIL Michael.mills@stoel.com

Courtney Kasberg

Attorney

California Department of Conservation
715 P Street, MS 1900

Sacramento, CA 95814
courtney.kasberg@conservation.ca.gov

Re:  Sable Offshore Corporation’s Las Flores Canyon Processing Facility
Dear Ms. Kasberg:

I am in receipt of your September 26, 2024 letter with CalGEM’s request for an
inspection of my client Sable Offshore Corporation’s (“Sable”) Las Flores Canyon Processing
Facility (“LFC”). In your letter you state that CalGEM’s position is that LFC is a “production
facility,” as that term is defined in Public Resources Code section 3010. As an initial matter,
Sable wishes to fully cooperate with CalGEM’s request for an inspection and provides herewith
the other information requested in your letter.

Notwithstanding Sable’s cooperation with your request for information, please be advised
that LFC is not a “production facility,” subject to CalGEM’s jurisdiction. Therefore, Sable
reserves all of its rights at law and equity to dispute and/or challenge any such assertion of
regulatory jurisdiction by CalGEM. As you may or may not be aware, LFC is already regulated
by Santa Barbara County (the “County”), which acts as the Certified Unified Program Agency
CUPA under the Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act' (“APSA”). The APSA regulates tank
facilities that are subject to the federal Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure PCC rule or
tank facilities with an aggregate storage capacity of 1,320 gallons or more of petroleum in
aboveground storage containers or tanks with a shell capacity equal to or greater than 55
gallons.?

Particularly given the County’s established oversight of LFC and CalGEM’s equally
longstanding decision not to regulate LFC, Sable would like to understand from CalGEM what
change has prompted it to now suddenly declare LFC to be a “production facility.” LFC and its
offshore platforms have been in production since 1993, significantly predating the enactment of
all relevant law and guidance here. The portion of Public Resources Code section 3106

! Cal. Health & Safety Code § 25270, et seq.
2 14 §§ 25270.2, 25270.3.

125867049.8 0079299-00005



Courtney Kasberg
October 4, 2024
Page 2

conferring CalGEM jurisdiction over certain tanks and facilities dates back to 1994. The
definition of “production facility” was added to the Public Resources Code in 2008. The
Memorandum of Agreement between CalGEM’s predecessor and the Office of the State Fire
Marshal concerning each agency’s respective jurisdiction is from 2014. Sable does not
understand why, in a departure from its historic treatment of the facility and in contravention
with the County’s exercised jurisdiction, CalGEM now claims jurisdiction over LFC.

Sable and I would greatly appreciate clarification on the agency’s rationale for regulating
the facility at this time, particularly given its long history of operation without regulation or prior
intervention by CalGEM.

In the interim, CalGEM may contact Steve Rusch, contact information below, concerning
any facilities questions and to schedule the inspection. Also, enclosed with this letter is a facility
map of LFC. Finally, as to the sales point information you requested, the point of sale for oil is
not shown on the map. It is at Pentland, which is at the end of Line 325 about 100 miles from
LFC. The point of sale for gas is located within the LFC, in the SoCalGas “Producer” yard,
which is about 500ft from the POPCO entrance near the LPG Storage & Loading feature on the
enclosed map.

Steve Rusch, P.E.

Vice President of Environmental and Regulatory Affairs
Sable Offshore Corp.

(323) 679-2060

srusch@sableoffshore.com

Please contact me if you have any additional questions about this letter.

Very truly yours,

Ut /U Ueeo

Michael N. Mills
Encl.

cc: Sable Offshore Corp.
Michael Takamori

125867049.8 0079299-00005
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Sable Offshore Corp. Continues to Coordinate with
California Coastal Commission on Maintenance and
Repair Work in the Coastal Zone

& sableoffshore.com/news/news-details/2024/Sable-Offshore-Corp.-Continues-to-Coordinate-with-California-Coastal-
Commission-on-Maintenance-and-Repair-Work-in-the-Coastal-Zone/default.aspx

11/14/2024

SANTA BARBARA, Calif.--(BUSINESS WIRE)-- Today, Sable Offshore Corp. (“Sable”)
provided an update on its ongoing coordination with the California Coastal Commission
(“CCC” or “Commission”) related to Sable’s maintenance and repair work along the existing
Pacific Pipeline Company Las Flores Pipelines CA-324 and CA-325. The following statement
was issued by Steve Rusch, Vice President of Regulatory & Environmental Affairs at Sable:

“Maintenance and repair activities that are exempt from Coastal Act permitting requirements
have been conducted on the Las Flores Pipeline system under the pipeline’s existing Coastal
Development Permits for the last 35+ years, and Sable believes recent work on the pipelines
is within the scope of those historic activities. Sable has been extremely concerned about
environmental risk from open excavations along the pipeline route since the Coastal
Commission asked Sable to stop all work in the Coastal Zone at the end of September.
Sable and the CCC are now working to agree on the terms of an interim work plan to fill the
open excavations, and Sable will be prepared to start work immediately to fill those open
excavations in order to protect the environment against erosion in case of any rain events.
Restoring the excavations to their original condition will be the best way to ensure that the
environment will be protected, which is the highest priority for the CCC and Sable. Once the
CCC approves Sable’s interim work plan, Sable expects the work will take approximately
seven days and Sable is prepared to start the work immediately. This coordination will allow
for CCC and Sable to progress their discussions regarding how to proceed with the
remaining pipeline maintenance and repair work in the Coastal Zone, without threat of
erosion or other environmental impact during the onset of any inclement weather. We
appreciate CCC staff’s engagement and efforts to work with us in trying to arrive at a
solution, and share the Commission’s passion for protecting the environment and coastal
resources.”

The Las Flores Pipeline system is 124 miles long and spans multiple properties. The open
excavations with exposed pipe are limited to nine parcels of land in the Coastal Zone where
pipeline maintenance and repair work already was underway. Outside of the Coastal Zone,
Sable has continued its maintenance and repair activities along the pipeline to bring it to “as
new” condition.

About Sable
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Sable Offshore Corp. is an independent oil and gas company, headquartered in Houston,
Texas, focused on responsibly developing the Santa Ynez Unit in federal waters offshore
California. The Sable team has extensive experience safely operating in California.

Forward-Looking Statements

The information in this press release include “forward-looking statements” within the meaning
of the Private Securities Litigation Reform Act of 1995. When used in this press release, the
words “could,” “should,” “will,” “ may,” “ believe,” “ anticipate,” “ intend,” “ estimate,” “expect,”
“project,” “continue,” “plan,” forecast,” “predict,” “potential,” “future,” “outlook,” and “target,”
the negative of such terms and other similar expressions are intended to identify forward-
looking statements, although not all forward-looking statements will contain such identifying
words. These statements are based on the current beliefs and expectations of Sable’s
management and are subject to significant risks and uncertainties. Actual results may differ
materially from those described in the forward-looking statements. Factors that could cause
Sable’s actual results to differ materially from those described in the forward-looking
statements include: the ability to recommence production of the SYU assets and the cost
and time required therefor; global economic conditions and inflation; increased operating
costs; lack of availability of drilling and production equipment, supplies, services and
qualified personnel; geographical concentration of operations; environmental and weather
risks; regulatory changes and uncertainties; litigation, complaints and/or adverse publicity;
privacy and data protection laws, privacy or data breaches, or loss of data; our ability to
comply with laws and regulations applicable to our business; and other one-time events and
other factors that can be found in Sable’s Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended
December 31, 2023, and any subsequent Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q or Current Report
on Form 8-K, which are filed with the Securities and Exchange Commission and are
available on Sable’s website (www.sableoffshore.com) and on the Securities and Exchange
Commission’s website (www.sec.gov). Except as required by applicable law, Sable
undertakes no obligation to publicly release the result of any revisions to these forward-
looking statements to reflect the impact of events or circumstances that may arise after the
date of this press release.

LIS LIS ” LN

LEAN 1] LEAN 1]

Disclaimers
Non-Producing Assets

The SYU assets have not produced commercial quantities of hydrocarbons since such
assets were shut in during June of 2015 when the only pipeline transporting hydrocarbons
produced from such assets to market ceased operations. There can be no assurance that
the necessary permits will be obtained that would allow the pipeline to recommence
transportation and allow the assets to recommence production. If production is not
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recommenced by January 1, 2026, the terms of the asset acquisition with ExxonMobil
Corporation would potentially result in the assets being reverted to ExxonMobil Corporation
without any compensation to Sable therefor.

Investor Contact:

Harrison Breaud

Director, Finance & Investor Relations
IR@sableoffshore.com

713-579-8111

Source: Sable Offshore Corp.
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Summary of State Regulation of Crude Oil Pipelines

in Santa Barbara County
January 13, 2025

Sable Offshore Corporation is attempting to restart the Santa Ynez Unit oil and gas operation in
Santa Barbara County. The Santa Ynez Unit includes three offshore platforms in federal waters
connected to shore by offshore pipelines, onshore pipelines, the Ellwood Pier, mooring buoys, and
the Las Flores Canyon Processing Facility. The onshore pipelines include pipelines identified as
CA-324 and CA-325 that were responsible for the 2015 Refugio Oil Spill.

This summary outlines the many state agencies that oversee the Santa Ynez Unit operations,
including oil pipeline construction, maintenance and operations, which would need to approve
various actions to allow these pipelines to restart. This summary has been assembled to build
public understanding of the regulatory processes over these pipelines.

Overview

California’s lands and offshore waters have hosted significant crude oil extraction for well over a
century. Since the mid-1980s, however, crude oil extraction has declined each year largely due to
decreasing levels of easily accessible crude oil.

Today, the state has three active crude oil/petroleum extraction platforms off its coast in state
waters and eight active platforms in federal waters. These platforms are connected to the shore via
undersea pipelines that transport crude oil from the offshore platforms to onshore facilities that
process the oil for sale. This oil is eventually transported to refineries to be converted into products
such as gasoline and diesel fuel.

California state government enforces a broad set of laws and regulations over many aspects of
crude oil infrastructure. This includes oversight of the extraction, transport, and refining of crude oil.
These laws and regulations exist to protect public health and safety and to safeguard California’s
natural resources and environment.

Oversight By Agency

Multiple state agencies regulate the pipelines owned and operated (pipelines CA-324 and CA-325)
by Sable Offshore Corporation in Santa Barbara County that the company is attempting to restart.
Each of these state entities has specific authorities and obligations over these pipelines that is
detailed in state law and discharges these responsibilities through regulatory and oversight
processes.

The state entities with oversight over these pipelines include (in alphabetical order):

1. California Coastal Commission
2. California Department of Conservation, California Geologic Energy Management Division
(CalGEM)
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), including the Office of Spill Prevention
and Response (OSPR)

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE), Office of the State Fire
Marshal (OSFM)

California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks)

Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

State Lands Commission

These state entities, with the exception of the two regional Water Quality Control Boards, exist
within the California Natural Resources Agency. The regional Water Boards fall under the umbrella
of the California Environmental Protection Agency.

Below is a short summary of the referenced state entities with regulatory oversight over these
pipelines.

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
Issues permits for approved development activity in coastal areas.

FOCUS: Environmental protection and public access to state coastal areas.

ROLE & AUTHORITY: Under the California Coastal Act of 1976, the California Coastal
Commission has permitting responsibility for non-exempt pipeline work and other
development associated with the pipeline in the Coastal Zone, including any enforcement
actions for permitting requirements. The Commission also has federal consistency review
authority under the Coastal Zone Management Act of certain pipeline-related activities in
federal waters.

ACTIONS UNDERWAY: Commission staff is coordinating with Sable (and Santa Barbara
County, which shares the permitting jurisdiction) to determine what permits are needed and
the appropriate permitting process. Commission enforcement staff are in the process of
investigating multiple potential violations.

o On September 27, 2024, Commission staff issued a Notice of Violation and cease
and desist letter to Sable due to then recent and ongoing development activities
that were occurring on and around the pipeline within the Coastal Zone without any
Coastal Act authorization.

o On October 4, 2024, Commission staff issued a Notice of Intent to issue an
Executive Director Cease and Desist Order and requested confirmation that all
work on the pipeline had ceased and that Sable would apply for a Coastal
Development Permit for the work that had already occurred.

o On November 11, 2024, the Commission’s Executive Director issued a Cease and
Desist Order to Sable, directing Sable, among other things, to submit an application
for a Coastal Development Permit “for any proposed future work to be undertaken
along the Pipelines, as well as for after-the-fact (‘ATF’) authorization for unpermitted
development that has already occurred.”

o Currently: Coastal Commission staff are coordinating with Sable and the federal
government to determine the scope of required federal consistency review. Federal



agency approvals would only occur after the Commission acts on the federal
consistency review.
FOR MORE INFORMATION: Contact the California Coastal Commission at
ExecutiveStaff@coastal.ca.gov or the Commission’s Public Information Officer at (415) 200-

8052.

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION: GEOLOGIC ENERGY MANAGEMENT DIVISION
(CalGEM)
Oversees and regulates oil processing and production facilities.

FOCUS: Public health and safety, environmental quality.

ROLE & AUTHORITY: The Department of Conservation oversees compliance for oil
production facility management. While the department has oversight of the Los Flores
Canyon oil processing facility, CalGEM approval is not required prior to restarting the
pipeline. CalGEM does, however, have a role in ensuring compliance with other regulatory
partners in completing an oil spill plan, a pipeline management plan, various testing and
maintenance requirements, bonding to cover decommissioning costs, and oversight of any
potential oil production work happening near communities (called health protection zones).
ACTIONS UNDERWAY:

o On December 17, 2024, the Department of Conservation sent a letter to Sable
notifying them of the need for an additional inspection of facilities, and production
and bonding requirements.

FOR MORE INFORMATION: Contact Department of Conversation Public Affairs at
PAO@conservation.ca.gov or the Office of the Director at (916) 322-1080.

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE/CDFW OFFICE OF SPILL PREVENTION AND
RESPONSE
Manages natural resources for their ecological value and for public use.

FOCUS: Protecting wildlife.
ROLE & AUTHORITY: Exercises oversight as a landowner, as well as through its authority to
protect fish and wildlife, and separately through one of its offices that oversees prevention,
preparation for, and response to oil spills. CDFW-OSPR reviews and approves oil spill
response plans and works to ensure that facilities have the financial resources necessary to
cover the costs of oil spill scenarios. Under the Endangered Species Act and other Fish and
Game Code laws, CDFW also oversees the review and approval process for evaluating
impacts to wildlife due to altering the adjacent landscape.
ACTIONS UNDERWAY:
o In October 2024, CDFW-OSPR certified that Sable had the financial resources to
cover the costs of a reasonable worst-case scenario oil spill.
o On November 22, 2024, CDFW-OSPR sent a second notice to Sable sharing that its
offshore contingency plan (C-Plan #CA-00-7239) was deficient. On December 20,
2024, Sable submitted corrections to its plan. CDFW-OSPR is reviewing these
corrections and must respond by January 19, 2025.
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o On December 17, 2024, CDFW-OSPR sent a third notice to Sable sharing that its
onshore contingency plan (C-Plan #CA-00-7217) was deficient. On January 9, 2025,
Sable submitted corrections to its plan. CDFW-OSPR is reviewing these corrections
and must respond by February 9, 2025.

o On December 17, 2024, CDFW also issued a notice of violation for Fish and Game
Code violations. This notice requests that Sable discontinue any work on CDFW
properties and contact CDFW to discuss remedial measures and other actions to
address impacts.

FOR MORE INFORMATION: Contact Department of Fish and Wildlife Public Information
Officer at Steve.Gonzalez@wildlife.ca.gov or (916) 804-1714.

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION (CAL FIRE): OFFICE OF THE
STATE FIRE MARSHAL

Oversees and regulates the safety and operation of intrastate pipelines moving hazardous liquid in
California.

FOCUS: Protecting public safety and spill prevention.
ROLE & AUTHORITY: With other regulatory partners, inspects, regulates, and oversees the
overall safety of hazardous liquid pipelines. Prior to restarting any pipeline, the State Fire
Marshal must approve a thorough list of requirements and regulations, including Sable’s
proposed plans for using technology to minimize oil spillimpacts, a detailed risk analysis,
safety compliance reports, pipeline integrity evaluations, field verifications and
maintenance plans, start-up and safety inspection plans, and waiver applications proving
equal or greater levels of safety than required regulations.
ACTIONS UNDERWAY:
o CAL FIRE Office of the State Fire Marshal approved a risk analysis and
implementation plan for Sable’s use of best available technologies in 2021.
o On December 17,2024, OSFM submitted waivers for federal review.
o Allremaining oversight items listed above remain open and must be completed
prior to restarting the pipeline.

FOR MORE INFORMATION: Contact CAL FIRE Communications at calfire.dutypio@fire.ca.gov or
(916) 651-FIRE (3473).

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
Protects and manages California state park land in areas where onshore pipelines are located.

FOCUS: Environmental protection, state-owned land stewardship.

ROLE & AUTHORITY: The California Department of Parks and Recreation manages public
land for public benefits in areas where onshore pipelines may cross. The Department may
grant easements for pipelines on this property. Specifically, this would include an easement
to accommodate a four-mile section for pipeline maintenance in Gaviota State Park. The
previous 30-year easement expired in 2016. Since then, the Department has issued
individual permits for accessing and maintaining the pipeline.
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ACTIONS UNDERWAY:
o On December 20, 2024, the Department of Parks and Recreation sent a letter to
Sable requesting a full project description to evaluate their request for an easement.
FOR MORE INFORMATION: Contact Department of Parks and Recreation Communications
at newsroom@parks.ca.gov or (916) 654-7538.

CENTRAL COAST AND CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARDS
Protects the state’s waterways and drinking water.

FOCUS: Water quality and environmental public health.

ROLE & AUTHORITY: The Central Coast and Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Boards oversee water resources for the State of California within their respective
jurisdictions, implementing the Clean Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act. The Regional Water Boards regulate the discharge of waste, such as sediment,
that could occur during pipeline repair or construction. This includes issuing permits for
dredging and land disturbances, and discharges of waste and stormwater.

ACTIONS UNDERWAY:

o On December 13, 2024, following an inspection, the Central Coast Regional Water
Quality Board issued violation and non-compliance notices for unauthorized waste
discharge into Santa Barbara County waterways, as well as a directive to seek
permit coverage. Sable must take corrective action, submit a waste discharge
report, and apply for appropriate permits.

FOR MORE INFORMATION: Contact the State Water Resources Control Board at
opa@waterboards.ca.gov or (916) 341-5252.

STATE LANDS COMMISSION
Oversees and approves leases for offshore pipelines, piers, and buoys.

FOCUS: Safety of offshore pipelines to shore, spill prevention, environmental protection.
ROLE & AUTHORITY: Under the Public Resources Code, the State Lands Commission must
review and approve assignment of leases from the current owner (ExxonMobile) to Sable for
offshore pipelines from federal platforms to shore, piers, and mooring buoys. Per this role
and overview, Sable could restart the pipelines only if the terms and requirements of the
current lease and operating agreements are met. This includes Sable performing detailed
inspections of the pipeline line (in-line inspections), pressure testing (called hydrotesting),
and using remotely operated vehicles to monitor the pipeline.
ACTIONS UNDERWAY:

o Ongoing review of assignment of leases as of December 20, 2024, with the most

recent discussion at the State Lands Commission on December 17, 2024.

FOR MORE INFORMATION: Contact the State Lands Commission External Affairs at
ExternalAffairsChief.Public@slc.ca.gov or (916) 574-1992.
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CENTER for BIOLOGICAL

DIVERSITY

Via E-mail and Certified U.S. Mail, Return Receipt Requested

October 28, 2024

Vincent Martinez (Chair)

5th District

c/o Planning and Development, Hearing
Support

123 East Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

(805) 568-2000

John Parke

3rd District

c/o Planning and Development, Hearing
Support

123 East Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

(805) 452-8076

jhparke@icloud.com

Lisa Plowman, Director

County of Santa Barbara Planning &
Development

123 East Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101-2058
Iplowman@countyofsb.org

(805) 568-2000

Laura M. Bridley (Vice Chair)

2nd District

c/o Planning and Development, Hearing
Support

123 East Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

(805) 896-2153

Roy Reed

4th District

c/o Planning and Development, Hearing
Support

123 East Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

(805) 568-2000

C. Michael Cooney

1st District

c/o Planning and Development, Hearing
Support

123 East Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

(805) 568-2000

Re:  Change of Owner, Operator, and Guarantor for the Santa Ynez Unit, Pacific
Offshore Pipeline Company Gas Plant, and Las Flores Pipeline System Final
Development Plan Permits; SYU Restart

Director Chair Martinez, Vice-Chair Bridley, Commissioners Cooney, Parke, and Reed, and

Director Plowman,

The Center for Biological Diversity requests that the Planning Commission pause and require the
owner(s)/operator(s) of the Las Flores Pipeline System obtain a new or revised Development
Permit, Conditional Use Permit, and Coastal Development Permit as a condition precedent to
any permit Change of Ownership. The County should also complete an environmental review of

Alaska . Arizona . California . Colorado . Florida . Hawaii . N.Carolina . New Mexico - New York . Oregon . Washington, D.C. . La Paz, Mexico
P.0. Box 710, Tucson, AZ 85702-0710 tel (520) 623.5252 fax (520) 623.9797 BiologicalDiversity.org
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a new or modified permit prior to any Santa Ynez Unit (“SYU”) and SYU pipeline system
restart.

In light of what’s at stake—the restart of a nine-year idled oil and gas operations including the
onshore pipeline system that ruptured disastrously in 2015— the County must step up its
oversight of the pipeline restart and pause consideration of the applications to transfer permits
until all legal requirements are met and Sable establishes its fitness for the transfer. The existing
owners/operators are not in compliance with all permit requirements, Sable has been issued
notices of violation from the Coastal Commission, and it has not demonstrated its ability to
responsibly restart and operate the SYU. The potential for another spill from this oil and gas
infrastructure poses a significant threat to Santa Barbara County and the Gaviota Coast. The
environmental and economic impacts of such an event would be catastrophic, affecting not only
the environment but local communities and livelihoods.

Should the County continue to consider the pending applications to transfer the permits for the
Las Flores Canyon processing facility, POPCO gas plant, and Las Flores Pipeline System
(collectively, the Santa Ynez Unit), we urge you to deny them for the reasons explained below.!

l. The County Has Unfulfilled Due Diligence and Open Government Duties

As an initial matter, the County and state and federal agencies have failed to adequately inform
and include the public in this consequential restart project. Open government is a basic tenant of
California law and Santa Barbara County has a mandate for open and transparent
decisionmaking. The County should locate and provide the public with all permits and other
documents used to approve the original pipeline system, this should be on the project webpages.
The documents included for example on the page for the permit transfers contains a section titled
“Documents” but does not (as far as we have been able to find) include the referenced permit
applications or other permit documents, including but not limited to:

- The application for and County Final Development Plan Permit No. 87-DP-32cz (as
modified on July 25, 2001 by 87-DP-032cz (RV05) Synergy Project and on February 19,
2003 with 87-DP-032cz (RV06) Offshore Power Cable Repair & Enhancement Project
(under which the SYU is permitted according to the project description).

- The application for and County Final Development Plan Permit No. 93-FDP-015 and 74-
CP-11 (RV1) (under which the POPCO Gas Plant is permitted according to the transfer
description).

- The application for and County Final Development Permit No. 88-DPF-033 (RV01)z and
88-CP-60 (RV01) (88-DPF-25cz; 85-DP-66¢cz; 83-DP-25cz) (under which the pipeline
system is permitted according to the project description; all we have been able to locate
are the Final Development Plan Conditions as modified in May 2003 and September 19,
2023, which we have been advised may constitute the entirety of the permit). The permit
applications are important, because (to provide just one example), the “procedures,

1 We incorporate by reference our September 24, 2024 Letter to the County, SLC, and CAL FIRE (with
references), which is included with our references cited in today’s letter in the following folder: 2024-10-
28 County L etter Refs. Please let us know if you have any trouble accessing the documents.
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https://centerforbiologicald-my.sharepoint.com/:f:/g/personal/jteelsimmonds_biologicaldiversity_org/EvDi5cOC34FDg3ZwkUtN7uMBB9FYcRCB1pRF6iLSPA6xEg?e=UcdO20

operating techniques, design, equipment and other descriptions described by AAPLP in
its application to the County 83-DP-25 cz, 83-CP-97 cz, and in subsequent clarifications
and additions to that application and the Final Development Plan” are “incorporated
herein as permit conditions and shall be required elements of the project.” (Final
Development Plan Conditions, Condition A-7).

- Any CEQA and NEPA analyses accompanying the above permitting decisions.

- Any Coastal Development Permits related to the above permitting decisions (if different
from the above).

To ensure that Sable can meet the permit and lease conditions, the County and public need to
review the original and modified permit applications and permits. We attempted to get copies of
any applications and permits, including any Coastal Development Permit (CDP), from the
County but learned from County staff that the printed documents are no longer in the County’s
files and were never converted to digital format. Although the original CDP is unavailable, the
Final Development Plan and Conditional Use Permit for the pipeline system reference what was
then a forthcoming CDP 47 times.? It is insufficient to rely on a belief that the CDPs would have
contained the same conditions as the Final Development Plan, as advised by staff.? It is
disturbing that the County does not possess and thus cannot have reviewed or verified continued
adherence to the original applications and permits for the SYU as due diligence requires.

Full transparency and public participation is particularly critical due to Sable’s publicly
announced intention to restart oil and gas operations this quarter. Only with this information will
the public be fully informed about, and can the County adequately evaluate, whether the terms of
the initial applications and permits have been met by the existing operators, whether new or
modified permits are necessary, and whether permit transfers to Sable should even be
considered.

1. Transfer of the Santa Ynez Unit Permits to Sable Is Not An Everyday
Paperwork Exercise—It Carries Major Implications and Risks

The County would be abdicating its duties if it considered a change of ownership without
examining the full implications of Sable’s acquisition and restart of the Santa Ynez Unit. The
current plan to somehow rehabilitate and restart a post-failure, post-spill, nine years-idled
pipeline system without greater County engagement and oversight is hard to fathom, and its
environmental effects must be examined. The Office of the State Fire Marshal and State Lands
Commission have also declined to examine the full impacts of restart, as spelled out in our
September 24 letter to those agencies and the County. This is even more troubling because
restarting the old, unsafe pipeline may well be even more dangerous than constructing a new
pipeline.

2 Las Flores Pipeline System Final Development Conditions, 88-DP-33 RV01, 88-CP-060 RV01 (88-
DPF-25cz; 85-DP-66¢z; 83-DP-25cz). December 12, 1988, Modified May 2003 (Modified on September
19, 2023 with the Change of Ownership, Change of Guarantor, and Change of Operator for the Las Flores
Pipeline System [Lines 901/903]).

3 October 4, 2024 Email from Jacquelynn Ybarra to Julie Teel Simmonds.



The pipeline system has outlived its intended lifespan, had a major failure, is subject to high rates
of corrosion, and lacks effective cathodic protection, a fundamental aspect of its original design
and approval. In 1986, Santa Barbara County approved the Celeron/All American Pipeline
Project to transport oil from offshore platforms through three counties, with a substantial portion
of the pipeline, the onshore processing facilities, and the offshore pipelines in the coastal zone.
These decades-old pipelines and facilities put public safety and the sensitive coastal environment
at grave risk.

Today, the pipeline system lacks corrosion protections sufficient to meet legal requirements, and
thus Sable is seeking a State Waiver from cathodic protection safety measures. Pipelines with
cathodic protections and other safety measures designed to minimize the risk of oil spills (not
just the amount of spills should they occur) were an integral part of the original pipeline system
design, environmental analysis, and ultimate approvals. For example, the 1985 EIR/EIS claimed
“[t]he entire pipeline would be protected from corrosion with cathodic protection systems.”* It
stated that the cathodic protection system would “prevent the adverse impacts of an oil spill.”®
The pipelines were constructed from 1988-91; Line 903 became operational in 1991, and Line
901 in 1994.5

The 1985 EIR/EIS for the pipelines only specified a “projected 30-year life of the project.””
Moreover, the original plans for SYU estimated that recovery of the oil and gas reserves SYU
“will take place over a period of approximately 25 to 35 years.”® As first production from the
Unit began in 1981, production should have ceased by 2016 at the latest. And federal records
show that the original oil and gas production estimates have already been exceeded.®

The pipeline carried oil from the Santa Ynez Unit for its 30-year anticipated lifespan. Then, in
2015, the Plains All American Pipeline (Line 901) ruptured and spilled what is now believed to
be about 450,000 gallons of oil,'° killing hundreds of birds and mammals and closing fisheries

* Draft EIR/EIS at 2-5; see also, for example id. at 2-13, 2-14, 4-106, 4-110 (“Internal corrosion is the
largest cause of a spill due to pipeline fault and this is more characteristics of older pipelines which were
constructed of different materials and did not have the cathodic protection systems proposed by
Celeron/All American and Getty.”).

® Draft EIR/EIS at H-35.

¢ Revised NOP for Pipeline Replacement Project.

71985 EIR/EIS at 2-35.

8 See, e.g9., Exxon Company, Development and Production Plan Santa Ynez Unit Development, Oct. 1982
at 1-2, https://www.boem.gov/sites/default/files/about-boem/BOEM-Regions/Pacific-Region/DPPs/9C4---
1982-10-Platforms-Harmony-Heritage-Hondo---Santa-Y nez-Unit---Development---Production-Plan. pdf.
% 1d.; Exxon Company, Development and Production Plan (Cumulative Updates) Santa Ynez Unit
Development, Sept. 1987 at I -2, https://www.boem.gov/sites/default/files/about-boem/BOEM-
Regions/Pacific-Region/DPPs/9A3---1987-09-Platforms-Harmony-Heritage-Hondo---Santa- Y nez-Unit-
Cumulative-Updates.pdf; BSEE, Sable Offshore Corp.: Platforms Operated by Sable Offshore Corp.,
https://www.bsee.gov/stats-facts/ocs-regions/pacific/pacific-ocs-platforms/exxonmobil.

10 Expert Report of Igor Mezic, Ph.D., Andrews v. Plains All American Pipeline, L.P., United States
District Court, Central District of California, Case No. 2:15-cv-04113-PSG-JEM, March 29, 2019 (pp.
16-17).



and beaches. Consequently, the three offshore platforms, two processing facilities, and the
offshore and onshore pipeline systems have been out of service for nearly a decade.

This rupture was caused in part by progressive external corrosion and ineffective protection
against that corrosion.!! The U.S. Department of Transportation’s Pipeline and Hazardous
Materials Safety Administration (“PHMSA”) failure investigation report found that the pipeline
wall had corroded to 1/16™ of an inch before the spill occurred.’> The PHMSA failure
investigation report also stated that “cathodic protections are required under the federal Pipeline
Safety Regulations to prevent external corrosion of buried pipelines,” but that cathodic
protections failed and were ineffective in preventing the corrosion and rupture of Lines 901/903.

While its predecessors once pursued building replacement pipelines (and even proposed trucking
oil on California highways in the interim),'® the new owner, Sable, is not pursuing a pipeline
replacement project and is instead doubling down on trying to restart the entire SYU operation
using already-failed and ever-aging pipelines. Moreover, because of the limited effectiveness of
the cathodic protections—corrosion prevention measures—the owner is seeking a State Waiver
from that requirement. Sable recently told its investors that it “affirms that initial restart of
production from Sable’s [SYU] is expected in fourth quarter 2024,

The draft EIR for the abandoned 901/903 Replacement Pipeline Project™® is instructive on the
risks a restart poses. It estimated that restarting Lines 901/903 (recently renamed CA-324 and
CA-325) could result in a spill once a year, and a rupture once every four years even with the
“installation of additional valve stations” as proposed.'® Another recent analysis by Sable
indicates that a worst-case spill from this old pipeline could be 41,899 barrels of oil or over 1.7
million gallons.’

As the 1985 EIR/EIS acknowledged, the risk of a spill more than doubles as pipelines age from
20 to 40 years.'® Restarting Lines 901/903 and its connected onshore and offshore infrastructure
risks significant harm to our beaches, waterways, air quality,'® wildlife, Tribal cultural resources,

11'U.S. Department of Transportation, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration Failure
Investigation Report, Plains Pipeline, LP, Line 901 Crude Oil Release, May 19, 2015 (May 2016).

124,

13 County of Santa Barbara, Planning & Development webpage for 901/903 Replacement Pipeline
Project, https://www.countyofsb.org/3801/901903-Replacement-Pipeline-Project; County of Santa
Barbara, Planning & Development, webpage for ExxonMobil Interim Trucking for SYU Phased Restart,
https://www.countyofsb.org/872/ExxonMobil-Interim-Trucking-for-SYU-Phas (last visited September
21, 2024).

14 Sable Offshore Corp., Security and Exchange Commission Form 8-K, Aug. 30, 2024.

15 County of Santa Barbara, Planning & Development webpage for 901/903 Replacement Pipeline
Project, https://www.countyofsb.org/880/901903-Valve-Upgrade (last visited September 21, 2024).

16 Santa Barbara County, Administrative Draft of Draft EIR for Plains Pipeline Replacement Project, at
Section 5.6, p. 79.

17 Sable Offshore Corp., Pacific Pipeline Company Integrated Contingency Plan Las Flores Canyon Core
Plan (Apr. 2024) at 14-4.
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human health, ecosystems, and coastal economy and is contrary to California’s commitment to
transition away from fossil fuels and their infrastructure. The County must use the full extent of
its authority under the existing permits and under local and state law to ensure that this restart
does not harm California’s coastal resources and communities.

I11.  The County Should Pause and Ultimately Deny the Permit Transfer
Applications Under Chapter 25B of the County’s Code of Ordinances

The County should pause its consideration of the permit transfers until other relevant aspects of
the restart project are resolved. These include but are not limited to compliance of the existing
owners and operators with the permit terms and conditions, Cal Fire’s State Waiver and other
restart decisions, the Coastal Commission’s coastal development permit decisions, all necessary
environmental reviews, required federal permitting and oversight, air and water discharge
permits, and financial assurance requirements for the SYU assets (including but not limited to
those required for production facilities by AB 1167, Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 3205.8). Ensuring full
compliance with all applicable law prior to resumption of operations or permit transfers is
particularly important in light of Sable’s recent violations of the Coastal Act as laid out in the
Coastal Commissions Notices of Violation, discussed below.2° Only once these processes are
resolved can the County determine whether Sable will be able to meet any or all of the permit
terms and conditions. To do otherwise would be arbitrary and an abuse of discretion.

Importantly, there are several criteria to approve a change of guarantor, owner, or operator under
Chapter 25B of the County Code that are unmet here, or that at least raise substantial questions
necessitating further scrutiny, including: a) the financial assurances are inadequate to fulfill the
SYU asset retirement obligations and the capability of the new operator is unproven; b) Sable
has a record of non-compliance with the Coastal Act and existing permit requirements warrant a
new or revised development plan; c) the safety audit and Oil Spill Response Plans are not yet
finalized/incomplete. Finally, it is imperative that the County’s decisions on Change of
Ownership and SYU restart be informed by an environmental review under CEQA.

Considering these outstanding issues, the County should pause its decision on the Change of
Owner, Guarantor, and Operator for the SYU unless and until these issues are resolved. If the
County decides to proceed without awaiting verification of the factors described here and
without environmental review under CEQA, then at this stage we strongly recommend that the
County deny the Change of Ownership.

a. Financial Guarantees and Operator Capability

The financial guarantees for the SYU are inadequate and therefore Change of Owner, Guarantor,
and Operator criteria cannot be fulfilled. Santa Barbara Ordinances Sec. B-9(a)(2), (b)(2) &
(e)(1) & 25B-10 (a)(2) all require the adequacy of financial assurances. At present, the County is
not requiring any financial assurances for decommissioning SYU and is wishful thinking that

20 See, e.g. California Coastal Commission, Notice of Violation, VV-9-24-0152 (Sable Offshore
Corporation) (Sept. 27, 2024) (attached).



payment of property taxes without any additional conditions or financial assurances provides
sufficient financial guarantees for this massive fossil fuel infrastructure.

The proposed findings that financial guarantee criteria are met must be reversed and
reconsidered. Sable has not to our knowledge adequately demonstrated its ability or willingness
to fully comply with all applicable laws and permit terms, including but not limited to adequate
financial responsibility/sufficient financial guarantees for decommissioning, site remediation,
site restoration, oil spill and natural resource damages for offshore and onshore facilities and
pipelines.

The Commission must also ensure operator capability. Section 25B-10 (a)(9) does not authorize
a transfer until and unless:

The proposed operator has the skills, training, and resources necessary to operate
the permitted facility in compliance with the permit and all applicable county
codes and has demonstrated the ability to comply with compliance plans listed in
section 25B-10.1.f. The director shall require relevant records of compliance, and
corrective actions taken subsequent to any major incidents for facilities, if any,
that are similar in nature to those that are the subject of the permit, as may be
necessary to make findings. These records shall be used to provide sufficient
assurance that the proposed operator does not reflect a record of non-compliant or
unsafe operations systemic in nature for similar facilities to those being
considered for operatorship.

Because of the unique circumstances here, the Commission can and should “impose additional
conditions on the permit in order to ensure that any insurance or other financial guarantees that
were submitted to and relied on by the planning commission as a basis to make any finding
required by this chapter are maintained.” Sec. 25B-10(b). Specifically, a permit condition that
requires Sable to put in escrow the full amount of decommissioning and restoration costs is
warranted here.

Sable Has Not Proven It Can or Will Meet the Permit Terms. Sable has not demonstrated that it
can or will be able to fully comply with the terms of the permits at issue. The County has a duty
to ensure that the permittee is qualified by probing and requiring evidence of its qualifications. A
new permittee must have the ability, track record, and financial resources to maintain, safely
operate, and decommission the SYU pipelines and other assets, including the ability to ensure
environmental protections, public safety, and full decommissioning and site restoration. The
permittee must also be fully capable of responding to emergencies and incidents. Importantly,
there are extraordinary circumstances present in restarting the Santa Ynez Unit—including a
history of a catastrophic oil spill and infrastructure that has outlived its design life— that
heighten the need for careful consideration.

Financial Guarantees Are Insufficient. All of the relevant agencies and the County should be
together requiring financial assurances for all of the risks and costs associated with the entire
SYU infrastructure. While the public does not have access to all of the information the agencies
possess, we are concerned about discrepancies that warrant the County’s attention.



Importantly, Sable’s reported liabilities for decommissioning the Santa Ynez Unit require
heightened scrutiny. Sable’s own Securities and Exchange Commission filing expressed
“substantial doubt . . . about the Company’s ability to continue as a going concern,”?! meaning
there is deep uncertainty about its ability to remain solvent. The County’s Staff Report also
acknowledges that Sable is currently operating at an accumulated deficit of $426.6 million
dollars. Troublingly, this deficit excludes hundreds of millions of dollars in decommissioning
liabilities that Sable appears to have left off its balance sheet. ExxonMobil estimated SYU
decommissioning costs (called asset retirement obligations (AROs)) at $349,138,000 in
December 2023.22 A 2020 BSEE-commissioned study estimated decommissioning costs to be
even higher, totaling $471,609,600 for federal infrastructure alone.?® Yet Sable lists its AROs for
SYU at only $94,174,000, and provides no explanation for this 73 percent reduction in costs
from the estimates of its predecessor,? see figure below (emphasis added). This fuzzy math
allows Sable to inflate the value of the company on paper and obscure its true financial
liabilities, calling into question its ability to decommission SYU.?®

21 Sable Offshore Corp., Form 10-Q (Aug. 13, 2024),
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1831481/000183148124000007/flme-20240630.htm.

22 ExxonMobil, Santa Ynez Unit (SYU) Combined Financial Statements Exhibit 99.1 (Dec. 31, 2023).
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1831481/000119312524083453/d771316dex991.htm

2 BSEE, Decommissioning Cost Update for Pacific Outer Continental Shelf Region Facilities Volume 2
(Sept. 2020), https://www.bsee.gov/sites/bsee.gov/files/vol-2-a-study-for-the-bureau-of-safety-and-
environmental-enforcement-bsee-final-9-8-20.pdf

24 Sable Offshore Corp., Form S-1 Registration Statement at F-2 (Oct. 2024);
https://d18rn0p25nwr6d.cloudfront.net/CIK-0001831481/fd070160-544a-4660-b5c0-fb2347dafd2e.pdf
% See Ted Boettner, et al., Diversified Energy: Business Model Built to Fail Appalachia at 28-30 (April
2022), https://ohiorivervalleyinstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/Diversified-Energy-Report-
FINAL-2-min.pdf
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PART L FINANCIAL INFORMATION
ITEM 1. FINANCIAL STATEMENTS (UNAUDITED)
SABLE OFFSHORE CORP.
CONDENSED CONSOLIDATED BALANCE SHEETS
(UNAUDITED)
(dollars in thousands)

Successor Predecessor
June 30, December 31,
2024 2023
Assets
Current assets:
Cash and cash equivalents $ 112,069 $ —
Restricted cash 35,095 —
Materials and supplies 16,578 16,213
Prepaid expenses and other current assets 3,350 —
Total current assets 167,092 16.213
0il and gas properties (Successful efforts method)
01l and gas properties 1068322 4 382 289
Less: Accumulated depreciation, depletion and amortization — (3,693 325)

Total oil and gas properties - net 1.068,322 688,964
Other, net 5,497 6,404
Total asscts $1,240,911 § 711,581
Liabilities and Stockholders® Equity/Parent Net Investment
Accounts payable and accrued expenses $ 57,651 5 5,384
Due to related party, net — 11,370
Excise tax payable 2,308 —
Other current liabilities 1,300 1,148
Total current liabilities 61,259 17.902
Warrant liabilities 149 473 —
Asset retirement obligations 94,174 349.138
Senior Secured Term Loan including paid-in-kind interest, net 790,377 —
Deferred tax liabilities 19,781 —
Other 3,800 5,520
Total liabilities 1,118,864 372,560

The County should be deeply concerned about this obfuscation; if Sable goes bankrupt or
otherwise can’t pay for decommissioning, the County will have several abandoned, contaminated
sites and expensive clean-up and restoration with which to contend. The serious environmental
and fiscal risks of the transfer are strong reason for the County to reject the change of owner,
operator, and guarantor. But if the transfer is allowed, the County must protect the interests of its
constituents and natural resources by (1) obtaining an accurate estimate of total decommissioning
costs for SYU, and (2) requiring Sable to provide financial assurances to cover this total
estimated cost prior to approving the transfer.

As you are likely aware, there has been a pervasive problem with fossil fuel companies failing to
set aside funds for decommissioning liabilities and leaving idle infrastructure and wells to pollute
water and neighborhoods for years.?® The best practice is to ensure that the full amount of
decommissioning and restoration costs is put in escrow at the outset of any transfer. This is such

% Agerton, Mark, et al. Financial liabilities and environmental implications of unplugged wells for the
Gulf of Mexico and coastal waters, 8 Nature Energy 536-547 (2023); Ocean Conservancy, Offshore Oil
and Gas Decommissioning (2024); Rogers, Greg, Overlooked: Why oil and gas decommissioning
liabilities pose overlooked financial stability risk (2023), https://carbontracker.org/reports/overlooked-
why-oil-and-gas-decommissioning-liabilities-pose-overlooked-financial-stability-risk/, Schuwerk, Rob,
It’s Closing Time (2020), https://carbontracker.org/reports/its-closing-time/.
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a significant problem that the California Legislature enacted AB1167—requiring financial
assurances of full decommissioning costs of wells and processing facilities upon transfer.

The Commission should condition any transfer on verifying full financial assurances for
decommissioning and restoration of the onshore processing facilities and pipeline system as well
as the offshore wells, platforms, and pipelines.

Specifically, the Commission should pause and verify Sable’s compliance with AB 1167. This
includes notifying the Supervisor at CalGEM of the acquisition and providing financial
assurances for full decommissioning costs of all wells and production facilities. Cal. Pub. Res.
Code 8§ 3202(a) & 3205.8(a)(1). Next, it should verify that Sable has provided supplemental
federal financial assurances for the offshore wells and platforms. Finally, to the extent that those
financial assurances reveal funding gaps for the entire cost to decommission and restore the
Santa Ynez Unit and pipeline system, the Commission can and should condition the Change of
Ownership on Sable putting remaining asset retirement obligations in escrow to be used only to
for that purpose (with a multiplier factor that accounts for inflation and increasing
decommissioning costs).

Sable is newly formed and has a short and questionable track record. The company has a
concerning and potentially over-leveraged funding structure. ExxonMobil took a $2 billion write
down for the sale of the SYU assets to Sable.?” Sable is in debt for 97 percent of the purchase to
Exxon.?® Flame, which is part of Sable Offshore, has had to disclose to the Securities Exchange
Commission that it has material weaknesses in its internal control over financial reporting that
put it at liability risk.?® Plus the founder’s last project declared bankruptcy®® and according to
news reports had “a balance sheet loaded with debt.”*! Creditors raised concerns over the
financial decision on executive bonuses amid the bankruptcy.®? The company’s financials should
be scrutinized to determine its ability to operate, maintain, and upgrade the SYU infrastructure
and its pollution controls for the life of the project and financial assurances for full
decommissioning and restoration costs should be secured up front.

The Severe Risks of Restarting the SYU Warrant Additional Permit Conditions. To the extent the
County nonetheless considers transferring the permits to Sable, additional permit terms and
conditions are necessary to ensure permit performance and environmental protection.

27 Mcwilliams, Gary, Exxon faces $2 billion loss on sale of troubled California oil properties,
Reuters.com (Nov. 6, 2022) https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/exxon-faces-2-bIn-loss-sale-
troubled-california-oil-properties-2022-11-06/.

2 d.

29 Flame Acquisition Corp, SEC filing 14a (Nov. 10, 2022).

% Reuters, Sable Permian Resources files for bankruptcy (June 26, 2020),
https://www.reuters.com/article/idUSL4N2E31TQ.

31 Brickley, Peg, West Texas Fracker Sable Permian Files for Bankruptcy Amid Restructuring Talks (Jun.
26, 2020).

32 peg Brickley, Sable Permian Heads off Fight Over Executive Bonuses, Wall Street Journal (December
10, 2020), https://www.wsj.com/articles/sable-permian-heads-off-fight-over-executive-bonuses-
11607639171.
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The County should consider these permit conditions, among others that it deems appropriate: (1)
verification of all financial assurances for decommissioning and restoration from all state and
federal agencies; (2) proof of an escrow account in which Sable holds funds in the amount of
estimates for its asset retirement obligations for the full decommissioning of all offshore and
onshore SYU infrastructure—including platforms, wells, pipelines, and processing facilities;
and (3) any transfers should ensure that the previous owners/operators commit to predecessor
liability for any damage to the environment and for decommissioning and restoration costs for
the SYU.

As the County is certainly aware, there are numerous instances where small oil companies
acquire oil and gas assets, only to maximize short-term profits on the declining oil fields and
then abandon their clean-up responsibilities. They all too often leave behind extensive asset
retirement obligations that they fail to fulfill. For example, Venoco and Signal Hill have left
massive decommissioning obligations in peril with Platforms Holly, Hogan, and Houchin.®* This
problem is also widespread in the Gulf of Mexico, and a federal investigation of federal
decommissioning activities revealed severe problems with federal enforcement and oversight.
The Government Accountability Office uncovered massive failures of the federal regulators to
effectively ensure that oil companies met their offshore decommissioning obligations.
Consequently, the burden of decommissioning and environmental cleanup too often falls on the
government and, ultimately, the taxpayers. All during a time when companies like ExxonMobil
celebrated record profits—in 2023 Exxon recorded $36 billion in earnings, and in 2022, $55.7
billion.*® This pattern not only poses significant environmental risks, but also threatens to
undermine the County’s and state agencies’ responsibilities to the people of Santa Barbara
County and the state as a whole.

b. The Assignee Has Been Non-Compliant With Existing Requirements, and the
County Should Require New or Modified Permits for Restart

Sable Has Failed to Comply with the Coastal Act and Lacks Key Permits. The Commission
cannot reasonably determine that Sable has met existing requirements. Section 25B-10(a)(5)
requires that the operator be in compliance with all requirements of the permit, ordinances and
any notice of violation. Sable’s recent actions, including defying a Notice of Violation issued by
the Coastal Commission by continuing work without the necessary permits, raise serious
concerns about their management’s reliability and commitment to regulatory compliance. This

3 In the alternative, the County should consider a permit condition requiring Sable to establish a
decommissioning sinking fund with an initial deposit representing 15 percent of the total estimated cost of
decommissioning, followed by monthly deposits in an amount equal to $0.40 per barrel of oil and gas
produced. See e.g. State Lands Commission approach with the San Pedro Pipeline
https://www.slc.ca.gov/Meeting Summaries/2010 Documents/08-20-10/Complete ltems/C42.pdf.

% Richards, Heather, Why Interior could get stuck with the tab for cleaning up oil platforms, E&E News
(Apr. 12, 2024), https://www.eenews.net/articles/why-interior-could-get-stuck-with-the-tab-for-cleaning-
up-oil-platforms/.

% Government Accountability Office (GAO), GAO-24-106229, Offshore Oil and Gas: Interior Needs to
Improve Decommissioning Enforcement and Mitigate Related Risks (Jan. 2024).

% NYTimes, Qil Giants Pump Their Way to Bumper Profits, (Feb. 2, 2024), available at
https://www.nytimes.com/2024/02/02/business/oil-gas-companies-profits.html.
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behavior demonstrates a disregard for the rules and undermines trust in their ability to
responsibly manage this project.

Sable has already been warned that it has violated state law in its pursuit of restart. As noted
above, on September 27, 2024, the California Coastal Commission issued a Notice of Violation
to Sable for the unauthorized and unlawful development activities along the onshore SYU
pipeline system associated with the proposed restart of the Santa Ynez Unit.3” Despite the order
to stop work, on October 4, 2024, it appeared that construction activities continued on the
pipeline system, including within the coastal zone, without proper oversight or a coastal
development permit and despite the Commission’s Notice of Violation.® The construction in the
coastal zone, even after the warning to stop, continued in environmentally sensitive habitat
area.>® After another warning from the Commission, Sable moved the crews to other parts of the
pipeline.®® The company’s disregard for environmental compliance calls into question its ability
to comply with the terms and conditions of these permits.

The restart of SYU requires its owners/operators to obtain a CDP to come into compliance with
the Coastal Act. As noted above, while the County cannot locate the original Coastal
Development Permits for this pipeline system, such permits were apparently issued and consisted
of the same terms as the development plan conditions of approval. The Coastal Act requires a
coastal development permit (CDP) for all “development” in the coastal zone.** While the Coastal
Commission has delegated much of its permitting authority over coastal development to local
governments through certified local coastal programs, the Coastal Act specifically requires any
developments located on tidelands, submerged lands, public trust lands, or any development
which constitutes a major public works project or major energy facility to obtain a CDP directly
from the Coastal Commission.*? Furthermore, many CDPs issued by local governments remain
appealable to the Commission. Finally, should local governments fail to enforce the requirements
of the Coastal Act and its certified local coastal program, the Commission is authorized to step
in.*® Which, is why here, the Coastal Commission had to take action against Sable’s unlawful
coastal zone activities when the County declined.

The owners/operators certainly cannot rely on the Coastal Act’s exemption for repair and
maintenance activities for restart. As clearly articulated in the Coastal Commission’s recent
Notice of Violation on the limited issue of valve installation, repair and maintenance can only
occur absent a CDP if they do not result in an “addition to, or enlargement or expansion of, the
object of those repair or maintenance activities” and if they do not pose a “risk of substantial

371d.

% Bradshaw, Brady, Letter to California Coastal Commission, (Oct. 7, 2024).

39 Environmental Defense Center, Sable Offshore Corp. (“Sable”) Pipeline Repair Work; ESHA and
Jursidcitional Waters Preliminary Assessment (Oct. 3, 2024).

0 Lovely, Margaux, Construction Crews at Work Near Qil Pipeline in Gaviota After State Orders Sable
to Cease Unpermitted Work, Santa Barbara Independent (Oct. 4, 2024),
https://www.independent.com/2024/10/04/construction-crews-at-work-near-oil-pipeline-in-gaviota-after-
state-orders-sable-to-cease-unpermitted-work/.

1 Pub. Res. Code § 30600.

2 Pub. Res. Code §§ 30519, 30601.

3 Pub. Res. Code 88 30809-11.
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adverse environmental impacts,”** which is not the case even just with the valves installation, as
the Commission clearly communicated in its Notice of Violation. Santa Barbara County’s
Coastal Zoning Ordinance similarly requires a Coastal Development Permit for “[a]ny repair or
maintenance to facilities or structures or work located in an environmentally sensitive habitat
area,”” which the pipeline system indisputably traverses.

These CDP requirements would certainly, then, also apply to the repair, maintenance, and restart
of the pipeline system and processing facilities as a whole. At least before it settled its lawsuit
with the pipeline owners/operators over the valves installation, the Santa Barbara County
Planning Department similarly concluded that any retrofit of the existing onshore pipelines
would be considered “outside of regular maintenance and repair activities” and that
“discretionary actions to permit restart activities are needed from the California State Fire
Marshal, PHMSA, and SB County.”*

The Final Development Plan, Conditions of Approval, and existing regulatory restrictions on
what repairs and maintenance can be conducted without a CDP all definitively point to the need
for a CDP before further work on the pipeline system and its connected infrastructure and their
restart. Furthermore, the changed circumstances around Line 901/903 further accentuate the need
for the County (and the Commission if the County fails to act) to use its full authority to ensure
the restart does not jeopardize California’s coastal ecosystems and communities. The California
legislature amended the Coastal Act in 2023 to exclude new and expanded oil and gas
development from coverage as coastal-dependent industrial facilities and to require new and
expanded fossil fuel developments, including pipelines, to obtain a CDP.*’ Here, the
rehabilitation and restart of Line 901/903 are akin to new or expanded operations, because the
pipelines8 and connected infrastructure have outlived their expected life and sat idle for almost a
decade.’

Additionally, the air and water pollution permits for the SYU are expired. Sable’s efforts to
renew the air permits remain unresolved and are still pending. The restart of the SYU, as the
region’s largest air pollution source, should be required to update its air pollution controls to
meet best available technology standards.*® In the many years since it was built and decade of
being idle, the Air Board should require a new, rather than renewed, air pollution permit. Plus,
these facilities have a documented history of operational failures and violations, including
unauthorized emissions leaks. Additionally, the current Draft Permits rely on outdated data and
monitoring protocols. The water pollution permits for the offshore platforms expired on February

* Pub. Res. Code § 30610(d).

%5 Coastal Zoning Ordinance Appendix C (Repair and Maintenance Activities Requiring a Permit).

%6 Revised NOP for the Draft Environmental Impact Report / Environmental Impact Assessment for the
901/903 Replacement Pipeline Project at 2-3.

47 Pub. Res. Code § 30260(b)(4); see also id. at § 30262(b) (repair and maintenance of an existing oil and
gas facility may be permitted in accordance with Section 30260 only if it does not result in “expansion of
capacity.”)

8 Pub. Res. Code § 30262(b).

49 Maher, Ryan, Letter to Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (May 23, 2024).
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28, 2019,%° and the industrial stormwater permit for Las Flores Canyon appears to have expired
on June 30, 2020. They may be administratively extended, but they should not be for out-of-
service facilities. There is little to no information available publicly about these permits, which
the County should investigate and ensure that the permit requirements are stringent enough to
meet water quality standards and that Sable can comply with pollution controls and monitoring.

In October 2024, coastal Santa Barbara was designated as a National Marine Sanctuary because
of its importance to Chumash heritage and culture.®® The designation demonstrates “the national
significance of the area’s ecological, historical, archeological, and cultural resources.” Further,
the state waters portion of the SYU is now subject to a certification requirement, and any repair
must be authorized by the Office of the National Marine Sanctuary. Moreover, the federal
government may place additional terms and conditions on the activities as a condition of
certification to achieve the sanctuary’s purposes. Accordingly, the County should ensure
compliance with these federal requirements.

The County Must Require a New or Revised Permit. Before the Commission proceeds with its
decision on the permit transfers, it should require a new or revised development plan and other
county permits that comprehensively address the SYU changed and unusual circumstances. The
2015 Pipeline System failure and protecting the County from another disaster is the County’s
business, yet it has distanced itself from the restart process in disturbing ways. The County
wrongly disavowed its jurisdiction over the pipeline—it retained ample authority under the Final
Development Permit. Specifically, the 1988 Celeron Settlement confirms that “the County shall
retain its right to apply review, approval or enforcement procedures pursuant to law covering
Celeron’s actions in violation of this Agreement or in violation of the terms and conditions of
Celeron’s permits which have been issued and approved by Celeron or in violation of statutes,
ordinances and regulations which are not preempted and which lawfully pertain to the Celeron
Project.”®® Additionally, the Commission’s rationale for preemption was in error because
preemption only applies to interstate pipelines, which this pipeline system is not; and even if
preemption applied, it only extends to the issue of pipeline safety regulations not other relevant
laws.

Here, the County, even assuming its views of preemption and the 1989 Celeron settlement were
correct (which they are not), has the authority and the duty to ensure that Sable will perform as
agreed in the Final Development Plan. The County has abused its discretion by failing to require
a new or revised permit due to current owner/operator non-conformity with existing County
permits and conditions of approval.

The previously issued Final Development Plan and Conditions of Approval require a new or
modified permit. The Las Flores Pipeline System no longer conforms with key permit conditions

%0 https://www.epa.gov/npdes-permits/cag280000-general-permit-southern-california-offshore-oil-and-
gas-exploration

1 NOAA, Chumash Heritage National Marine Sanctuary, 89 Fed. Reg. 23,607 (Oct. 16, 2024)

21d.

%3 Agreement Between Celeron Pipeline Company of California and the County of Santa Barbara (Feb. 8,
1988).
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now that a post-failure pipeline is proposed for restart. This has been no run of the mill cessation
of operations and restart. This is a post-disaster restart of a pipeline poorly designed to fail, that
has failed, that has been idle for almost ten years, whose cathodic protections cannot be restored,
that needs a State Waiver from otherwise required safety measures, that has numerous pipeline
anomalies, that will continue to face a high corrosion rate as it transports oil at high temperatures
across a highly variable elevation profile, and that is proposed to be owned and operated by a
company who was just cited for unauthorized work in the coastal zone, among other permit
modification-triggering circumstances.

A few of the relevant provisions from the Final Development Plan Conditions of Approval for
the failed pipeline system are: >

A-2.

A-T.

Grounds for Permit Modification or Revocation

It the Planning Commuission determines at a noticed public hearing that AAPLP 1s not in
compliance with any permit condition(s), pursuant to the provisions of Sec. 35-185 of Article II
and/or Sec. 35-330 of Article III of the Santa Barbara County Code. the Planning Commission is
empowered, in addition to revoking the permit pursuant to said section, to amend, alter, delete.
or add conditions to this permit. (imodified by the Planning Commnission on September 6, 2000)

Substantial Conformity

The procedures, operating techniques, design, equipment and other descriptions (hereinafter
procedures) described by AAPLP in its appllcatmn to the County 83-DP-25 cz, 83-CP-97 ¢z, and
in subsequent clarifications and additions to that application and the Final Dev elopment Plan are
mcorporated herein as permit conditions and shall be required elements of the project. Since these
procedures were part of the project description which received environmental analysis, a failure to
nclude such procedures m the actual project could result in significant unanticipated
environmental impacts. Therefore, modifications of these procedures will not be permitted without
a determination ot substantial conformity or a new or modified permit. The use of the property and
the size, shape, arrangement and location of buildings, structures, walkways, parking areas and
landscaped areas shall be in substantial conformity with the approved Final Development Plan.

A-13. Facility Throughput and Source Limits

All facilities constructed under this permit shall be used only for the shipment of a maximum volume
of heated crude o1l demonstrated to be within the design parameters of the pipeline facilities as built.
The subject volumes will be outer continental shelf (OCS) and other locally produced onshore and
oftshore petroleum from the Santa Barbara and Santa Maria Basins. AAPLP shall obtain a new or
modified permit, or authority to continue operation under the existing permit prior to undertaking
any of the following activities which may, in the judgment of the County, result in significant
changes to the impacts on the County. Such changes could include but not be limited to: 1) major
pipeline or pump station modifications; 2) major Lhancfes in pipeline throughput: 3) introduction of
production to the pipeline from sources other than those described above: and 4) introduction of a
different product from anysource.

Other source volumes may be transported subject to a determination of substantial conformity by
the Planning Commission and a finding of facts and determination that project impacts will not be
increased by transporting and processing those other sources.

% Las Flores Pipeline System Final Development Conditions, 88-DP-33 RV01, 88-CP-060 RV01, at A-7,
A-7, A-13 (emphasis added).
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B-2. TImposition of New and Comprehensive Review of Conditions

If at any time County determines that these permit conditions are inadequate to effectively mitigate
significant environmental impacts caused by the project, or that recent proven technological
advances could provide substantial additional mitigation, then additional reasonable conditions shall
be imposed to further mitigate these impacts. Imposition of such conditions shall only be considered
and imposed as part of the County's comprehensive review of the project conditions. County shall
conduct a comprehensive review of the project conditions and consider adding reasonable
conditions which incorporate proven technological advances three years after permit issuance and at
appropriate intervals thereafter. A comprehensive review of conditions which are not effectively
mitigating impacts may be conducted at any appropriate time. Upon written request of AAPLP, the
Board of Supervisors shall determine whether the new condition required is reasonable considering
the economic burdens imposed and environmental benefits to be derived.

Restart of this pipeline system (and its connected infrastructure) after a catastrophic failure of its
fundamental design and a massive oil spill (which now necessitates a whole new set of spill
avoidance and mitigation measures, a State Waiver, assignments of leases and permits, new oil
spill contingency plans, certificates of financial assurances, among other authorizations before
restart may be allowed) are certainly such modifications.

The County cannot with a straight face say that this post-failure pipeline system with all of its
corrosion issues and risks, including its utterly flawed and ineffective cathodic protection system,
has functioned as permitted. The failure of cathodic protections and the extreme conditions under
which this pipeline operates (including its elevation profile and high temperatures) is not just a
blip that can be papered over with a package of monitoring and integrity management measures.
It is a fundamental design flaw in the pipeline system that poses significant environmental risks
that have never before been assessed by the County (and state agencies) under the California
Environmental Quality Act.

c. The Compliance Plans and Safety Audit Are Not Yet Complete

Sable Lacks Approved Oil Spill Contingency Plans — a Vital Component of Ownership and
Operation of a Post-Spill Restart. Sable has not fulfilled the conditions required for the transfer
of permits from Exxon. Notably, it does not have an approved Qil Spill Contingency Plan, which
is crucial for an effective response to any potential spills. Section 25B-10 (a)(6) requires a
finding that the owner/operator have updated and approved compliance plans, and this includes
an oil spill contingency plan. On information and belief, the Office of Oil Spill Prevention and
Response has not approved Sable’s oil spill contingency plan for its onshore facilities, and it is
currently under review with the agency. Further, the offshore Oil Spill Contingency Plan is also
unapproved, which must be resubmitted to the regulator, but Sable has yet to do so.

The Staff Report makes consistency findings for compliance plans, relying on the
owner/operator’s promise to revise all plans and obtain approval within six months after
assuming operations. This consistency determination is arbitrary and particularly important here,
where the pipeline is aged beyond its initial approved lifespan, has spilled previously, and cannot
operate in compliance with state and federal cathodic protection safety rules.

The County must pause and ensure that Sable can meet the rigors of oil spill response before the
Change of Ownership is approved. The County should have learned from past lessons that
operator response to an oil spill is a key component of preventing environmental damage. The
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2015 oil spill became all the more catastrophic when Plains All American, the former owner,
failed to adequately respond to warnings that there was a problem. Human error and malfeasance
will always remain a risk but at the very least adequate plans must be carefully scrutinized,
approved, and in place prior to restart.

It would be arbitrary and an abuse of discretion for the County to simply rely on Sable’s promise
to have such plans in place and allow it to restart oil production, processing, and transportation
from the SYU without an approved Oil Spill Contingency Plan for either the onshore or offshore
operations.

The Safety Audit Requirement Is Unmet. The County should verify the Safety Audit from Cal
Fire and not eschew its responsibility to make sure that the SYU can pass a Safety Audit. The
Staff Report notes that the requirements of the Safety Audit for the pipeline system are satisfied
because of its lack of jurisdiction under a 1988 settlement agreement between the County and
Celeron Pipeline. This finding, however, is arbitrary because even if the County does not itself
conduct the Safety Audit, the County can and must verify that Cal Fire conducts and approves of
a Safety Audit before the County makes its consistency determination. Additionally, Cal Fire
safety audits from 2018 to 2023 are not helpful because the facilities were out-of-service during
that period. The planned restart warrants a contemporaneous safety audit. Furthermore, the
conclusions of Cal Fire and OSPR regarding pipeline safety and spill and rupture risk should be
reviewed for the County for consistency with its own permit conditions, laws, and regulations
and should be reviewed under CEQA as discussed below.

IV.  The County Must Prepare an Environmental Impact Report Under CEQA

As an initial matter, we disagree with the County’s determination that the change of ownership,
operator, or guarantor is “not a project” under CEQA Guidelines 15378(b)(5), which exempts
“[o]rganizational or administrative activities of governments that will not result in direct or
indirect physical changes in the environment,” is fundamentally flawed. Here, the change of
owner and operator from one corporation to another is not such an activity and is also
inextricably intertwined with the restart of offshore oil and gas production, petroleum
transportation, and processing facilities, as well as associated construction, repair, refurbishment,
and workforce mobilization. Sable’s plans to restart operations after more than nine years of
inactivity through this transfer of permits will cause significant direct and indirect physical
changes in the environment and must be assessed under CEQA. This is a project under CEQA
and there is no applicable exemption.

Furthermore, the County must examine the entire restart in an EIR. Restarting oil and gas
activity from the SYU including use of the onshore pipeline system that ruptured and requires a
waiver from otherwise required safety regulations and numerous modifications risks oil spills
and other environmental harms that must be analyzed under CEQA. A restart of these operations,
including transporting oil through a pipeline system that was designed to fail and has failed,
threatens public safety, our beaches, waterways, air quality, wildlife, Tribal cultural resources,
human health, ecosystems, and coastal economy and is contrary to California’s commitment to
transition away from fossil fuels. Restart would only prolong a project that should have already
ceased by its own projections. As noted above, the 1985 EIR/EIS for the onshore pipelines only
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specified a “projected 30-year life of the project” > and production estimates have already been
exceeded,® thus extending production by attempting to modify a failed pipeline system that
cannot function as designed and previously permitted should be considered a new project or at a
minimum a modification and expansion of an existing project, particularly in light of the
disastrous failure of the onshore pipeline system.

The Santa Barbara County Planning & Development Department noted recently that the baseline
conditions for the proposed (then abandoned) 901/903 Replacement Pipeline are that of a non-
operational pipeline, stating that “baseline conditions evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS were
changed to the conditions that existed on the ground at the time the 2019 NOP and NOIs were
released, which is, and continues to be, a non-operational pipeline.”®” The existing baseline
conditions are a failed, non-operational pipeline system and associated operations, and any
restart of Lines 901/903, Las Flores Canyon and POPCO processing facilities, and the offshore
infrastructure constitutes at a minimum an expansion of activity.

In addition to constituting an expansion of production as compared to its expected life and as
compared to its long-term non-operational status, Sable has also indicated to investors that the
restart of the SYU and resumption of drilling from the three offshore platforms would lead to the
expansion of wells on their leases on the outer-continental shelf, which would presumably result
in a greater volume of oil flowing though the 40-year old failed pipelines than previously
anticipated.>® While it is unclear how Sable substantiates its claims or how reliable they are,
Sable has stated that it had identified more than 100 “infill development and step-out
opportunities across the leasefield,” relying on technology developed by Exxon to create
“extended reach well[s]” that “increase the ability to produce more oil from existing facilities.””*°
In 2015, corrosion and failure of this pipeline system caused one of the most disastrous oil spills
in California history; since then, the pipeline has sat idle—from the coast of Santa Barbara
County to Kern County—as have the associated onshore facilities, offshore pipelines, and outer
continental shelf platforms and other infrastructure. While the owners and operators once
pursued a replacement pipeline, they are now hastily attempting to restart the failed pipeline
system. As detailed in our September 24, 2024 letter to the State Lands Commission, Santa
Barabara County, and CAL FIRE (attached), they are out of compliance with several of the
original Conditions of Approval due to the failure of the pipeline system’s design, the
catastrophic spill, and the many modifications (including a state waiver of existing pipeline
safety regulations) needed to restart the failed onshore system. There is no way to remediate this

% California State Lands Commission & Bureau of Land Management, Draft Environmental Impact
Report/ Environmental Impact Statement (“1985 EIR/EIS”) for the Celeron/All American and Getty
Pipeline Projects (Aug. 1984), at 2-35.

% Compare Development and Production Plan cited above to BSEE, Sable Offshore Corp.: Platforms
Operated by Sable Offshore Corp., https://www.bsee.gov/stats-facts/ocsregions/pacific/pacific-ocs-
platforms/exxonmobil.

%8 Sable Offshore Group, Investor Presentation, May 2024, Available at
https://s202.g4cdn.com/300304768/files/doc_presentation/2024/05/Sable-Offshore-Corp-Investor-
Presentation_May-2024.pdf

¥ 1d.
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pipeline system to an “as new” status or one that is as protective as would have been ensured by
truly effective cathodic protections. Along with public safety and ongoing pipeline corrosion and
integrity risks, a few of the harms that must be analyzed in a new CEQA review of the modified
pipeline system are described below.

Oil spills are an inevitable consequence of oil production, including pipeline transportation. A
recent analysis by Sable indicates that a worst-case spill from the failed onshore pipeline system
could be 41,899 barrels of oil or over 1.7 million gallons.®® Reports indicate the Santa Ynez Unit
platforms are corroded, increasing chances of a potential spill.%! The three platforms —Platform
Harmony, Platform Hondo, and Platform Heritage— were installed in 1989, 1976, and 1989,
respectively.®? Records from the federal government show that they had widespread corrosion
and gas leaks requiring emergency responses before they were shutdown following the 2015
Refugio oil spill.®3 Federal officials who inspected Platform Hondo on May 1, 2015 found
“numerous corrosion issues” and components out of compliance. Just three weeks before that,
they also found corrosion, five failed gas detectors, and “leakage rates higher than the maximum
allowable” on that platform’s Well H-12U.54 Platforms Hondo, Heritage, and Harmony had
early-2015 gas leaks that required their crews to gather for safety reasons, including an incident
on Platform Heritage at 10:29 a.m. on May 19.% Platform Hondo also had a gas leak on April 27,
2015, and Platform Harmony had one on March 29 of that year. A federal inspection of Harmony
on Aug. 27, 2015, found “corrosion issues throughout the platform” and “electrical issues
throughout the platform.”%

The offshore pipelines on the leases here are also old and are more vulnerable than onshore
pipelines to incidents. Specifically, exposure to wave action can alter the pipeline stability,
causing gradual displacement, especially in small diameter pipelines.®” Aging poses risks of
corrosion, erosion and fatigue stress to subsea pipelines.®® Subsea pipeline corrosion accelerates
over time,®° and can act synergistically with fatigue stress to increase the rate of crack
propagation.’® Marine environments are especially known to produce significant corrosion on

€0 Sable Offshore Corp., Pacific Pipeline Company Integrated Contingency Plan Las Flores Canyon Core
Plan (Apr. 2024) at 14-4.

61 Tyler Hayden, Inspection Reports Detail Corrosion, Leaks on Exxon Platforms, Santa Barbara
Independent (May 24, 2019), https://www.independent.com/2019/05/24/corrosion-and-I
eaks-on-exxons-santa-barbara-platforms%E2%80%A8/.

62 BOEM, Pacific OCS Map, https://www.boem.gov/sites/default/files/documents/newsroom/POCSR-
Map.pdf.

63 BSEE, Offshore Accident Reports,

https://www.biologicaldiversity.org/campaigns/Refugio oil spill/pdfs/exxonmobile-offshore-accident-
reports.pdf.

4 1d.

& 1d.

% 1d.

67 U.S. Department of Transportation: Federal Highway Administration. Impacts of Climate Change and
Variability on Transportation Systems and Infrastructure: The Gulf Coast Study, Phase 2 (2015).

88 petroleum Safety Authority (PSA) Norway, Material Risk — Ageing offshore installations (2006).

% Mohd, M.H. and J.K. Paik, Investigation of the corrosion progress characteristics offshore oil well
tubes, 67 Corrosion Science 130-141 (2013).

0 PSA Norway 2006.
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steel surfaces, and when a steel structure is at or beyond its elastic limit, the rate of corrosion
increases 10 to 15 percent.”* One offshore pipeline study found that after 20 years the annual
probability of pipeline failure increases rapidly, with values in the range of 0.1 to 1.0, which
equates to a probability of failure of 10 to 100 percent per year.’?

Oil spills harm wildlife, including threatened and endangered species. When the pipeline
ruptured in 2015, it killed an estimated 558 birds, 232 marine mammals and harmed 1,500 acres
of shoreline and 2,200 acres of marine subtidal habitat.” “The crude oil that entered the ocean
posed a significant risk to and injured marine plants and wildlife, including seagrasses, kelp,
invertebrates, fish, birds, and mammals.”’* Qil spills have a wide array of lethal and sublethal
impacts on marine species, both immediate and long-term.” Direct impacts to wildlife from
exposure to oil include behavioral alteration, suppressed growth, induced or inhibited enzyme
systems, reduced immunity to disease and parasites, lesions, tainted flesh, and chronic
mortality.’® Oil can also exert indirect effects on wildlife through reduction of key prey species.’’
Oil destroys the water-proofing and insulating properties of feathers and fur of birds and
mammals, respectively, thereby compromising their buoyancy and ability to thermoregulate.”
California’s endangered species—sea otters, whales, western snowy plovers, to name a few—
are susceptible to harm from oil spills.

Pollution from routine operations also dirty the air and water. The SYU operation, including
platforms, pipelines and processing facilities create air pollution, including carcinogens and
endocrine disruptors, that threaten human health. Even without the Santa Ynez Unit operating,
Santa Barbara is already in non-attainment for California’s standards for ozone and particulate
matter (PM10).”® When they were operational, ExxonMobil’s Santa Ynez Unit was the largest
source of pollution in Santa Barbara County for carbon dioxide, methane, volatile organic
compounds, PM2s, and formaldehyde. Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) emitted during oil
production include the “BTEX compounds” — benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene and xylene —

I Mohd and J.K. Paik 2013; A. Igor, R.E. Melchers, Pitting corrosion in pipeline steel weld zones, 53:12
Corros. Sci. 4026-4032 (2011); R.E. Melchers, M. Ahammed, R. Jeffrey, G. Simundic, Statistical
characterization of surfaces of corroded steel plates, 23 Mar. Struct. 274-287 (2010).

2 Bea, R., C. Smith, B. Smith, J. Rosenmoeller, T. Beuker, and B. Brown, Real-time Reliability
Assessment & Management of Marine Pipelines. 21st International Conference on Offshore Mechanics &
Arctic Engineering (2002).

73 California Department of Fish and Wildlife et al., Refugio Beach Qil Spill Final Damage Assessment
and Restoration Plan/Environmental Assessment (June 2021).

“d.

5 National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, Qil in the Sea IV: Inputs, Fates, and
Effects (2022); Venn-Watson, S. et al. Adrenal Gland and Lung Lesions in Gulf of Mexico Common
Bottlenose Dolphins (Tursiops truncatus) Found Dead following the Deepwater Horizon Oil Spill. PLoS
ONE 10, e0126538 (2015).

6 Holdway, D. A, The acute and chronic effects of wastes associated with offshore oil and gas production
on temperate and tropical marine ecological processes, 44 Marine Pollution Bulletin 185-203 (2002).

" Peterson, Charles, et al., Long-term ecosystem response to the Exxon Valdez oil spill, 302 Science
2082 (2003).

8 Jenssen, B. M. 1994. Review Article: Effects of oil pollution, chemically treated oil, and cleaning on
the thermal balance of birds 86 Environmental Pollution 207-215 (1994); Peterson et al. 2003.

9 See https://www.ourair.org/air-quality-standards/.
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which Congress has listed as Hazardous Air Pollutants.2® Many of these VOCs are associated
with serious short-term and long-term effects to the respiratory, nervous or circulatory systems.®!
Additionally, VOCs create ground-level ozone, or smog, which can contribute to asthma,
premature death, stroke, heart attack and low birth weight.®? Recent research highlights the
strong link between fine particulate matter emissions from burning fossil fuels and serious illness
and premature death.®® Notably, before it shut down in 2015, the Santa Ynez Unit was Santa
Barbara County’s largest facility source of greenhouse gas emissions.®* It contributed 55 percent
of Santa Barbara County’s total emissions.® The restart of the Santa Ynez Unit will contribute to
the climate crisis and its concomitant damages to California — ranging from sea level rise and
severe weather to public health and infrastructure damage. The lease assignment, extensions and
restart of the SYU will cause exceedances of national ambient air quality standards.

Restarting the SYU will pollute the water from routine operations. Offshore oil and gas
platforms discharge produced water. Produced water contains several chemicals that are toxic to
aquatic life. These compounds include dispersed oils, aromatic hydrocarbons and alkylphenols,
heavy metals, biocides, corrosion inhibitors, emulsion breakers, coagulants, oxygen scavengers,
and naturally occurring radioactive materials.®® The most common metals in produced water are
arsenic, cadmium, copper, chromium, lead, mercury, nickel, and zinc.®” Several compounds in
produced water are known to have negative biological effects.® Studies of chronic exposure of
the blue mussel (Mytilus edulis, a common biomarker) to produced water have shown DNA
damages within 1 km of the outfalls.®°

Although currently enjoined pending a court-ordered environmental review, well stimulation
treatments were planned for the SYU, which would contaminate produced water with additional

8042 U.S.C. § 7412(b).

81 Colborn, T. et al. Natural gas operations from a public health perspective, 17 Human and Ecological
Risk Assessment 1039- 1056 (2011).

82 Jerrett, M. et al. Long-term ozone exposure and mortality, 360 N Engl J Med 1085-1095 (2009).

8 See, e.g., Vohra, Karn et al., Global mortality from outdoor fine particle pollution generated by fossil
fuel combustion, 195 Environmental Research (Apr. 2021).

8 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2014 Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Large Facilities,
https://ghgdata.epa.gov/

&1d.

8 Neff, J., K. Lee, and E. M. DeBlois. Produced water: overview of composition, fates, and effects,
Produced water 3-54 (2011).

87 Bakke, T., J. Klungsgyr, and S. Sanni, Environmental impacts of produced water and drilling waste
discharges from the Norwegian offshore petroleum industry, 92 Marine Environmental Research 154-169
(2013).

8 See e.g., Meier, S., H. Craig Morton, G. Nyhammer, B. E. Grasvik, V. Makhotin, A. Geffen, S.
Boitsov, K. A. Kvestad, A. Bohne-Kjersem, A. Goksgyr, A. Folkvord, J. Klungsgyr, and A. Svardal,
Development of Atlantic cod (Gadus morhua) exposed to produced water during early life stages: Effects
on embryos, larvae, and juvenile fish, 70 Marine Environmental Research 383-394 (2010).; Tollefsen, K.
E., R. C. Sundt, J. Beyer, S. Meier, and K. Hylland, Endocrine modulation in Atlantic cod (Gadus morhua
L.) exposed to alkylphenols, polyaromatic hydrocarbons, produced water, and dispersed oil, 74 Journal of
Toxicology and Environmental Health, Part A 529-542 (2011).

8 Brooks, S., C. Harman, B. Zaldibar, U. Izagirre, T. Glette, and I. Marigémez, Integrated biomarker
assessment of the effects exerted by treated produced water from an onshore natural gas processing plant
in the North Sea on the mussel Mytilus edulis, 62 Marine pollution bulletin 327-339 (2011).
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toxic chemicals. For example, scientific research has indicated that the chemicals used in
acidizing are F-graded hazardous chemicals—carcinogens, mutagens, reproductive toxins,
developmental toxins, endocrine disruptors or high acute toxicity chemicals.®

SYU is located in sensitive habitat and affects special status wildlife. A 2018 report identified 41
special-status plant species, two natural communities of special concern, and 43 special status
wildlife species along the pipeline route.®* This includes the San Joaquin kit fox,% the Gaviota
tarplant, monarch butterfly, the endangered tidewater goby, the endangered southern California
steelhead,®® the threatened California red-legged frog, the California tiger salamander,®* the coast
range newt, the western pond turtle, California fully protected blunt-nosed leopard lizard, and the
silvery legless lizard. Originally the report was prepared for the now-abandoned pipeline
replacement project, yet the same habitats and wildlife are threatened by Sable’s pipeline restart
and operational activities.

SYU operations including the onshore pipelines also threaten cultural resources and the
Chumash National Marine Sanctuary. Ocean waters in and around the Santa Barbara Channel
protect ancient Chumash villages that lay under the ocean on the submerged lands of San Luis
Obispo and Santa Barbara Counties. Since time immemorial, the humpback whale has played an
important role in the culture and lifeways of Chumash maritime tribes, bands, and clans.
Chumash people continue to have a strong cultural and spiritual interest in the protection of the
species. Some Chumash people navigate on tomols (Chumash plank canoes) and by other means
and encountering humpback whales is essential to their connection with their ancestors and
provides them with a spiritual echo through time and connection to the planet as they traverse
between the Channel Islands (the origin of the Chumash Peoples) and the mainland. Healthy
populations of humpback are thus essential to sacred Chumash journeys between their traditional
territories. The Project may threaten sacred lands and wildlife that sustain Chumash culture,
religious practices, and lifeways.

The County must also consider that in October 2024, the federal government designated the area
encompassing the Gaviota Coast as part of the Chumash Heritage National Marine Sanctuary.
This area is adjacent to the SYU processing facilities and pipeline system at issue here, and will
likely be impacted by pollution and oil spills. The offshore pipeline connecting the onshore
processing facilities run through the new sanctuary. The Sanctuary prohibits new offshore oil and
gas production; and although there’s an exemption for pre-existing leases, the designation

% Abdullah, Khadeeja, Timothy Malloy, Michael K. Stenstrom & 1. H. (Mel) Suffet., Toxicity of
acidization fluids used in California oil exploration, Toxicological & Environmental Chemistry (2016).
%1 SCS Tracer Environmental, Line 901 & Line 903 Full Replacement Project Biological Resources
Assessment (Jan. 2018).

%2 U.S. Fish & Wildlife Serv., Species Status Assessment Report for the San Joaquin Kit Fox (Vulpes
macrotis mutica) (2020), https://ecos.fws.gov/ServCat/DownloadFile/185116.

% Katz, Jacob et al., Impending extinction of salmon, steelhead, and trout (Salmonidae) in California, 96
Envt’]l Biol. Fishes 1169 (2013).

% U.S. Fish & Wildlife Serv., California Tiger Salamander Santa Barbara County DPS 5 Year Review
(July 2022) https://ecos.fws.gov/docs/tess/species nonpublish/3762.pdf.
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demonstrates “the national significance of the area’s ecological, historical, archeological, and
cultural resources.”®

In summary, the environmental impacts associated with the SYU project are significant and
multifaceted. The potential for oil spills, public safety impacts, air and water pollution, and the
disturbance of Chumash cultural resources among other impacts necessitates a comprehensive
EIR under CEQA to inform the County’s decisions. Given the controversy surrounding the SYU
restart and the sensitive nature of the affected areas, it is imperative that the County conducts a
detailed analysis with full public transparency and participation.

V. Conclusion.

In conclusion, the County must prioritize transparency, legal compliance, and environmental
safety before approving the transfer of (and resumption of operations from) these onshore oil and
gas pipelines and facilities. The County should ensure that all relevant documents are made
publicly available, that a thorough CEQA review is conducted before restart of SYU operations
is authorized, and that the County scrutinizes Sable’s ability to fully comply with all permit
terms and conditions, financial assurance requirements, and other applicable laws before the
permits are transferred and operations are allowed to resume. Only through these steps can the
County make an informed and responsible decision that safeguards coastal resources and
communities.

We strongly recommend that the Planning Commission deny Sable’s application, if it chooses to
proceed at this time. Protecting our environment and ensuring the safety of our community must
be top priorities

Sincerely,

Tl 7

Julie Teel Simmonds, Senior Counsel
jtsimmonds@biologicaldiversity.org

L

Miyoko Sakashita, Senior Counsel
miyoko@biologicaldiversity.org

cc: Jim Hosler, Chief /Assistant Deputy Director, CAL FIRE
Jim.Hosler@fire.ca.gov

% NOAA, Chumash Heritage National Marine Sanctuary, 89 Fed. Reg. 23607 (Oct. 16, 2024).
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Joe Tyler, Director/Fire Chief, CAL FIRE
Joe. Tyler@fire.ca.gov
Office of the State Fire Marshal

Daniel Berlant, State Fire Marshal
Daniel.Berlant@fire.ca.gov
Office of the State Fire Marshal

Kate Huckelbridge, Executive Director
California Coastal Commission
Kate.Huckelbridge@coastal.ca.gov

Cassidy Teufel, Deputy Director
California Coastal Commission
Cassidy.Teufel@coastal.ca.gov

Supervisor Das Williams, District 1
Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors
dwilliams@countyofsb.org

Supervisor Laura Capps, District 2
Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors
Icapps@countyofsh.org

Supervisor Joan Hartmann, District 3

Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors
jhartmann@countyofsb.org
supervisorhartmann@countyofsb.org

Supervisor Bob Nelson, District 4
Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors
bnelson@countyofsb.org

Supervisor Steve Lavagnino, District 5
Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors
slavagnino@countyofsb.org

David Villalobos, Hearing Support Supervisor
Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors
dvillalo@countyofsb.org

Jacquelynn Ybarra, Senior Planner
County of Santa Barbara

Planning & Development Department
Jybarra@countyofsb.org
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Errin Briggs, Supervising Planner
County of Santa Barbara

Planning & Development Department
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UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 05-JAN- 2015 TI ME: 1345 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Exxon Mobil Corporation
REPRESENTATI VE:  Eugene Pi ng

TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
LEASE: P00182
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6683
PLATFORM  HERI TAGE
Rl GNAME:
TYPE: |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER

(805) 961- 4202

6. OPERATI ON:

| | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DEVEL OPNVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
( DOCD/ POD)

PRODUCTI ON
DRI LLI NG
WORKOVER
COWVPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: @ EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  YES
9. NO. OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 1075
12. Distance from Shore:
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY:

6

17.

DATE: TI ME:
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

~ Discharge of .5 oz hydraulic oil mixture
fromthe platformsurvival craft stuffing box

HOURS

of the drive shaft due to nechanical failure.
NRC- 1104940
Cal EMA- 15- 0057

RUN DATE: 19-SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 25-JAN- 2015 TI ME: 1436 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Beta Operating Conpany, LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  Scott Bing
TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00205
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6912
4. PLATFORM GAIL
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

Z OTHER Gas Rel ease
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
|| covPLETI O
HEL| COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION:  NO
9. NO. OF FATALITIES:
10. NO OF INJURIES:
11. Water Depth:
12. Distance from Shore:
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY:

DATE: TI ME:
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

~ Wil e perform ng mai nt enance on V-07

el ectrostatic coal escer sone gas vented out
and triggered a conbustible gas audible
alarm (CGDE-803). An announcenent was nade
for everyone to report to their safe briefing
area for a head count. All personnel were
accounted for, the alarmcleared and everyone
went back to work.

HOURS

No equi pnent or process shutdowns occurred
due to the alarm

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 27-JUN-2015 TI ME:
2. OPERATOR  Beta Operating Conpany,
REPRESENTATI VE:  BRYAN KEARNEY
TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00300
AREA: LB
BLOCK: 6438
4. PLATFORM  ELLEN
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

0820 HOURS
LLC

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

X| CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER CRANE W DAMAGE TO BOOM
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
X DRILLI NG DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
| | cowPLETI ON
HEL| COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[X] OTHER UNER | NVESTI GATI ON

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth:
12. Distance from Shore: 9
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE-M M TCHELL

DATE: 27-JUN-2015 TI ME 1000 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1l The operator stated: Swung over to pick up
2 ways with whip line. | stopped, went to
boom down and it would not boom down. The
clutches appeared to be stuck in the engaged
position. | stopped and inspected the
clutches on the crane and saw no visible

i ssues with the clutches. | then got back in
the cab and engaged the nmaster clutch. |
tried to swing right and gave it throttle.
heard a | oud pop and then the boom bounced
agai nst the stops and bent them |

i medi ately stopped and contacted David

Fi scher and Jon LeBeof.

Wil e crane operator was |owering the whip
line to put on his 2 ways the whip line
seenmed to get stuck and did not |ower down
any further as well as the boomon the crane.
The crane operator then attenpted to turn the
crane when the boom started to cone up and
was not stopping. | then witnessed the crane
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



REPCRT | D: EVACCR

*

*

UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT

*

*

PACI FI C OCS REG ON

operator attenpting to adjust his |levers and
t he boom kept comi ng up and then nade contact
with the back stops and bent them

| responded to the pipe rack to investigate
crane danmage. W danger taped the area off
and nade a platformw de announcenent for
personnel to stay clear of the center crane.
| collected statenents as well as pictures
and we had a safety stand down on the rig
floor to bring up the awareness of the rig
crew to stay away fromthe area

Root Cause: Unknown, | ncident under
i nvestigation

Corrective Action: EE contacted all proper

personnel and the incident is under
i nvestigation.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED 7. CAUSE: I:l EQUI PMENT FAI LURE
DATE. 27-APR-2015 TIME: 0717 HOURS
2. OPERATOR: Exxon Mobil| Corporation [] HUMAN ERROR

REPRESENTATI VE:  Case, FErik

TELPHONE: (832) 625- 4583 [] sLI P/ TRI P/ FALL

CONTRACTOR [] VEATHER RELATED
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE [] orHER
3. LEASE
AREA:  SM
BLOCK: 6636 8. POLLUTION. NO

4. PLATFORM  HONDO 9. NO OF FATALITIES:

Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE: []H STORI C I NJURY 10. No- OF INUURIES:
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 11. Water Depth: 842
LTA (1-3 days) 12. Distance from Shore: 5
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days) 13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
RWJT (>3 days) 14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
O her Injury .
EATALTTY 15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
FI RE 16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
EXPLOSI ON SECTI ON? NO
LWC H STORI C BLOAOUT 17. RECEI VED BY: Kai ser, John
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER DATE: 13- MAY-2015 TIME 1143 HOURS

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

I:l I:l I:l DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
CCLLI SI ON H STORI C >$25K <=$25K

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:
I:l STRUCTURAL DAMAGE 8 S/ cr cT

At 07:17 (PST) hours on April 27, 2015, our
CRANE N . X
— Hondo facility experienced an event (mnor

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE T
H2S rel ease) that initiated a nuster of the
DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS. personnel on the platform

| NCl DENT >$25K

| H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM The bell ows on PSV 1117A-2 bl ew out, due to
X REQUI RED MUSTER an unexpected shut-in, and caused a snal |
| | SHUTDOMN FROM GAS RELEASE anount of H2S to be vented, causing 1 gas
| | OTHER detector to alarmand alerted the facility.
Once all personnel nustered and were
6. OPERATI ON: accounted for, a teamwas sent out to safe
z P | ON ] EXPLORATI ON ( POE) the area (i.e. PSV 1117A-2 was isol ated).
| DRILLING DEVEL OPVENT/ PRODUCTI ON UDATE:
| | VORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD) '
| COVPLETI ON Al safety protocols were fol |l owed during
|| HELI COPTER this event and no injuries occurred. PSV-
| | MOTOR VESSEL 117A-2 will be replaced
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19-SEP-2018

* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 23-APR-2015 TI ME: 1800 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Exxon Mobil Corporation
REPRESENTATI VE: Pullen, Caro
TELPHONE: (832) 625-4584
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00190
AREA:  SM
BLOCK: 6635
4. PLATFORM  HARMONY
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLGCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

X| CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER CRANE-Mat| Handl i ng

6. OPERATI ON:

PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)

| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
X WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)

COMVPLETI ON

HELI COPTER

MOTOR VESSEL

PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.

OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 1198
12. Distance from Shore: 6
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO

17. RECEI VED BY: Kai ser, John

DATE: 13- MAY-2015 TI ME 1145 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

Wiile lifting a 4 x 4 basket off the dril
deck on Harmony Platformw th the East
platformcrane, a tag |line wapped around
rigger's leg, lifting himapproxinately 5'
of f the deck before the crane operator
realized it and | owered hi mdown. Person
tendi ng the basket had stepped 5 back from
the | oad, but unknowi ngly stepped inside the
slack of the tag line laying on the deck

The crane operator lifted the basket
approximately 7' straight up and then | ooked
to his right to see obstacles that he woul d
need to clear, second tender called to stop
via radio. No injuries were incurred.

I nci dent Lear ni ngs:
-Tag lines are not necessary with d ear
Deck Process
-Crane Qperator |ooked away fromthe | oad
being lifted
-Person lifted didn't realize the tag line
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

was there, which had been tossed

there by the ot her roustabout while the he
was hooki ng up the basket

-Tag |line was |onger than usual (20" total
| engt h)

Actions Taken:

-Tag lines were renoved fromfield 4 x 4
basket s

- Dedi cated | ocation assigned for
| oadi ng/ of f | oading 4 x 4 baskets on each

facility

-Al'l Platforns, boats and shore base were
contacted and incident revi ewed

- Personnel involved sent in for A&
testing, with negative results

NOTE: Verbal notification of incident
reported to John Kaiser on 04/23/15 at 21:14
hours (PST).

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 12-JUL-2015 TIME: 1615 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Exxon Mobil Corporation

REPRESENTATI VE:  Case, FErik
TELPHONE: (832) 635-4583
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00190
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6635
4. PLATFORM  HARMONY
Rl GNAME
5. TYPE []FHSTCRIC I NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

X| CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER CRANE
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
| | cowPLETI ON
HEL| COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:

11. Water Depth: 1198

12. Distance from Shore: 6

13. INITIATE A 2010: NO

14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N

15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO

17. RECEI VED BY: Kai ser, John

DATE: 30-JUL-2015 TIME: 0930 HOURS

DI STRICT: SANTA MARI A DI STRI CT

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS

On 7/12/15 at 16:15 hours (PST) the crane at
our Harnony facility was |owering itens,
contained in a crate, when a gust of wind
(~15nph) blew the | oad against the platform
causing its contents to shift and break out
of the side of its container. Al itenms (~25
total) were tools that would be used for the
cl eani ng and pigging of the J-Tubes in
preparation of the cable pull. These itens
were not recoverabl e.

No further renarks.

Items | ost overboard as reported by emuil
fromErik Case: regulatory speciali st

i ncluded 2 Gauging pigs, 1 brush cleaning
pig, 3 pull-thru support pigs, 1 spare disc
set, 3 1.2nmx 32 nmwre slings and 12 12.5T
shackl es

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 17- SEP-2015 TI ME:
2. OPERATOR DCOR, L.L.C
REPRESENTATI VE:  SEAN CHENOWETH
TELPHONE:  (805) 535-2007
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00241
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6658
4. PLATFORM C
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

1445 HOURS

X| OTHER PAIN I N BI CEP LOOSENI NG NUT
6. OPERATI ON:
[X PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( PCE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
| | covPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGQVENT NO
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
NO OF INJURIES: 1
Wat er Dept h: 242
Di stance from Shore: 4
I NI TI ATE A 2010: NO
EMERGENCY REPORT: N
OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: BSEE-M TCHELL

DATE: 17-SEP-2015 TI ME: 1538 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1 THE OPERATOR STATES:. An enpl oyee felt pain
in his bicep nuscle while | oosening a nut
usi ng a conbi nati on wench. He is being sent
to Concentra for nedical evaluation, and we
will send a fornmal report to BSEE within the
next 14 days.

Update (09/30/15): An enployee felt pain and
heard a tear in his right bicep while

| oosening a pipe fitting on the rig test
cart.

Contributing Factors: None noted- the

enpl oyee was performing his normal duties

in a safe and proper manner when the incident
occurred.

Corrective Action/s: None noted- the enpl oyee
was performing his normal duties in

a safe and proper manner when the incident
occurr ed.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 25- MAY-2015 TI ME: 0830 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-McMoRan Ol & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  MARY M LLER
TELPHONE:  (805) 938-7990
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00450
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6524
4. PLATFORM  HI DALGO
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days 1
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

Z OTHER Injury
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
|| covPLETI O
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES: 1
11. Water Depth:
12. Distance from Shore: 6
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE- Boudr eaux

DATE: 09-JUN-2015 TI ME: 0700 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

As a followup, the operator states; On
Wednesday, May 25, 2015 at 830 hours, a
Contract Individual (Cl) was wal king around a
conpressor checking fittings and struck his
armon the corner of the conpressor notor.
Later in the day, the d went to see the
onboard nedic to | et himknow what he had
done and that he was having pains in his arm
The onboard nedic examined the d's arm and
felt that the O needed to be flown to shore
for further nedical examination. A call was
made to John Kaiser to notify BSEE that an
of f shore individual had been sent in for a
nmedi cal eval uation due to a work injury.

The d was exani ned by a doctor who

determ ned that sutures would be the

appropriate nedical treatnent for this

injury. This individuals duties were nodified

as he was advised not to return offshore due

to the potential for infection in the wound.
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

He returned to his normal offshore duties on
June 1, 2015.

As a corrective action, the d was counselled
on bei ng aware of the surroundi ngs and payi ng
cl oser attention when wal king in areas where
there are obstacles that could cause this
type of injury if accidently struck with a
part of the his body

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 15-JUL-2015 TIME: 1530 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Exxon Mobil Corporation
REPRESENTATI VE:  Pul | en, Carol
TELPHONE: (832) 625-4584
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE:
AREA:  SM
BLOCK: 6635
4. PLATFORM  HARMONY
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)

RWJT (>3 days) 1
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER

6. OPERATI ON:

PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)

| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
X WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)

COMVPLETI ON

HELI COPTER

MOTOR VESSEL

PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.

OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 1198
12. Distance from Shore: 6
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO

17. RECEI VED BY: Kai ser, John

DATE: 18- AUG 2015 TI ME: 0849 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

7/ 15 The contractor (Parker Drilling Co.) was
renovi ng the fuel cap on the generator when
the wind blew the door closed hitting himin
the back. He imediately reported the
incident to his supervisor and stated that he
was okay. The next norning (7/16) the IP
reported to his supervisor that his back was
sore before going on his regular days off.
Once on shore, the IP was acconpanied to the
Sansum Clinic in Santa Barbara for

eval uati on.

I nci dent reporting guidance fromthe
Camarillo District Ofice stated that this
was not a reportable incident unless the IP
was evacuated and or could not return to his
next schedul ed work day (07/30/15).

The I P was released with restrictions and

will report to work at Parker's shop until

such time he is given a full release to
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

return to work.

A door securing device was added to
mechani cal |y secure the generator shed door
in the open position and a signage has been
posted on generator shed to rem nd personne
to secure door to generator shed when wor ki ng
i n doorway.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

OCCURRED
DATE: 04- AUG 2015 TI ME: 1400 HOURS
OPERATOR:  Exxon Mobil Corporation

REPRESENTATI VE:  Case, FErik
TELPHONE: (832) 625-4583
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
LEASE:
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6636
PLATFORM  HONDO
Rl GNAME:
TYPE: |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury

FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLGCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLI SION []HI STORIC [ ]>$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE
DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

[]<=$25K

| NCl DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

| orHER
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
|| covPLETI O
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 842
12. Distance from Shore: 5
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L

SECTI ON? NO
17. RECEI VED BY: Kai ser, John
DATE: 21-AUG 2015 TI ME 1614 HOURS

DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

At approximately 14:00(PST), we had an arc
flash. There was a 480 line with the |ead
tied into a welding nmachine. Sonehow the

| ead cane | oose and fell out of the welding
machi ne, maki ng contact with the deck and
causing an arc. lnvestigation into the root
cause is underway. No property danage or
injury to personnel reported.

*** UPDATE*** (8/19/15)
I nci dent Description:

AcA A 2-man contract electrician crew was
tasked with ternminating a tenporary power
cable froma 480V receptacle on the drill
deck down to the wel ding nachine | ocated on
t he production deck. Cable was already run
bet ween both | ocati ons.
A¢A- 1 individual entered the 480V buil ding
| ocated on the cellar deck and switched the
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



REPCRT | D: EVACCR

*

*

UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT

*

*

PACI FI C OCS REG ON

receptacle breaker to the off position

A:A- The ot her individual involved, installed
a 4-prong plug on one end of the wire and

pl aced the device on the drill deck next to
the 480V receptacle

A¢A- The person originally inside the 480V
buil ding, inserted the plug into the
receptacle, travelled back to the 480V
buil di ng and switched the breaker back to the
on position

A¢A - This action resulted in a phase-to-phase
el ectrical arc on the exposed end of the
cabl e on the production deck that had not
been connected to the wel di ng machi ne which
then tripped the breaker

Corrective actions include that the
contractor provide a conprehensive refresher
course with an enphasis on special conditions
that coul d conprom se existing work
procedur es.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

Contractor will develop a checklist for
supervi sors/field managenment to utilize when
perform ng tasks that occur when assisting in
the relocation and providing of tenporary
power for nobile equipnent.

Verbal notification of the incident made to
BSEE (Bet hram Ofol ete)at 15:34 (PST) hours on
8/ 4/ 15

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

OCCURRED
DATE: 17-JUN- 2015 TI ME: 1500 HOURS
OPERATOR:  Freeport-McMRan G| & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  Geral d Penny
TELPHONE:  (805) 934-8264
CONTRACTOR

REPRESENTATI VE Bruce Dani el s
TELEPHONE (805) 874-3050
LEASE: P00315
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6525
PLATFORM  HARVEST
Rl GNAME:
TYPE: |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

Z OTHER M nor |l njury
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DRI LLI NG DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCT! ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
[ OTHER ~ Cl eaning up

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
NO OF INJURIES: 1
Wat er Dept h: 675
Di stance from Shore: 7
I NI TI ATE A 2010: NO
EMERGENCY REPORT: N
OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: BSEE-Chet M| er

DATE: 18-JUN-2015 TI ME: 1006 HOURS

DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

A Cl was finishing washing his hand at the
restroom sink. Upon reaching for a paper
towel the back of his right hand cane into
contact with the corner of a stainless steel
shel f located directly above the sink and
result in a small laceration to the hand.
Medi c on examined and felt it could require a
hi ghter | evel of nedical attendion.

/1 Followup (07/02/15); The O was schedul ed
to |l eave the platformthat day and upon
returning to shore the d went to a physician
for a nmedical examination. The mnedi cal
exanmination resulted in the injury being
deened a First Aid treatment case and the d
was released to return to his nornal working
duti es.

As a corrective action, the d was counsel ed

on awareness and to pay attention when

performng even the smallest of tasks to
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

prevent an incident or injury.

Operator 1D # I NR 15-0430.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 18-JUN- 2015 TIME
2. OPERATOR:  Venoco, Inc.
REPRESENTATI VE:  STEPHEN CRAWFORL
TELPHONE: (805) 745-4572
CONTRACTCOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00205
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6912
4. PLATFORM  GAIL
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE: |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

0745 HOURS

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER BENT HANDRAI L
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
| | COVPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGQVENT NO
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION:  NO
9. NO. OF FATALITIES:
10. NO OF INJURIES:
11. Water Depth:
12. Distance from Shore:
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: BSEE-C. M LLER

10

17.

DATE: 18-JUN-2015 TI ME: 1000 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1 The Operator stated that while changi ng
out enpty chenical totes on the cheni cal
storage rack, one of the totes bunped the
East facing hand rail while placing it in
it's spot on the rack. It was then noticed
by M. Eddie Macias that the hand rail had
noved. The job was stopped at that point and
the i ssue was brought to operations
attention.

The Root Cause was that the wel ded area of
the |l ower section of the hand rail was
corroded. By noving a chemical tote that
bunmped this hand rail, brought this itemto
our attention. The hand rail was renoved and
repaired within a few hours.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 07-CCT-2015 TI ME: 1521 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Exxon Mobil Corporation
REPRESENTATI VE:  Pul | en, Carol

TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VEW I | i anms, Gary
TELEPHONE (310) 415-6792
3. LEASE: P00182
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6683
4. PLATFORM  HERI TAGE
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

(832) 625- 4584

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER LEFT SHOULDER | NJURY
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DRI LLI NG DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
z OTHER  Construction

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
NO OF INJURIES: 1
Wat er Dept h: 1075
Di stance from Shore: 9
I NI TI ATE A 2010: NO
EMERGENCY REPORT: N
OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: Kai ser, John

DATE: 14-QOCT-2015 TI ME: 1330 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

Contractor Conpany: Petrochecm
Contractor Supervisor: Gary Wl lians

At 15: 20 hours, a PetroChem Contractor,
scaffold builder, lost his footing while
descendi ng West stairs from +43 deck to +15
deck on PlatformHeritage. During his fall,
the IP injured his left shoul der while

mai nt ai ni ng hand pl acement on the handrail .
He was evacuated by crew boat to El |l wood Pier
to seek nmedical evaluation. He will be
escorted by ExxonMbil, SECORP and his
contract representative to Goleta Valley
Cottage Hospital.

The contractor's nanme is not included in the
drop down list of contractors.

Verbal notification made to M ke M tchell
10/ 07/ 15.

on

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X
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Dr. Tang di agnosed the injury as a strained
shoulder. |IP was instructed to take over the
counter Advil for pain and was rel eased to
full duty effective 10/08/15 wi thout any work

restrictions.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * *
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BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
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ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 05- MAR- 2015 TI ME: 0950 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Beta Operating Conpany, LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  Mari ana Robertsc
TELPHONE: (562) 683-3497
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00300
AREA: LB
BLOCK: 6438
4. PLATFORM  ELLEN
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

| orHER
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
|| covPLETI O
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO OF INJURIES: 1
11. Water Depth:
12. Distance from Shore:
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO
17. RECEI VED BY:
DATE: TI MVE: HOURS

DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

~ Enpl oyee was cl eani ng threads on a packer
assenbly that was poorly supported between
rails on the pipe rack. It was barely long
enough to span the space. The packer
shifted, one end fell down and the other
bounced | andi ng on enpl oyees right mddle
finger. The inpact caused a | aceration and
fractrued the bone. Enployee was assessed
and treated at a | ocal energency room and was
allowed to return to work with restricted use
of right hand.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X
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BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
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ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 01- MAR-2015 TI ME: 1800 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-McMoRan Ol & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE: David WIllis
TELPHONE:  (805) 934-8251
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00441
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6374
4. PLATFORM | RENE
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)

RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLGCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

| orHER
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
|| covPLETI O
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO OF INJURIES: 1
11. Water Depth:
12. Distance from Shore:
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO
17. RECEI VED BY:
DATE: TI MVE: HOURS

DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

~ Contract Individual (Cl) was wal ki ng around
the east side of V-220, near the drilling rig
heading toward the galley. Due to recent
rainfall, the deck was wet and the C

slipped. As the C fell to the deck, he put
his hands out to catch himself and tw sted
his body to the right as he | anded on the
deck. The C inforned the drilling crew
about the slippery deck and the area was

cl eaned and inspected. The Cl did not

experi ence pain that evening, but experienced
pain in his right hip the follow ng norning
while clinbing stairs (3/2/15). The C was
flown to shore on a regularly schedul ed
flight to seek nmedical attention and neet
with his conpany's safety departnent.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X
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BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
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ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 08- AUG 2015 TI ME: 0910 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-McMoRan Ol & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE: GERALD PENNY
TELPHONE:  (805) 934-8264
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00441
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6374
4. PLATFORM | RENE
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

X| CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER CRANE | NCI DENT
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON

| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
X OTHER ~ SUPPLY TRANSFER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: @ EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 242
12. Distance from Shore: 4
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO
17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE-P. FERNANDEZ
DATE: 23-SEP-2015 TIME 1703 HOURS
DI STRICT: SANTA MARI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:
/1 The Operator states; On Saturday, August
8, 2015 at 0910 hours, while in the process
of lifting an 8 x1 0' connex

container rigged with a 4-way wire rope sling
fromthe supply boat MN Adele Elise, three of
the four legs of the wire rope sling parted.
The contai ner wei ghed approxi mately 7000 | bs.
and was approxinmately one to two feet off the
deck of the boat when this occurred. The
cont ai ner dropped back onto the deck of the
boat with no injuries or property danage
resulting fromthis incident. There were no
obvi ous reasons for the rigging failure so

t he

i nvol ved rigging was renoved and sent
anal ysi s.

in for

Background information: The rigging invol ved

with this incident was a wire cable 4-1eg

with

stinger configuration. The four legs are 8
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X
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*

*
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*
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inlength with a rope size of ~". The four
| egs are
connected via a master link to a 1 X"
stinger, with a systemworking load Iimt of
28,000 I bs.
at 60° and 22,000 Ibs. at 45°. The angle of
the legs falls within those limts at
approxi natel y
55°. Each of the four legs are connected to a
pad eye | ocated via a safety shackle through
the leg end thinble eye on each corner of the
8'x1 0' bin. The conn ex container is 8 in
hei ght
and has a working load limt of 15,000 I bs.
The wire rope rigging systeminvol ved had
| ast been last certified by the manufacturer
on
Cct ober 16, 2014. This includes the fo
Il owi ng;
¢ Visual inspection as per APl RP 2D which
i ncorporates ASME 30.9 inspection

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X
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criteria.

¢, Proof load test to 56,000 |bs. which is two
times the working load linit at 60°, held for
3 m nutes.

¢ Lubrication

Root Cause: A third party failure analysis
was perfornmed by an engi neeri ng conpany
specializing in crane and rigging industry
forensics and publications.

Below is a summary of the failure anal ysis:

Magni fied and mnicroscopi c exani nation of the

broken ends of the slings sanples were

conducted. Representative strands were

renoved fromthe wire rope sling conponents

for a

cl oser investigation with an enphasis on

corroded wires, the types of breaks at the

failure

points and the ability of the strands to flex
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X
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or bend. It was deternmined that the wire rope
slings failed due to advanced pitting
corrosion.
Hi storically, we have perforned annua
rigging certifications which include third
party
i nspection and proof testing as well as pre
use inspections. Even though this is the
first
incident of this type to occur, FM Q&G i s
concerned that the annual rigging inspection
nay
not quantitatively and effectively deternine
corrosion levels of rigging in all cases, as
evi denced by the advanced corrosion of the
rigging involved in this incident which was
inspected 1 0 nonths prior. In order to
ensure that another incident of this type
does not
occur, FM O8G has inplenented the follow ng
corrective actions:

REPORT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *
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¢ All rigging greater than one year will be
renoved from service and destroyed
i medi at el vy,
¢ All rigging less than one year will be
i nspected followi ng the guidelines in ASME
30.9,
¢ FM &G will be neeting with the inspection
conpany to question themon the validity
of the annual rigging inspection, with an
enphasis on corrosion |levels that require the
rigging to be renoved from service,
¢ FM &G wi Il inplenent a 3-year maxi mum
service life for wire rope, synthetic and
fabric slings.
¢ Al rigging that had previously been |eft
attached to containers at our Shorebase will
be renoved fromthe containers after each use
and stored appropriately,
¢, Evaluation of a nore corrosion-resistant
wire rope systemfor the grocery and
production bins,

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X
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¢, Determination of the optinmal wire rope
rigging lubrication frequency,

¢ FM &G will also be utilizing the failed
rigging systemas a prop to train our riggers
and crane operators to better identify

ri ggi ng which needs to be renobved from

servi ce.

Ref; FMOG I ncident | NR-15-0575

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *
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ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 26- MAR-2015 TI ME: 0801 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Exxon Mobil Corporation
REPRESENTATI VE:  Pul | en, Carol

TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00188
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6636
4. PLATFORM  HONDO
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

X| CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

(832) 625- 4584

X| OTHER CRANE
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
|| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON

| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
2 OTHER TAR - Platform Shut-in

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 842
12. Distance from Shore: 5
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: Kai ser, John

DATE: 13- APR-2015 TI ME: 0955 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

As a valve was being lifted fromw thin the
drill rig substructure with the Pl atform East
Crane, an enployee told the crane operator to
hold the | oad because as the valve cane up, a
short piece of rope tied to a bolt hole on
the bottom fl ange has wrapped around the
grating that the val ve had been stored on.
When the crane operator stopped the lift, the
grating (4" x 6' x 2"), shook | oose and fell
goi ng through the open hole in the pit area,
falling approximately ~15', | anding on the
wel |l head deck. There was no danage to any
equi pment as a result of the incident. Prior
to the lift, the wellbay had been cleared of
al | personnel.

I nvestigation found that the crew had not

identified the mscell aneous rope w apped

around the grating prior to attenpting the

lift and that the grating where the valve was

bei ng stored was not secured with grating
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X
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clips. The inportance of a conplete hazard
assessnent prior to performng work or |ift
was addressed to the workgroups and to
further investigate the need for grating
clips and apply when appropriate. FINAL
REPORT FOR THI' S MATERI AL HANDLI NG | NCI DENT.

Verbal initial notification made to Chet
MIller at 10:50 hours (PST) on 3/26.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *
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ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 26- MAR-2015 TI ME: 0800 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Exxon Mobil Corporation
REPRESENTATI VE:  Pul | en, Carol

TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00182
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6683
4. PLATFORM  HERI TAGE
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

(832) 625- 4584

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER

6. OPERATI ON:

| | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DEVEL OPNVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
( DOCD/ POD)

PRODUCTI ON
DRI LLI NG
WORKOVER
COVPLETI ON
HEL|I COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO.

OTHER TAR - Platform Shut-1In

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 1075
12. Distance from Shore: 9
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: Kai ser, John

DATE: 13- APR-2015 TI ME: 0957 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

3/26 Wiile realigning swtchgear for

mai nt enance, one breaker either did not open
or partially opened off the energized bus.
Snoke was snelled by the team who then

qui ckly de-energi zed the gear. NO SPARKS OR
FLAMES wer e observed, ONLY the snell of burnt
electrical. There were no injuries incurred.
Repair plans are being devel oped at this
time. Any findings will be reported in our
15-day Final Report. Verbal notification
made to Chet MIler at 10:50 (PST)on 3/26.

ExxonMbbi | 's El ectri cal Engi neer and our
Contractor canme out to investigate the 480V
breaker that failed on demand. The breaker's
trip coil burnt up and prevented the breaker
fromoperating electrically or mechanically.
The breaker was partially disassenbl ed inside
the switchgear where it was successfully
opened and renoved. The faulty breaker was
sent to LFC for an overhaul and a spare put
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X
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inits place. BSEE inspectors happened to
arrive on the platformshortly after this

di scovery. A verbal, visual and witten

expl anation of the equipnment failure was give
to the inspectors. They were in agreenent
that the failure was mnor and were satisfied
with how the field responded. THI S IS THE

FI NAL REPORT FOR THI S | NCI DENT.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *
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ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 27-MAR-2015 TI ME: 1500 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Exxon Mobil Corporation
REPRESENTATI VE:  Pul | en, Carol

TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00182
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6683
PLATFORM  HERI TAGE
Rl GNAME:
TYPE: |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAVAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER Arc in junction box

(832) 625- 4584

6. OPERATI ON:

| | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DEVEL OPNVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
( DOCD/ POD)

PRODUCTI ON
DRI LLI NG
WORKOVER
COVPLETI ON
HEL|I COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO.

OTHER TAR - Platformshut-in

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 1075
12. Distance from Shore: 9
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: Kai ser, John

DATE: 13- APR-2015 TI ME: 0959 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

Wil e restoring power to the living quarters,
a cable lug grounded out inside its junction
box. The insulation tape around the |lug was
| oose and the lug pierced through the tape as
the cable was being laid into junction box.
After confirmng no danmage to the cable, the
damaged |l ug was replaced and all renaining
lugs were re-taped properly. The cables were
al so re-positioned inside the junction box to
mai ntain clearance. The junction box
suffered little damage (pin-sized hole) which
was repaired. There was no visible fire or
flane, nor snoke or the smell of burnt
electrical. There was however evidence of an
arc and the junction box door was popped open
and opened the breaker.

The investigation of the incident is
conplete. It was deternined that the taping
job around the |ug was conprom sed due to the
fact it rubbed against the junction box wall.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

Initial verbal notification was nmade to John
Kai ser on 3/28/15 at 09:29 hours (PST).

Forward plan is to fabricate a new junction
box. THIS IS THE FI NAL REPORT FOR THI S
| NCI DENT.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 29- MAR- 2015 TI ME: 1400 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Exxon Mobil Corporation
REPRESENTATI VE:  Pul | en, Carol

TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00190
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6635
4. PLATFORM  HARMONY
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER

(832) 625- 4584

I 1

6. OPERATI ON:

[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
|| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
2 OTHER TAR - Platform shut-in

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 1198
12. Distance from Shore: 6
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: Kai ser, John

DATE: 13- APR-2015 TI ME: 1000 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

During the isolation process of the flare,
H2S al arm sounded in the control room of
10ppm Qperations announced that they were
pi cking up H2S on the SE side of the cellar
deck and were investigating. PIC nade
contact with the Safety Stand-by person
watching the first line break. Due to
communi cati on i ssues he was not understandi ng
what the ppmreading was in the area, PIC
called for a nuster at 14:03-04 hours and to
tighten flange back up. Wthin a few m nutes
(14: 10 hours), response teamreported all
clear. The crew reported they saw 15ppm at
the flange. At the tinme of the incident,
there was no wind and conditions on the
platformvery warm Prior to releasing
everyone fromthe nuster area, the PIC took a
few m nutes to explain the situation and
everything was back to normal. Verbal
notification made to John Kaiser at 19:55
hours on 3/29/15. This is the FI NAL REPORT
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

a

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

for this incident.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 05- AUG 2015 TI ME:
2. OPERATOR DCOR, L.L.C
REPRESENTATI VE:  SEAN CHENOWETH
TELPHONE:  (805) 535-2007
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00241
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6658
4. PLATFORM C
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

0545 HOURS

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER elec short/small fire
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: @ EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 193
12. Distance from Shore: 6
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE-M M TCHELL

DATE: 12- AUG 2015 TI ME: 0700 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1l Operators heard a loud "boonm' sound com ng
fromthe sunp deck area. After reaching the
area, they noticed snall flanmes (1 to 2

i nches) coning fromboth ends of a parted
anode cable. One of the operators quickly put
out the flames with a fire extinguisher. It
was determined that one or nore of the anode
wires contacted the wire rope that supported
the anode string, causing a short in the
string. The short then parted the entire
anode string and supporting wre rope,

i nstantaneously tripping rectifier #4's
internal breaker (nmoving it to the open
position) and alleviating any power to the

af fected area.

Root Cause: There was evi dence of corrosion
on the anode w res caused by noisture
intrusion at the nmake-up section. There was a
possi bl e breakdown of the original
manuf acturer's insulation due to natural

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

deterioration of naterials over a |long period
of time. It is believed that the snmall flanes
on the insulation were caused by the heat
fromthe electrical short.

Corrective Action: The danaged anode string
will be repaired and put back in service.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 06-JUN- 2015 TI ME:
2. OPERATOR  Beta Operating Conpany,
REPRESENTATI VE:  GARY BURRI S
TELPHONE: (562) 606-5705
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00300
AREA: LB
BLOCK: 6438
4. PLATFORM  ELLEN
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

1748 HOURS
LLC

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER NON WORK RELATED | NJURY
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
|| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
2 OTHER  NON WORK RELATED

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[X] OTHER NON WORK RELATED

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
NO OF INJURIES: 1
Wat er Dept h: 265
Di stance from Shore: 9
I NI TI ATE A 2010: NO
EMERGENCY REPORT: N
OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: BSEE-B. Boudr eaux

DATE: 07-JUN-2015 TI ME 0700 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1 Notice of Medical evacuation:

Howar d Thonpson was evacuated from Pl atform
Ellen/Elly on June 6, 2015 At approxi nately
15: 45.

M . Thonpson exhi bited synptons of chest

pai n, shortness of breath and disorientation.
Mercy Air Anbul ance was sumoned and Howard
was taken to Hoag Hospital Newport Beach.
The ill ness does not appear to be work

rel at ed.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 01-FEB-2015 TI ME: 1039 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Exxon Mobil Corporation
REPRESENTATI VE:  Carol Pullen

TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE:
AREA:
BLOCK:
4. PLATFORM
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

(832) 625- 4584

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER

IX<I1X<1

6. OPERATI ON:

| | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DEVEL OPNVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
( DOCD/ POD)

PRODUCTI ON
DRI LLI NG
WORKOVER
COWVPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION:  NO
9. NO. OF FATALITIES:
10. NO OF INJURIES:
11. Water Depth:
12. Distance from Shore:
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY:

DATE: TI ME:
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

~ At approximately 10:39 hours (PST) an
Ardent contractor was tying in
tubing/fittings to the glycol filter pot when
a 1/2" nipple on the glycol sock filter lid
broke off flush with the lid, releasing a
m xture of rich glycol and sour gas. The
event |asted 25 minutes and up to 50 ppm of
H2S was detected at 1 head and up to 12 ppm
at 2 additional heads. A nuster was
conducted in the recreation room crew boats
were standing by for evacuation, if required,
and t he Energency Response Team (ERT) was
depl oyed to the affected area where the
filter pot was isolated and the | eak secured.
The platformdid not shut down as the cross
detection never reached above 17ppm on 2
heads. Qur investigation found the al
thread nipple was thin walled with corrosion
as well which contributed to the failure.
The ni pple was replaced on 2/1/15 with a 1/2"
NPT 3/ 16 stainless steel connector, which
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

HOURS

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

will elimnate corrosion potential.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT

PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED 7. CAUSE: I:l EQUI PMENT FAI LURE
DATE: 06-JUN-2015 TI NME: 1100 HOURS
2. OPERATOR: Exxon Mobil| Corporation [X] HUMAN ERROR

REPRESENTATI VE:
TELPHONE: (805) 961-4111
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00188
AREA:  SM
BLOCK: 6636
4. PLATFORM  HONDO
RI GNANME:

Der ek Saxt on

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

5. TYPE: []H STORIC | NJURY 10. NO. OF I NOURIES:
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 11. Water Depth: 850
LTA (1-3 days) 12. Distance from Shore: 5
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days) 13. INITIATE A 2010: YES
RWJT (>3 days) 14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
O her Injury .
EATALTTY 15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: YES
FI RE 16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
EXPLOSI ON SECTI ON? NO
LWC H STORI C BLOAOUT 17. RECEl VED BY:
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER DATE: TI ME: HOURS
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES oy o1 cT-  SANTA MARI A DI STRI CT

COLLI SION []HI STORIC [ ]>$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

[]<=$25K

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

Contractor (Ardent Services) was tasked with
renovi ng existing 3" conduit feeding the 480v

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.
| NCl DENT >$25K

#1 tmsforner and replacing the conduit

with new CLX cable. Existing 4160v AC feeder
to the 480v AC #I transforner was isol ated

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM
REQUI RED MUSTER
SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

and Zero Energy was confirned by

operations. Teamlead identified conduit to
the electrician and apprentice froma | ower
vantage point and instructed themto gather

X| OTHER Electrical (Cable)
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DRI LLI NG DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
z OTHER  Mai nt enance

their tools and that he was going upstairs to
di sconnect the | eads. The electrician and
apprentice then clinbed up and proceeded to
cut

the conduit for renoval. The team nistakenly
cut into the live 4160v feed which powers the
480v transforner# 2. \Wen the saw

bl ade contacted the Iive conductors, the 51 G
ground relay tripped upon sensing a phase too
ground short. Power was imedi ately | ost

to the facility. The electrician and the

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * *

*

apprentice were not injured
RUN DATE

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X

19- SEP- 2018



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 02-JUN-2015 TI ME:
2. OPERATOR DCOR, L.L.C
REPRESENTATI VE:  SEAN CHENOWETH
TELPHONE:  (805) 535-2007
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00216
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6862
PLATFORM G LDA
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

1140 HOURS

| orHER
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
[ OTHER ~ CUTTING ON DRILL DECK

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 205
12. Distance from Shore: 9
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE-M M TCHELL
DATE: 11-JUN-2015 TIME 1130 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1 The operator states;
torch on the drill deck, a popping noise was
heard and a small anount of snoke was seen
comng froma drain approxi mately six feet

While cutting with a

behind and to the left of the contractor. The
designated Fire Watch proceeded to spray
water on the drain with a fire hose.

Root Cause; Before conmencing work, there was

a drain plug installed, there was water in
the drain housing, and the drain was covered
with a wet cloth tarp. It was deternined that
there was not a proper seal between the drain
plug and the drain, which allowed the water
to escape the drain housing. As such, gases
were able to build up underneath the tarp.
Wiile performing their work, a hot piece of
metal was able to nake its way underneath the
cloth tarp, nmixing with the gas and causing
this incident to occur.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

Corrective Action; This specific drain plug
was di scarded and replaced with a new pl ug
that will provide a better seal with the
drain housing. Also, the contractors were
rem nded that only heavy rubber tarps are
permitted for this type of activity so that
hot netal fragments cannot make their way
underneath the tarp and to the drain.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 05- AUG 2015 TI ME: 0800 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-McMoRan Ol & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  JERRY PENNY
TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00441
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6374
4. PLATFORM | RENE
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days) 1

LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

| orHER
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
X DRILLI NG DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
| | cowPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION:  NO

9. NO. OF FATALITIES:
10. NO OF INJURIES: 1
11. Water Depth: 242
12. Distance from Shore:
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: BSEE-M M TCHELL

4

17.

DATE: 06- AUG 2015 TI ME: 1145 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1 On Wednesday, August 5, 2015, a contract
i ndi vidual (Cl) was checking fittings on the

A-32 well head in the well room When
fini shed he noved away fromthe well head and
his left foot passed through a snmall opening

in the grating behind and adjacent to the
area he was working. Wien his |left foot
passed through the opening, his right |eg
came down causing himto strike the grating
just under his right knee resulting in a

| aceration. This Cl was exami ned by the
onboard nedic and it was deternined that he
needed to seek further nedical care. He was
sent in to the hospital and the C¢s

| aceration was determ ned to need sutures.
The Cl was release fromthe hospital but did
not return to the P/ F

Root Cause: Hole in grating was narked off

with caution tape but was hazard was

identified by the CI while perforning his
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

duti es.

Corrective Action: Better identification of
hazards in the work area and a covering wll
be installed over the hole in the grating
near the penetration of the piping versus
caution tape.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 25-JUL-2015 TIME: 2045 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-McMoRan Ol & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  JERRY PENNY
TELPHONE:  (805) 934-8264
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
LEASE: P00450
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6524
PLATFORM  HI DALGO
Rl GNAME:
TYPE: |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER FALSE FI RE ALARM

X1l

(4|

6. OPERATI ON:

| | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DEVEL OPNVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
( DOCD/ POD)

PRODUCTI ON
DRI LLI NG
WORKOVER
COWVPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: @ EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 430
12. Distance from Shore: 7
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE- ASHFAQ

DATE: 27-JUL-2015 TI M 0800 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1 On Saturday, July 25, 2015 at 2045 hours
all platform personnel nustered due to a
false fire

alarmthat was activated froma PSL condition
of the instrunent air system The cause of

t he

| ow pressure was due to an instrunent air

| eak at the piping going to the fresh water
st orage
vessel

j acket

(V-58) which is located in the B-5
| eg.

Root Cause: External corrosion of the
i nstrument air piping.

Corrective Actions: Imediately, the air |eak

was secured and all pressure was returned to

the system Once the all clear notification

was announced t he rnustered personnel were

rel eased fromthe nmustering area. No injuries

or danmages were sustained as a result of this
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

incident. Plans are currently bei ng devel oped
to replace the corroded piping associ ated
with

this incident.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 30- MAY-2015 TI ME:
2. OPERATOR DCOR, L.L.C
REPRESENTATI VE:  SEAN CHENOWETH
TELPHONE:  (805) 535-2007
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00296
AREA: LB
BLOCK: 6437
4. PLATFORM EDI TH
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

1430 HOURS

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER FLAMES FROM ELEC. ENCLOSURE
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON

| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
X OTHER ~ ELECT ENCLOSURE/ FREEZER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: @ EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 150
12. Distance from Shore: 8
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE-M M TCHELL

DATE: 30-JUN-2015 TI ME: 0700 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

Qperator noticed snmall flanmes coming fromthe
freezer refrigerant unit electrical enclosure
which is located in a non-classified area.

W will follow up with our official report
and further details when the investigation
has been conpl et ed.

Update (06/02/15): An Operator noticed 2"
flanes comng fromthe freezer refrigerant
unit electrical enclosure. The unit is

| ocated outside the north galley entrance in
a non-classified area, and the electrica

encl osure i s approxi mately one foot above the
deck. The Qperator inmmediately put out the
fire with a dry chemi cal extingui sher and
then shut off the power to the unit.

Root Cause: A few minutes before the fire, a

hel per washed down the deck near the

refrigeration unit. Water had entered the
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

encl osure and shorted out the wiring.

Corrective Action: Enployees are now aware
that they should be very careful washing down
the deck while in the vicinity of the
refrigeration unit. Al so, the Lead Operator
and Forenman are | ooking into options for a
wat er proof el ectrical encl osure.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 19- MAY-2015 TI ME: 1029 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Exxon Mobil Corporation

REPRESENTATI VE:
TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE:
AREA:
BLOCK: 6683
4. PLATFORM  HERI TAGE
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

Case, FErik
(832) 625-4583

SM

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

X| REQUI RED MUSTER
| SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE
| OTHER
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
| | cowPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 1075
12. Distance from Shore: 9
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: Kai ser, John

DATE: 02-JUN-2015 TI ME: 1231 HOURS

DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

Heritage experienced a release at 10:29 this
nor ni ng where a single head recorded 24 ppm
on our Sub-cellar deck. The control room
operator nade the call to nuster in the
Recreation room The head in question, TG402,
will consistently alarmwhen a drain that is
tied into a local sunp has no water in it and
t he bubble cap is uncovered. Enmergency
Response Team (ERT) quickly realized the
problemand filled the drain. Shortly
thereafter the gas dissipated and we nade the
call to stand down fromthe drill

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



1. OCCURRED
DATE: 27-NOV-2015 TI ME: 0930 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Exxon Mobil Corporation
REPRESENTATI VE:  Case, FErik
TELPHONE: (832) 625-4583
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE Per ez, U yses

3. LEASE

4. PLATFORM

5. TYP

UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

TELEPHONE (805) 830-3050

P00182

AREA: SM

BLOCK: 6683

HERI TAGE

Rl GNAME:

E: |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

O

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES
COLLI SION []HI STORIC [ ]>$25K

[ ]<=$25K
STRUCTURAL DANMAGE

CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCl DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

| orHER
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
|| covPLETI O
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 1075
12. Distance from Shore: 9
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO

17. RECEI VED BY: O ol ete, Bethram
DATE: 03-DEC- 2015 TI ME: 1619 HOURS
DI STRI CT:

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

Contractor Conpany: lrwin |Industries
Contractor Supervisor: Uyses Perez

An injury/ evac has occurred at our Heritage
Platformtoday 11-27-15 at 09:30 (PST). The
Injured Person (IP) is an Irwin Industries
contractor that was tasked with the pulling
of spool pieces and installing blinds on the
production casings at the platform The IP
was using an inpact wench with a swivel and
socket. Wiile perforning this work, the
socket kicked back off the nut, and with the
swivel, it allowed it to rotate around
striking the IPin the lower jaw. The IP is
bei ng taken to shore for further eval uation.
The I P's safety representative, Uyses Perez

will be escorting himto the physician's
of fice.
*Ver bal contact made with Camarillo District

receptioni st at 09:43 (pst)

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

*Ver bal contact made with M ke Mtchell at
10: 15 (pst)

Once avail able, contractor information wll
be included into this report. NOTE
Contractor (lrwin Industries) does not appear
in BSEE |ist of contractors.

12-01-15 1P was rel eased sane day (11/27)
with no restrictions or nedications .

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 25-NOV-2015 TI ME: 1145 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Exxon Mobil Corporation

REPRESENTATI VE:  Case, FErik
TELPHONE: (832) 625-4583
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00188
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6636
4. PLATFORM  HONDO
Rl GNAME
5. TYPE []FHSTCRIC I NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

X| CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

| orHER
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DRI LLI NG DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
[ OTHER ~ Crane Activities

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:

11. Water Depth: 842

12. Distance from Shore: 5

13. INITIATE A 2010: NO

14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N

15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO

17. RECEI VED BY: O olete, Bethram

DATE: 11-DEC-2015 TIME: 1118 HOURS

DI STRI CT:

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS

Description of Incident:
On the norning of 11/25/15 at 11:45 hours,
the crane operator prepared to unload the 4th
boat that norning with the East Crane on
Pl atf orm Hondo. He started | owering the whip
I ine when the brake pedal went down on its
own and at that nonent the line started
lowering by itself towards the deck (650 I|bs
hook bl ock on the whip |ine, no other |oad).
He put the control lever to the neutra
position trying to reengage the brakes but
was unsuccessful. He then did the follow ng
steps to lower the Iine safely: swtched
controls to "up" position, swng the boom
away fromthe boat towards the drill deck and
engaged the clutch to sl ow down the
descending whip line. The line was
successfully lowered to the drill deck pipe
| aydown area. There was no one in the area
when the incident took place and no danmage to
equi prent. The East crane was tagged out of
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



REPCRT | D: EVACCR

*

*

UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT

*

*

PACI FI C OCS REG ON

service until the investigation and repairs
are conpl eted

CMO Crane Techs and Machi nery Engi neer

arrived on Hondo 11/28/15 to support

investigation and repairs. The auxiliary

wi nch was partially disassenbled to inspect

conponents on the auxiliary w nch brake band.
During disassenbly, the connection point of

the brake bell crank to the brake band was

di scovered to be the point of failure.

Sunmary of Fi ndi ngs:

.Auxiliary winch braking systemwas not

adj usted appropriately - nultiple issues

created too nmuch stress in the |Iinkages and

t he brake band conponents.

- Automatic braking cylinder on auxiliary

wi nch was found to be out of adjustnent

(condition existed since crane installation),

excessive force was applied to one of the
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



REPCRT | D: EVACCR

*

*

UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT

*

*

PACI FI C OCS REG ON

brake |inkages causing it to bend (later
bendi ng was elininated by changi ng adj ust nent
on the hydraulic cylinder). Also, the as-
found adjustnment on the hydraulic cylinder
caused faster brake actuation |ikely causing
addi ti onal shock loading to the brake band
conponent s.
- The brake |inkages were the correct OEM
parts but dinensions were found to be outside
of CEM specs: one link was 1"shorter than
CEM specified | ength and one was 2" shorter
thus creating additional stress on the brake
band conponents.
. The broken part has sonme characteristic
signs of low cycle fatigue failure which
i ndicates that the failure occurred due to
hi gher than normal multiple stress cycles
(i.e. failure was not instantaneous).
.Cevis holes on the bell crank were deforned
by excessive force indicating that the yield
strength of the material was exceeded (too
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



REPCRT | D: EVACCR

*

*

UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT

*

*

PACI FI C OCS REG ON

much tension on the brake band). The

def ormati on occurred in the direction of
tension fromthe brake band.

. Per the Crane Operator's feedback, brake
bands on the auxiliary winch required nore
frequent adjustnents since the crane was
conmmi ssi oned in Decenber 2014 in conparison
to the West crane and the previous
installation of the East Crane. This can be
expl ai ned by increased wear rate of the brake
band Iining material and by deformations in
the brake |inkages and the brake bands due to

excessive stress. It is also likely that
each brake adjustnent increased tension on
the "live end pin" on the brake bell crank

. Per the Crane Operator's feedback, since the
crane installation in Decenber 2014, the
auxi liary wi nch brake pedal had been
"ki cki ng" when putting the winch controls to
neutral. That was indication of excessive
stress in the braking nechani sm and

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



REPCRT | D: EVACCR

*

*

UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT

*

*

PACI FI C OCS REG ON

excessively fast brake engagenent.

. The inspection checklists used for the Hondo

cranes were specific to hydraulic cranes at

Har nrony and Heritage platfornms. Sone

i nspection tasks for Hondo friction cranes

were not in the scope of periodic

i nspecti ons.

. The auxiliary wi nch braking system was not

adj usted per the service nanual gui dance

during the recent shop rebuild, and

sufficient checks were not perfornmed during

crane conmi ssioning. Required comm ssioning

checks were not identified prior to issuing

purchase order for the crane rebuild.

.As a precautionary neasure, the auxiliary

wi nch brake on the Wst Crane was inspected,

and the clevis on the brake bell crank showed

signs of wear. Dye Penetrant |nspection was

performed and no crack indications were

di scovered. The part was deternined to be

sui table for continued service; however, it
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



REPCRT | D: EVACCR

*

*

UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT

*

*

PACI FI C OCS REG ON

was recomended that a replacenent be
purchased and the part be replaced at the
next crane annual inspection

Corrective Actions Taken / To Be Taken:

. Repair East Crane and adjust all brakes per

CEM specifications. Performpull test at

various | oads/boom angl es to ensure snooth

operations of all brakes. COVWLETED

.Performdetail ed visual and NDT inspection

of the brake band conponents and brake

I i nkages on the East and West Cranes (al

wi nches). COWPLETED

.Create crane specific inspection checklists

for Hondo cranes (nmonthly, quarterly and

annual inspections) including specific checks

for the brake band conponents and brake

| i nkages. Target Date: January 2016

.Review finding fromthis investigation with

the Crane CEM and service representatives;

review OEM qual ity assurance processes and
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

docunentation to set expectations for ongoing
service and support. Target Date: January
2016

. Conduct full inspection and testing of Hondo
Cranes to ensure all systens are within CEM
specs (involve CEM). Target Date: January
2016

*Ver bal contact made with M ke Mtchell for
initial notification of incident.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED

DATE: 21-JAN-2016 TI ME: 0845 HOURS
2. OPERATOR: DCOR, L.L.C.

REPRESENTATI VE:  Summers, Jimlyr

TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR

REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE

3. LEASE: P00241
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6658

4. PLATFORM B
Rl GNAME: DCCR RI G #8

5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days 1
RWJT (1-3 days)

(805) 535- 2061

RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLGCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER Injury to Right Bicept
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| VORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
| | cowPLETI ON
HEL| COPTER

MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
NO OF INJURIES: 1
Wat er Dept h: 190
Di stance from Shore: 6
I NI TI ATE A 2010: NO
EMERGENCY REPORT: N
OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: Mtchell, M chael

DATE: 24-FEB-2016 TI M 1526 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

Contractor: Ensign Drilling
Injury to contractor's right bicep wile
| ayi ng down 2-7/8" joint, heard and felt a

pop.

Updat ed 2-16-2016:

Crew was | ayi ng down 12 J-55 Joints in the v-
door before running in the hole with an ESP
punp. On the second joint the enpl oyee

hel ping to set the joint down on the V-door
step felt a pop in his right upper arm

Enpl oyee received a distal tendon rupture,
his right arm

in

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 25- MAY-2017 TI ME: 0800 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-McMoRan Ol & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  Trevor Epps

TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00450
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6524
4. PLATFORM  HI DALGO
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

(805) 733-5605

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER

6. OPERATI ON:

| | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DEVEL OPNVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
( DOCD/ POD)

PRODUCTI ON
DRI LLI NG
WORKOVER
COWVPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  YES
9. NO. OF FATALITIES:
10. NO OF INJURIES:
11. Water Depth:
12. Distance from Shore:
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY:

DATE: TI ME:

DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

Qperator reported 6 feet of handrail went
overboard and could not be recovered due to
working in the well head deck (center) lifting
a bin and the feet got caught on the

handrai | .

HOURS

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED 7. CAUSE: [X] EQUI PMENT FAI LURE
DATE: 08-JUN-2016 TIME: 1500 HOURS
2. OPERATOR. DCOR, L.L.C. [] HUMAN ERROR
REPRESENTATI VE:  Jay Rao
TELPHONE:  (805) 701- 6975 [l stiP/ TR P/ FALL
CONTRACTOR [] VEATHER RELATED
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE [] orHER
3. LEASE: P00216
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6862 POLLUTION:  YES
4. PLATFORM G LDA .
R CNAVE. 9. NO. OF FATALITIES:
5. TYPE: []H STORIC | NJURY 10. No OF INJURIES:
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 11. Water Depth: 205
LTA (1-3 days) 12. Distance from Shore: 9
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days) 13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
RWJT (>3 days) 14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
O her Injury .
EATALT TY 15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
FI RE 16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
EXPLOSI ON SECTI ON? NO
LWC | | HI STORI C BLONOUT 17. RECEI VED BY: Jason Langteau
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER DATE: 28-JUN-2016 TIME: HOURS

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES DI STRICT: CALI EORNI A DI STRI CT

COLLISION [JHISTORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE 8 s/ cT cr
| CRANE CALLER REPORTED A RELEASE OF 3 drops of LUBE
= OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE g:_d;)UE TO EQUI PMENT FAI LURE ON Pl atform

DAVAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.
| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER POLLUTI ON

6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DRI LLI NG DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER

MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

RUN DATE:
PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X

19- SEP- 2018



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 02- AUG 2016 TI ME:
2. OPERATOR. DCOR, L.L.C.
REPRESENTATI VE: Ri ston Franci s
TELPHONE: (805) 535-2071
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00241
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6658
4. PLATFORM A
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

0800 HOURS

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER | NJURY EVAC
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
|| covPLETI O
HEL| COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR
SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
NO OF INJURIES: 1
Wat er Dept h: 188
Di stance from Shore: 6
I NI TI ATE A 2010: NO
EMERGENCY REPORT: N
OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: BSEE-M M TCHELL

DATE: 02- AUG 2016 TI ME: 0934 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1l The operator stated; Riston Francis called
to report an injury evacuation from platform
A. Enpl oyee slipped on hydraulic fluid and
fell striking his back on the Deck. The

enpl oyee was conpl ai ni ng about back pain and
was sent into shore for nmedical evaluation.

Riston WIl followup with an email and
report the incident in E well when nore
details are avail abl e.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED

DATE: 12-JUN-2018 TI ME: 0910 HOURS
2. OPERATOR: DCOR, L.L.C.

REPRESENTATI VE:  Summers, Jimlyr

TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE:
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6862
4. PLATFORM G LDA
RI GNAME: DCOR RI G #10
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

(805) 535- 2061

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

X| CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

| orHER
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
|| covPLETI O
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:

11. Water Depth: 205

12. Distance from Shore: 9

13. INITIATE A 2010: NO

14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N

15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO

17. RECEI VED BY: O olete, Bethram

DATE: 11-JUL-2018 TIME: 1830 HOURS

DI STRI CT:

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

Enpl oyee was finishing using the jib crane
and noving the jib crane into storage

| ocation. During the storage process,

enpl oyee

was cabling up and noving the trolley inwards
toits normal resting location. The jib
crane's cable was raised past the anti-two

bl ock causing the crane bl ock to nake contact
with the crane's cable drum The contact
caused danmage to the jib crane cable and
crane bl ock.

See attached Incident Investigation Report.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED

DATE: 07- MAY-2018 TI ME: 1219 HOURS
2. OPERATOR: DCOR, L.L.C.

REPRESENTATI VE:  Summers, Jimlyr

TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6862
4. PLATFORM G LDA
RI GNANME:

5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

(805) 535- 2061

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER

I 1

6. OPERATI ON:

| | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DEVEL OPNVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
( DOCD/ POD)

PRODUCTI ON
DRI LLI NG
WORKOVER
COWVPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:

11. Water Depth: 205

12. Distance from Shore: 9

13. INITIATE A 2010: NO

14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N

15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO

17. RECEI VED BY: O olete, Bethram

DATE: 11-JUL-2018 TIME: 1833 HOURS

DI STRI CT:

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

While confirmng the set point on the fire
wat er pressure drain PSV, gas was rel eased,
causing two H2S sensors to go into alarm All
non- essential personnel nustered at safe
briefing areas while two operators donned
SCBAs and stopped the rel ease.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED

DATE: 21-APR-2018 TI ME: 1245 HOURS
2. OPERATOR: DCOR, L.L.C.

REPRESENTATI VE:  Summers, Jimlyr

TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE:
AREA:
BLOCK: 6437
4. PLATFORM EDI TH
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)

(805) 535- 2061

LB

RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLGCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

X| CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

| orHER
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
|| covPLETI O
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:

11. Water Depth: 161

12. Distance from Shore: 9

13. INITIATE A 2010: NO

14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N

15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO

17. RECEI VED BY: O olete, Bethram

DATE: 25-JUL-2018 TIME: 1127 HOURS

DI STRI CT:

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

Crane Operator was back | oading the food bin
to the boat. Once the food bin was |anded,
the two boat deckhands detached the crane
fromthe food bin. Once detached, the crane
operator cabled up causing the crane hook to
becone caught under the life jacket of
deckhand #1 lifting himapproximately 2 feet
in the air. Crane operator inmmediately
recogni zed the situation and | owered deckhand
#1 safely on the boat deck.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 06-JUL-2015 TIME: 1100 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Beta Operating Conpany, LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  MARI NA ROBERTSOM
TELPHONE: (562) 683-3497
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00301
AREA: LB
BLOCK: 6488
4. PLATFORM  EUREKA
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

P e

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

| orHER
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
|| covPLETI O
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION:  NO

9. NO. OF FATALITIES:
10. NO OF INJURIES: 1
11. Water Depth: 700
12. Distance from Shore:
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: BSEE-M TCHELL

10

17.

DATE: 30- SEP-2015 TI ME: 0700 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1l The operator states; Description of

i nci dent, damage or injury: Enployee was
clinmbing a | adder to access old tubing and
struck his hardhat quite hard agai nst a pipe
bracket. At that instant he felt a pain and
heard a noise conming fromthe back of his
neck. He cane down, self-adm nistered an
anti-inflammtory over-the-counter nedication
and returned to work. The next day (7/7/15),
the pain increased and extended down to |eft
shoul der bl ade, so he decided to have a

medi cal eval uation at Beta¢s occupationa
clinic, US Health Wrks. He received non-
prescription nedications and was rel eased
back to work

The report fromUS Health Wrks originally
classified this injury as a First Aid.
Sonetine |later, date unknown, Health Wrks
reclassified this as Not a First Aid. It is
now cl assified as a Recordable injury with
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



REPCRT | D: EVACCR

*

*

UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT

*

*

PACI FI C OCS REG ON

nedi cal treatnent, but there has been no | ost
time or restricted work.

Corrective action taken (if applicable per
§250.190): Not Applicable ¢ Enpl oyee noted
that he should have had better awareness of
obstacl es present within the tight work
space.

Property or equi pnent danage estimate (if
appl i cabl e per 8§250.190): Not Applicable.

Addi ti onal Comments: This is re-classified as
a Recordable injury.

Fol  ow-up (10/06/15); Enployee was clinbing a

| adder to access old tubing and struck his

hardhat quite hard agai nst a pipe bracket. At

that instant he felt a pain and heard a noi se

com ng fromthe back of his neck. He came

down, self-administered an anti-inflamuatory
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



REPCRT | D: EVACCR

*

*

UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT

*

*

PACI FI C OCS REG ON

over-the-counter nedication and returned to
wor k. The next day (7/7/15), the pain

i ncreased and extended down to |eft shoul der
bl ade, so he decided to have a nedica

eval uation at Beta' s occupational clinic, US
Heal t hwor ks. He received non-prescription
nmedi cati ons and was rel eased back to work.

Corrective Action; Enployee noted that he
shoul d have had better awareness of obstacles
present within the tight work space.

Added Note; The report from US Healt h Wrks
originally classified this injury as a First
Aid. Sonetinme |ater, date unknown, Health
Wrks reclassified this as Not a First Aid.

It is nowclassified as a Recordable injury
with nedical treatnment, but there has been no
lost tine or restricted work.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 17-NOv-2015 TINME: 0700 HOURS
2. OPERATOR Venoco, Inc.
REPRESENTATI VE: SCOTT BI NG
TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00205
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6912
4. PLATFORM GAIL
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE: |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days) 1

LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury

FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLGCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLI SION []HI STORIC [ ]>$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE
DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

[]<=$25K

| NCl DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

| orHER
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
|| covPLETI O
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES: 1
11. Water Depth: 739
12. Distance from Shore: 11
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO

17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE- KAl SER

DATE: 17-NOvV-2015 TI M 0700 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1 The operator notes; Scott Bing called to
report an evacuation fromplatformGil. The
I P hit his hand hard enough to draw bl ood.

Not sure stitches will be required but IPis
not sure when they last had a tetnus shot so
he is being sent in as a precaution. He will
likely return to work tonorrow but they will
updat e us as necessary.

Update (11/20/15); An O eco pipe plug bl ew
off and hit Ed's right hand while he was

bl eeding down gas lift pressure off of E-7
C-section piping. The pressure was trapped
in a section of pipe behind a check val ve
where there were no ports to bleed off the
pressure other than the plug. The section of
pi pe being installed did have the proper
ports for valves and gauges which coul d of
been used to de-pressure the line.

Cause; Ed thought the line did not have nuch
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

pressure while he was | oosening the bolts
that hold the plug on the end of the pipe and
took it all the way off. It was a bad pipe
design that was being rectified. The spoo
that was installed has two ports for gauges
and val ves that could have been used to de-
pressure the Iine. To prevent a reoccurrence
we need to build the pipe correct the 1st
tinme and review the specifications before
construction. The nedic cl eaned and bandaged
hand and recomrended x-ray and nedi ca

eval uation, for possible fractures and

Tet anus booster.

Ed went to the energency roomthe night of
11/17. He has a broken hand and will be
seeing a hand surgeon on 11/18 with a

conpl ete di agnosi s.

Update (03/09/16); Incident unma ry: During
the installation of casing annul us piping on
a new well, the well bay operator was

REPORT | D EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
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UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
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*

PACI FI C OCS REG ON

attenpting to bleed off trapped pressure (gas
lift pressure between | 000 to 1800 psi) in
the isolated line through an Gteco plug. The
O eco plug blew off inpacting the back of the
enpl oyee's hand. This resulted in a broken
bone in the enployee- s right hand requiring
surgery to correct. The enpl oyee was of f work
a total of 48 days unti | his hand heal ed.

I nci dent Description: Follow ng the
completion of a new well on the platform a
new production tree and associ ated pi pi ng was
installed. The well was returned to
production
and the chem cal vendor requested the
addition of a chemical injection point
downstream of the gas lift choke. The
Operations Teamelected to renove a section
of pipe, add the new injection point and then
repl ace the pipe spool. A Managenent of
Change (MOC) anal ysis was not conpleted for
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
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the revised piping due to the understanding
on the operations teams part that this small
change was like in kind not requiring an MOC
anal ysis. The section of piping was renoved
and the casing piping on the well was plugged
using a Greylock fining with an teco plug to
al l ow the continued production of the well
while the nodifications to the renoved spool
were conpl eted. The nodified section of
pi ping was ready to be reinstalled on 11 /17.
The enpl oyee was tasked with prepping the
well to reinstall the nodified piping. A
conmpany Ceneral Work permit was conpl eted for
the prep work but a JSA was not conpleted as
it was deternined to be a routine operator
task. The enpl oyee isolated the casing piping
to reinstall the nodified piping spool and
conpl eted a Lockout/ Tagout Equi pnent
I sol ation
List (EIL). The operator chose to bl eed
pressure off the isolated section of the

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
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casing piping on the well head through the
O eco plug (see pictures). An 8 bolt flange
exi sted upstream of the teco plug and could
have been used to bl eed pressure off the
i sol ated pi pe section. Wile bleeding the
pressure off the isolated section of casing
line through the Gteco plug it blew off of
the Greylock fitting with the trapped
pressure behind it (I 000 to |I 800psi of gas
till pressure). The Oteco plug inpacted the
back of the enployee-s right hand. The
enpl oyee reported to the nedic follow ng the
incident to receive first aid. The enpl oyee
went to shore on the same day and reported to
the | ocal hospital energency roomat 6:30PM
X-rays reveal ed at | east one bone broken in
the right hand as a result of the inpact with
the Gteco plug. The followi ng day his hand
was soft casted and he was sent honme. The
injury required follow up surgery and the
enpl oyee was off a total of 48 days as a
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
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result of this incident.
Root Causes:

* Communi cati on of conpany MOC policy needs

i mprovenent. Enpl oyees did not understand the
need to conplete an MOC for the revision to
the piping design to add the chenica

i njection points.

* Enpl oyee nade a decision to bleed off
pressure at the @eco plug rather than the
ei ght bolt flange.

* Conpany policy regarding the use of a JSA
was not followed for the pipe preparation
wor K.

Corrective Actions:

* (Qperations and Engineering teans to
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



REPCRT | D: EVACCR

*

*

UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT

*

*

PACI FI C OCS REG ON

conpl ete MOC refresher training with enphasis
on under standi ng when an MOC is warranted as
well as a full review of the MOC Policy.

* (Qperations teans to review the Line

Br eaki ng, Equi pnent Openi ng and Pur gi ng
Procedure with enphasis on Section 5.0
Procedures for Line Breaking and Equi pnent
Openi ng and conpl ete a conpetency test to
ensur e under st andi ng.

* Operations Teans to draft |ine breaking JSA
to have on file. JSA nust address proper line
breaki ng practices and to note that Qteco

pl ugs should not be used for bl eeding off
trapped pressure.

* |Investigate the option of a mechanica

solution to bl eeding pressure off plugged

lines. For exanple: this could include the

installation of high pressure bleed points on
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
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all OQeco plugs.

* (Qperations teans to review this incident
and clarify any m sunderstanding in regards
to

under st andi ng when a JSA is needed. This will
include a full review of the JSA requirenents
as outlined in the SEM5S Program and the

conpl etion of a JSA conpetency test.

Lessons Learned: The estimated force behind
the bullet of a small caliber hand gun is
approxi mately 1500psi. The force behind the
O eco plug when it blew out could have been
anywhere between 1000 to 1800psi. The
enpl oyee was fortunate to not be injured
worse. This incident highlights the
i mportance of understandi ng and executing
conmpany procedures and policies. The Line
Br eaki ng, Equi prent Openi ng and Purgi ng
Procedure descri bes depressuring trapped
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
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pressure in piping using flanges. Proper use
of the General Work permt and conpleting a
JSA coul d have assisted in identifying the
trapped pressure and the potential hazard of
attenpting to bl eed pressure off the piping
at the Oteco plug verses the option of

bl eedi ng the pressure off at an 8 bolt flange
as being safer. As well, proper

i mpl enentati on of the MOC procedures for the
pi pi ng revision may have identified the
hazards of trapped pressure during

mai nt enance of the equi pnent piping.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *
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ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 02-DEC- 2015 TI ME: 0700 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-McMoRan Ol & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE: DAVE WLLIS
TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00441
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6374
4. PLATFORM | RENE
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER

6. OPERATI ON:

| | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DEVEL OPNVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
( DOCD/ POD)

PRODUCTI ON
DRI LLI NG
WORKOVER
COWVPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
NO OF INJURIES: 1
Wat er Dept h: 242
Di stance from Shore: 4
I NI TI ATE A 2010: NO
EMERGENCY REPORT: N
OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: BSEE-M TCHELL

DATE: 02-DEC- 2015 TI ME: 0700 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1 THE OPERATOR NOTES; Dave WIllis called to
informus that contractor enployee was
evacuated fromPlatformlrene for nedical

eval uation after he pinched his hand handling
scaf f ol di ng.

Dave will follow up with a report after the
injury is evaluated and report any |lost tine.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
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ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 22-0CT-2015 TIME: 1125 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-McMoRan Ol & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE: GERALD PENNY
TELPHONE:  (805) 934-8264
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00315
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6525
4. PLATFORM  HARVEST
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

X| CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER CRANE W NO | NJURI ES
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
| | cowPLETI ON
HEL| COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: @ EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 675
12. Distance from Shore: 7
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO
17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE-P. FERNANDEZ
DATE: 03-DEC-2015 TIME 1642 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRICT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:
/1 The operator notes; On Thursday, October

22, 2015 at 1125 hours,
M\ C ean Ccean at Port
Huenene, the Shorebase expeditor discovered
damage to a connex box. Upon inquiring
how t he danage occurred, the vessel crew
stated that while back | oading the MN Cl ean
Ccean at Platform Harvest, the connex box was
set onaro |l off bin, resulting in mnor
damage to the door of the connex box.
Root Cause: Wen investigating th is
i nci dent, we discovered the crane operator on
Har vest
was unawar e that danage had occurred to the
connex box during_ the back | oading
operation. The extent of the connex box
damage was mnor and was not reported to the
crane operator prior to the boat |eaving P/ F
Harvest for Port Huenene.
Corrective Actions: M/ C ean Ccean personne
were rem nded of the necessity to report

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
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incidents imediately as required by FM Q&G
They were also remnded to utilize proper
radi o and hand si gnal conmuni cati on when back
| oadi ng onto the vessel to assist the crane
operator with placenent to avoid danagi ng
cargo or equi pnent.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *
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ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 03-JAN- 2016 TI ME:
2. OPERATOR:  Venoco, Inc.
REPRESENTATI VE:  Tapp, Tiffany
TELPHONE:  (805) 745-2113
CONTRACTCOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00205
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6912
4. PLATFORM GAIL
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

1740 HOURS

O her Injury 1 not work related
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLGCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND

SURFACE

DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

Z OTHER Wke-up with Back Pain
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
|| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION:  NO

9. NO. OF FATALITIES:
NO. OF I NJURI ES:

Wat er Dept h: 739
Di stance from Shore:
I NI TI ATE A 2010: NO
EVMERGENCY REPORT: N
OPERATOR REPCORT ON FILE: NO

WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: Mtchell,

10

M chael

DATE: 19-JAN-2016 TI M 1433 HOURS

DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

A Sodexo contractor woke up with back pain
prior to starting his shift. He reported to
the medic due to the pain being bad enough he
couldn't work. He took sonme advil and el ected
to go to shore on the norning boat. A follow
up with a Dr. has confirnmed the injury is not
wor k rel at ed.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
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ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 25-JUL-2018 TI ME: 0900 HOURS
2. OPERATOR:  Beacon West Energy G oup, LLC

REPRESENTATI VE:
TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR

REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE

3. LEASE
AREA:
BLOCK:

4. PLATFORM
RI GNANME:

5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)

I gloi, Kristof
(805) 395-9949

LA
6912

RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLGCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER

I 1

6. OPERATI ON:

| | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DEVEL OPNVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
( DOCD/ POD)

PRODUCTI ON
DRI LLI NG
WORKOVER
COVPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO.

OTHER Pl at f or m war m st ack

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:

11. Water Depth: 783

12. Distance from Shore: 15

13. INITIATE A 2010: NO

14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N

15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: O olete, Bethram

DATE: 16- AUG 2018 TI MVE: 1909 HOURS

DI STRI CT:

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:
Snoke Alarmin the SOX Bunker

Update 8/16:

-Corrected incident date to 7/25/2018 from
7/ 28/ 2018

- Snoke al arnmed repl aced on the day of

i nci dent, 7/25/2018

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
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ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 11-APR-2015 TI ME: 1540 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-McMoRan Ol & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  GERALD PENNY
TELPHONE:  (805) 934-8264
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00315
AREA:  SM
BLOCK: 6525
PLATFORM  HARVEST
RI GNAME:

5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)

RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLGCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

X| CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER CRANE

6. OPERATI ON:

| | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DEVEL OPNVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
( DOCD/ POD)

PRODUCTI ON
DRI LLI NG
WORKOVER
COWVPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO

OTHER CRANE VAl NTENANCE

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: @ EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 675
12. Distance from Shore: 7
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE-B. KURTZ

DATE: 12- APR-2015 TI ME: 0700 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1 In conpliance with BSEE regul ations for
followup notification for all incidents

i nvol ving crane or personnel/nmaterial

handl i ng operations, we w sh to advise you of
the followi ng Harvest incident. (Note: A
verbal notification concerning this incident
was made on the norning of April 12, 2015 to
the BSEE on-call individual).

On Saturday, April 11, 2015 at 1540 hours,
t he crane mai ntenance crew at Platform
Har vest
was in the final process of
from Crane# 3 (west crane). During this
portion of the boomrenoval procedure the
rigging and tag |ines had been connected to
t he boom section. The boom for Crane #3 was
bei ng supported for renoval by Crane #2
(sout heast crane) while crew nenbers were
removing the foot pins fromthe heel section
of the boom Once the foot pins were renoved
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
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and the boomwas free fromthe pin yokes, the
crane operator started to nmaneuver the | oad
in preparation to set the load on the dril
deck (Note: Boom for Crane #3 was being
removed to be disassenbled and sent to shore
for inspection and painting as part of a
pl anned project). During the lifting process,
the crane operator booned up to clear the
|l oad fromthe #3 Crane cab. Upon the crane
operator clearing the load fromthe #3 Crane
cab, the wind force (north wind at - 22
knots) pushed the tip section of the boom
{load) in a clockw se notion resulting
in the heel section of that boomstriking the
| ower boom section of Crane #2. The striking
of the boons together caused mnor damage to
the upper right cord of the | ower boom
section
to Crane #2 (see attached picture) and
damaged the boom angl e indicator to Crane #3.
There were no personnel injuries as a result
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
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of this incident. Follow ng the crane boons
striking together, the crane operator and
riggers continued, w thout incident, to | ower
the load to the drill deck, disconnected the
rigging and set Crane #2's boomin the boom
cradle to allow for a boominspection by a
third party inspector. Crane #2 was red-
tagged and rendered out of service until it
could be inspected and repaired. Followi ng a
third party inspection of the booma repair
pl an was devel oped and t he crane boom cord
was repaired. Prior to placing the crane back
in service, it was re-inspected and | oad
tested. The crane was then placed back in
service on April 16, 2015.

Root Cause:

,., Wnd speed hazard was identified on the

JSA but crew nenbers performng the task did

not recogni ze the anount of force it would

have on the weight and | ength of this |oad
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
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when actually perfornming the task

e Tag lines were the inproper length to be
able to safely control the |load from

SWi ngi ng.

e Rigging plan was not sufficient to contro
the heel section of the boom bei ng renoved.

Corrective Actions:

e Lower wi nd speeds when renoving or

installing the boomto be able to better

control | oad from sw nging

* Longer tag lines attached to the boom so

when booming up the tag line hol der can

better control the |oad while being further

away fromthe | oad.

« Lift plan to include rigging to better

control the boom when renoving and installing

heel section of boominto the yoke pivot

section of the crane.

e Crane operators and crew nenbers to better

mtigate hazards that have been identified on
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
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t he JSA

FM Q&G | nci dent | NR-15-0241

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *
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ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 05- APR-2015 TI ME: 1215 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-McMoRan Ol & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  DAVID WLLIS
TELPHONE: (661) 333-2563
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00441
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6374
4. PLATFORM | RENE
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

| orHER
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
X DRILLI NG DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
| | cowPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
NO OF INJURIES: 1
Wat er Dept h: 242
Di stance from Shore: 4
I NI TI ATE A 2010: NO
EMERGENCY REPORT: N
OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: BSEE-B. KURTZ

DATE: 06- APR-2015 TI ME: 0700 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1 On Sunday, April 5, 2015 at 1215 hours, a
Contract Individual (d) was hel ping M-Swaco
hook up the 4" bul k hoses to clear them of
barite during PlatformlIrene drilling
operations.

The O twisted/turned his body to get another
grip on the hose and heard two pops in his
right knee and fell to the ground. The
onboard nedic | ooked at the C's knee. The d
was assisted to the nmedics office and was
flown to shore to have his right knee | ooked
at by a nedical professional.

There is no followup information avail abl e
as this individual no | onger works for

Hal I i burton Energy Services. | spoke with M.
M chael Mtchell on 4/20/15 and expl ai ned the
situation. As discussed, if any information
becones available FM Q&G wi || provide it to
your office.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

FM Q&G | nci dent #l NR- 15- 00217

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

OCCURRED
DATE: 13- APR-2015 TI ME: 0130 HOURS
OPERATOR:  Freeport-McMRan G| & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  DAVID WLLIS
TELPHONE:  (805) 934-8251
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
LEASE: P00450
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6524
PLATFORM  HI DALGO
Rl GNAME:
TYPE: |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER MUSTER (H2S RELEASE)

6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
|| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D. EVACCR

7. CAUSE: @ EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 430
12. Distance from Shore: 7
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE-B. KURTZ

DATE: 14- APR-2015 TI ME: 0700 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1 On Monday, April 13, 2015 at 0130 hours,
sensing line fromwell C 10 on Platform

H dal go had a | eak occur, setting off the H2S
gas detection heads in the area. Only one
head | ocated close by cane in at 20 PPM and
other in the area ranged as high as 10 PPM
Wth a mininmal operations crew for night

time, the | eak was | ocated, isolated and
repaired.

Since it was a sustained leak at the | ow

| evel alarm the process did not shut down,
however crews were required to nuster in case
the problemturned into a bigger issue. The
crews on the platformnustered to their safe
briefing areas and were rel eased w t hout

i nci dent .

a

Root Cause: The stainless steel sensing line
failed resulting in a small gas rel ease.

Corrective Actions: The line was isol ated and
RUN DATE: 19-SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

the stainless steel hose was replaced with
stainl ess steel tubing. The Iine was placed
back into service with no issues and no
injuries resulted as a result of this

rel ease.

FM Q&G | nci dent # | NR-15-0239

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 15-APR-2015 TI ME: 1500 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-McMoRan Ol & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE: GERALD PENNY
TELPHONE:  (805) 934-8251
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00315
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6525
PLATFORM  HARVEST
Rl GNAME
5. TYPE []FHSTCRIC I NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER MUSTER (H2S RELEASE)

6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
|| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D. EVACCR

7. CAUSE: @ EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 675
12. Distance from Shore: 7
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE-B. KURTZ

DATE: 16- APR-2015 TI ME: 0700 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS

/1 On Wednesday, April 15, 2015 at 1500
hours, the Pl atform Harvest sal es gas
conpressor had been shut down to renobve a

val ve on the discharge line. A nitrogen purge
hose and check val ve were hooked up to the

di scharge piping to purge the line prior to
renovi ng the valve. The check valve failed

al | owi ng residual gas pressure onto the
nitrogen hose, resulting in a hose failure
and an H2S rel ease.

Pl at f orm personnel nustered to their safe
briefing areas and the operators perforning
the isolation and purging activities isolated
the source at the purge point. No injuries
occurred due to this rel ease.

Root Cause: Failure of the check val ve
Corrective Actions: Test and inspect
equi pnent prior to use

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

FM Q&G | nci dent # | NR-15-0256

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 14-DEC- 2015 TI ME: 1200 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Exxon Mobil Corporation
REPRESENTATI VE:  Pul | en, Carol

TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00190
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6635
4. PLATFORM  HARMONY
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

(832) 625- 4584

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

| orHER
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
|| covPLETI O
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 1198
12. Distance from Shore: 6
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO
17. RECEI VED BY: O olete, Bethram
DATE: 29-DEC-2015 TIME 1104 HOURS
Dl STRI CT:
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:
On 12/14/15, at approximately 12:00 hours
(PST), an ExxonMbbil enpl oyee fell out of a

rolling chair while scooting across the shop
floor fromone work console to another. The
wheel of the chair stopped on a seamweld and
his nonmentum caused himto tip over striking
his | eft shoul der on the floor.

This nmorning (12/15/15) the enpl oyee stated
that the soreness in his shoul der was not
wor se, but not better. The PIC decided to
send the IP to shore by boat for further
nmedi cal eval uation at the Sansum Medi cal
Cinic in Coleta.

NOTE: Initial verbal notification of the
incident was called to Mke Mtchell
12/ 15/ 15.

12/ 15/ 15 - Doctor released |IP to return to
work with no restrictions / nedications
RUN DATE: 19-SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

OCCURRED
DATE: 09-JUL-2015 TIME: 0635 HOURS
OPERATOR:  Freeport-McMRan G| & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  DAVID WLLIS
TELPHONE:  (805) 934-8251
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
LEASE: P00450
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6524
PLATFORM  HI DALGO
RI GNAME:
TYPE: |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X1l

X| OTHER MUSTER (SVEET GAS)
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: @ EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 430
12. Distance from Shore: 7
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE-M ASHFAQ

DATE: 10-JUL-2015 TI M 0700 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1 On Thursday, July 9, 2015 at 0635 hours,
top gasket failed on a check valve on the

producti on header to exchanger E-1, resulting
in a gas rel ease. Conbustible gas sensor GOE
2M 19 al arnmed. The rel ease was sweet gas; no
H2S was present.

a

Al'l platform personnel nustered to their safe
briefing areas while the rel ease was

identified and isolated. No injuries or other
incidents resulted fromthis nuster activity.

Root Cause: The gasket on the upper access
flange of the check valve failed resulting in
t he gas rel ease.

Corrective Actions: The line was isol ated,
pressure bled off and taken out of service.
The check valve repair is pending parts
del i very.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

FM Q&G | nci dent # | NR-15- 0488

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 02- AUG 2016 TI ME: 1745
2. OPERATOR DCOR, L.L.C
REPRESENTATI VE: Francis, Riston
TELPHONE:  (805) 535-2071
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00241
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6658
4. PLATFORM A
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days 1
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury

HOURS

FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLGCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLI SION []HI STORIC [ ]>$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE
DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

[]<=$25K

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE
X| OTHER | NJURY

6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
|| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D. EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR
SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES: 1
11. Water Depth: 188
12. Distance from Shore: 6
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO

17. RECEI VED BY: Mtchell, M chael

DATE: 16- AUG 2016 TI ME: 1126 HOURS

DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1 The operator notes; Riston Francis called
to report an injury evacuation from platform
A. And enpl oyee slipped on hydraulic fluid
and fell striking his back on the Deck. The
enpl oyee was conpl ai ni ng about back pain and
was sent into shore for nmedical evaluation.

Riston WIl followup with an email and
report the incident in E well when nore
details are avail abl e.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 12- AUG 2016 TI ME:
2. OPERATOR DCOR, L.L.C
REPRESENTATI VE: riston frances
TELPHONE:  (805) 701-6975
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00216
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6862
4. PLATFORM G LDA
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER LACERATI ON TO HAND

1330 HOURS

6. OPERATI ON:

¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
|| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
NO OF INJURIES: 1
Wat er Dept h: 205
Di stance from Shore: 9
I NI TI ATE A 2010: NO
EMERGENCY REPORT: N
OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: BSEE-M M TCHELL

DATE: 12- AUG 2016 TI M 1356 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1 The operator stated: Riston Francis with
DCOR called to report an injury evacuation
fromPlatform dlda. An enpl oyee was
operating a grinder that kicked back and cut
t he enpl oyees hand. The enpl oyee was wearing
gl oves but the nmedic on board that
administered first aid felt the laceration
may require stitches.

Riston will enter the event into ewell
nore information is received.

once

/1l Update (08/25/16) Ginder as a hand
grinder & the IP was cutting off a flange in
the wel d shop. The grinder kicked back
causing a cut to the top of the IP' s |eft
hand. The I P was evacuated & will be out for
nore than 3 days.

Cause; Enpl oyee was putting excessive
pressure on the grinder with

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

bot h hands, causing the grinder to kickback

Corrective action; Updates to the welding and
grinding JSA have been nade to ensure
operators do not apply excessive pressure to
the grinder during use.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 15- AUG 2016 TI ME:
2. OPERATOR  Beta Operating Conpany,
REPRESENTATI VE:  ALEX VASQUEZ
TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00301
AREA: LB
BLOCK: 6488
4. PLATFORM  EUREKA
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days) 1
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

1345 HOURS
LLC

1T

X| OTHER M NOR I NNER THI GH | NJURY
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
X OTHER DI SMANTLI NG SCAFFOLDI NG

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION:  NO

9. NO. OF FATALITIES:
NO. OF INJURIES: 1
Wat er Dept h: 700
Di stance from Shore:
I NI TI ATE A 2010: NO
EVMERGENCY REPORT: N
OPERATOR REPCORT ON FILE: NO

WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: BSEE-M M TCHELL

10

DATE: 15- AUG 2016 TI ME: 1346 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1l The operator stated: around 1 :45 pm|
called on the PA system <¢Alex cone to the
plus 12 deck we have an energency". As | ran
down the center stairway fromthe +45 deck to
the +12 deck a Brand enpl oyee pointed that a
scaffol ding builder had fallen. | called Elly
control roomand talk with Gene Pritchard and
told what had happen and to notify Bob
Perkins. | then asked Alfredo if he was okay
and Alfredo told ne yes. | asked what happen
and he NAl fredo~ told ne the bar broke at the
wel d of the scaffolding bar. | told Brand
crew to stop work come up to the galley.
Treatnent Administered: in the galley | asked
Al fredo again if he was okay, how was his
back and inter thigh area? Alfredo told ne he
was okay. Bob Perkins told ne the crew boat
is on the way to take Alfredo in to make
sure he is okay.
Root Cause or Contributing Factors: from what
| seen the scaffolding bar broke at the weld.
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

was

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

Corrective Action Taken, If Any: at this tine
Brand crew is going in and Brand will contact
us with how they want to proceed with
dismantling the reni nder scaffol ding.

Reported by: Brand enpl oyee.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 03- MAY-2016 TI ME:
2. OPERATOR Venoco, Inc.
REPRESENTATI VE: Hender son,
TELPHONE: (805) 745-2283
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE:
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6861
4. PLATFORM  GRACE
Rl GNANME:
5. TYPE: |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

0745 HOURS

Wi

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER

XX

6. OPERATI ON:

| | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DEVEL OPNVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
( DOCD/ POD)

X PRODUCTI ON
DRI LLI NG
WORKOVER
COVPLETI ON
HEL| COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION:  NO

9. NO. OF FATALITIES:
10. NO OF INJURIES:

11. Water Depth: 318
12. Distance from Shore:
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: Kai ser,

11

17. John

DATE: 30- SEP-2016 TI ME: 0915 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

A gas rel ease caused by pressure build up in
the A-15 annul us, causing the bl owout of the

3" x 1" reduci ng bushing attached to the
conduct or.
An incident investigation has been started as

of 5/5/2016 to address the cause of the
pressure build up and address future re-
occurrence and prevention. |Inmediate action
taken has been to check all conductors and
annul us for any pressure build up.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 02-JUN- 2017 TI ME: 1530 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Exxon Mobil Corporation

REPRESENTATI VE:  Case, FErik
TELPHONE: (832) 625-4583
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00188
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6636
4. PLATFORM  HONDO
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days) 1
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

| SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE
| orHER
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
|| covPLETI O
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:

11. Water Depth: 842

12. Distance from Shore: 5

13. INITIATE A 2010: NO

14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N

15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO

17. RECEI VED BY: O olete, Bethram

DATE: 15-JUN-2017 TI ME: 1628 HOURS

DI STRI CT:

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

At ~09:30 (pst) the I P bent down to pick up
bolts and felt a popping sensation in his
knee. At this noment he abruptly stood up and
felt a strain in his back. As of ~15:30 (pst)
the IP is being transported to shore for

nmedi cal eval uati on.

**UPDATE** 6/2/17 @ 17: 30

| P was seen at Sansum Cinic in Santa
Barbara, CA. I P was diagnosed with a strained
| eft knee and strained | ower back. Directed
to wear a knee brace for 3-7 day, perform
back stretches and adm nister OTC Advil and

i ce as needed. Follow up appointnent is
schedul ed for 6/9/17.

** UPDATE* *
6/ 12/ 17

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

Following IP's visit with the doctor on 6-9-
17, he was diagnosed with a strai ned knee and
has been placed on Restricted Wrk for
greater than 3 days

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 03- MAY-2016 TI ME
2. OPERATOR:  Venoco, Inc.
REPRESENTATI VE:  SCOTT BI NG
TELPHONE:
CONTRACTCOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00205
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6912
4. PLATFORM  GAIL
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE: |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

0830 HOURS

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER GAS RELEASE

X1l

(4|

6. OPERATI ON:

| | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DEVEL OPNVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
( DOCD/ POD)

PRODUCTI ON
DRI LLI NG
WORKOVER
COWVPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: @ EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION:  NO

9. NO. OF FATALITIES:
10. NO OF INJURIES:

11. Water Depth: 739
12. Distance from Shore:
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: BSEE-M TCHELL M

11

17.

DATE: 03- MAY-2016 TI M 0839 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1l Operator called to report a conbustible
gas release that required a platformnuster.
The source was reported to be a corroded

fitting on the casing annulus on well A-8.
A fifteen day report will follow.
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 03-JUN- 2016 TI ME: 1400 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-McMoRan Ol & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  JERRY PENNY
TELPHONE:  (805) 934-8264
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00441
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6374
4. PLATFORM | RENE
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER LOSS OF POVER
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
| | cowPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: @ EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 242
12. Distance from Shore: 4
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE-M TCHELL M

DATE: 03-JUN-2016 TI ME: 1430 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1l Operator called to informus that Platform
Irene has | ost shore power and is currently
wor ki ng on restoring shore or generator

power .

Around the tinme of power |oss snoke was
observed in Motor Control Center (MCC) #1,
Jerry stated they are in the very early
stages of the investigation and will relay
additional information to ne over the
weekend.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 05-JUN-2016 TI ME: 1456 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-McMoRan Ol & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  PATRI CK VOAELL
TELPHONE:  (805) 934-8215
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00441
AREA:  SM
BLOCK: 6374
PLATFORM | RENE
RI GNAME:

5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)

RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLGCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER LOST OVERBOARD
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
| | covPLETI ON
HELI COPTER

MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION:  NO

9. NO. OF FATALITIES:
10. NO OF INJURIES:

11. Water Depth: 242
12. Distance from Shore:
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: BSEE- FERNANDEZ P.

4

17.

DATE: 07-JUN-2016 TI ME: 1427 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1 An itemfell overboard. At 0945 this
norning, a hard hat fell overboard from
Platformlrene and could not be retrieved.
The hard hat was observed sinking as it
floated away fromthe platform

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 02- MAY-2016 TI NME:
2. OPERATOR Venoco, Inc.
REPRESENTATI VE: Hender son,
TELPHONE: (805) 745-2283
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00205
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6912
4. PLATFORM GAIL
Rl GNANME:
5. TYPE: |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

1030 HOURS

Wi

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER H2S RELEASE

6. OPERATI ON:

| | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DEVEL OPNVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
( DOCD/ POD)

PRODUCTI ON
DRI LLI NG
WORKOVER
COWVPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: @ EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 739
12. Distance from Shore: 10
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO
17. RECEI VED BY: O olete, Bethram
DATE: 24- MAY- 2016 TI ME: 1645 HOURS

DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

A process shut down and nuster due to an H2S
rel ease. The source of the H2S rel ease was
found to be the fromexternal corrosion on
the V-3 pool trap level safety low bridle
resulting in a leak. The bridle was isolated
and repaired. To prevent re-occurrence on

ot her vessels, all level bridles were

i nspected for corrosion. Specifically
focusing on the |ow |l evel sections. Al other
bridles were found to be in proper working
order with no signs of heavy corrosion

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 13-JUN- 2016 TI ME:
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-MNMRan O |
REPRESENTATI VE:  Everett,
TELPHONE:  (805) 934-8224
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00450
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6524
4. PLATFORM  HI DALGO
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER | NJURY

1000 HOURS
& Gas LLC
I rene

1 Med Eval

6. OPERATI ON:

| | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DEVEL OPNVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
( DOCD/ POD)

PRODUCTI ON
DRI LLI NG
WORKOVER
COWVPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES: 1

11. Water Depth: 430

12. Distance from Shore: 6

13. INITIATE A 2010: NO

14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N

15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO

17. RECEI VED BY: O olete, Bethram

DATE: 28-JUN-2016 TI ME: 0956 HOURS

DI STRICT: SANTA MARI A DI STRI CT

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

Flewin on regularly scheduled flight for

eval uation, imediately rel eased by doctor to
full duty (no restrictions) - see attached
letter for details

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 06-JUL-2016 TI ME: 1430 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-McMoRan Ol & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  Jerry Penny
TELPHONE:  (805) 934-8224
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00441
AREA:  SM
BLOCK: 6374
4. PLATFORM | RENE
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)

RWJT (>3 days) 1
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

Z OTHER Injury Evac
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DRI LLI NG DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCT! ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
[ OTHER ~ Ri g Mai nt enance

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: @ EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES: 1

11. Water Depth: 242

12. Distance from Shore: 4

13. INITIATE A 2010: NO

14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N

15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE M M tchell

DATE: 20-JUL-2016 TI ME: 1104 HOURS

DI STRICT: SANTA MARI A DI STRI CT

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1 The operator notes; An incident occurred
during rig mai ntenance on PlatformlIrene. An
enpl oyee injured his hand when he renpved a
grease fitting, he sustained a |l aceration on
his pal mwhen the grease fitting bl ew out

The enpl oyee was greasing a valve on the
standpi pe for the rig. The pressure behind
the grease fitting cane fromthe grease gun,
the stand pipe did not have any pressure.
There was a JSA for the job.

A 15 day letter will follow

(See attached letter for details)

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 12- FEB-2017 TIME
2. OPERATOR:  Venoco, LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  Hender son,
TELPHONE: (805) 745-2283
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6912
4. PLATFORM  GAIL
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE: |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days) 1
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLGCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER

1100 HOURS

Wi

6. OPERATI ON:

| | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DEVEL OPNVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
( DOCD/ POD)

PRODUCTI ON
DRI LLI NG
WORKOVER
COWVPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 739
12. Distance from Shore: 10
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO
17. RECEI VED BY: O olete, Bethram
DATE: 17-FEB-2017 TI ME: 1531 HOURS

DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

To prevent any re-occurrence, this incident

was reviewed by all platformstaff to ensure
proper hand and foot placenent when working

in cranped quarters.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 13-CCT-2017 TI ME: 0845 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Exxon Mobil Corporation

REPRESENTATI VE:
TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00180
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6636
4. PLATFORM  HONDO
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

Case, FErik
(832) 625-4583

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

X| CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

| orHER
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DRI LLI NG DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
[ OTHER ~ Crane Activities

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:

11. Water Depth: 842

12. Distance from Shore: 5

13. INITIATE A 2010: NO

14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N

15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO

17. RECEI VED BY: O olete, Bethram

DATE: 24-COCT-2017 TI ME: 1707 HOURS

DI STRICT: SANTA MARI A DI STRI CT

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

At ~0845 hours on Cctober 13, 2017, at our SM
6636 OCS-P 0188 facility (Hondo Platform,
enpl oyees were lowering a load to the plus 15
deck using the Hondo East Crane. On the way
up the load cell contacted the platformand
st opped wor ki ng. Enpl oyees will cease using
the crane until repairs are nade. Currently,
repairs are anticipated to be nmade tonorrow.

** UPDATE** 10/ 17/17

Foll owi ng the incident, comrmunication has
been distributed that inplenents the use of
extending the two way stinger which wll

rai se the headache ball higher and further
away fromthe cellar deck during these types
of lifts

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 21-MAR-2016 TINME:
2. OPERATOR Venoco, Inc.
REPRESENTATI VE: Hender son,
TELPHONE: (805) 745-2283
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE:
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6912
4. PLATFORM GAIL
Rl GNANME:
5. TYPE: |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

0715 HOURS

Wi

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

| orHER
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
|| covPLETI O
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  YES
9. NO. OF FATALITIES:
10. NO OF INJURIES:
11. Water Depth: 739
12. Distance from Shore:
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: Mtchell,

10

17. M chael

DATE: 29- MAR-2016 TI ME: 1257 HOURS

DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

A trace anount of a sulfur ox mixture was

rel eased to the ocean fromthe cai sson due to
drain val ve alignnent being directed to the
cai sson during the deck cleaning of the

sul fur Ox plant on the platform

To address this and avoi d re-occurrence,
Venoco has nade it standard practice to
direct the drains to the platformdi sposal
system T- Tanks rather then the caisson during
any Sul fur Ox plant cleaning.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 27-JUN- 2016 TI ME: 0900 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Pacific Operators O fshore, LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  Bryan Sul livan
TELPHONE
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE:
AREA:
BLOCK
4. PLATFORM
RI GNAME
5. TYPE []FHSTCRIC I NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days 1
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLGCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

| orHER
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
|| covPLETI O
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES
10. NO OF INJURIES:
11. Water Depth:
12. Distance from Shore:
13. INITIATE A 2010: YES
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: Y
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: YES 13-JUL-16

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY:

NO
17.

DATE: TI ME
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS

From POOLLC s Accident Investigation Report
regardi ng the June 29, 2016 incident
submitted to BSEE via email on July 13, 2016.

HOURS

"This incident investigation report stens
froma fall sustained by Carl os Espino on
June 27, 2016, at approximately 0900. Wile
performng a routing task, on platform Hogan
M. Espino fell 18.5 feet, fromthe rig to
the drill deck. During the course of this

i nvestigation, all relevant facts were
collected to understand the cause and al
possi bl e preventative neasure to be inplanted
in order to prevent any simlar such
occurrence.

M. Espino was directed by his supervisor and
pl atformtool pusher (M guel Sosa) to instal
a routinely utilized tenporary cat wal k on
the Pl atform Hogan production rig pipe deck

| evel . To acconplish this task M. Espino,
M guel Sosa and anot her co-worker utilized
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



REPCRT | D: EVACCR

*

*

UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT

*

*

PACI FI C OCS REG ON

the Pl arfom Hogan North Crane to lift the
approxi mate 300 pound cat wal k gradi ng.
During the Iift Mguel Sosa operated the
crane with an unobstructed view of all
enpl oyees present. M. Espino was stationed
on the pipe deck west of the R g. Another
cowor ker was al so stationed on the pipe deck.
The two nen were positioned to place the
tenporary cat walk as a bridge fromthe pipe
deck to the Rig.
Pl acenent of this grating is a routine task
that is perforned whenever the Rig is
repositioned. The cat walk grating is
equi pped with a tongue and grove positioning
slot that M. Espino was attenpting to fit in
pl ace imredi ately prior to the accident. As
the catwal k shifted while being lowered in to
position, M. Espino attenpted to maneuver
the grating into place. At this point in
time, it appears that M. Espino held onto
the grating despite its shifting position.
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



REPCRT | D: EVACCR

*

*

UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT

*

*

PACI FI C OCS REG ON

This resulted in M. Espino being pulled
forward and of f bal ance. At this point M.
Espi no |l ost his balance and fell forward onto
the opening as created by the grating not yet
havi ng been finally positioned. M. Espino
fell a neasured distance of eighteen and one
hal f feet to the drill deck.

M guel Sosa witnessed M. Espino fall from
his vantage point in the North Crane. M guel
Sosa immediately called for all present to
assist M. Espino. M. Espino was found
consci ous and was asked a series of sinple
questions in order to ascertain his nental
cogni zance. It was determ ned that M. Espino
was lucid. An initial assessment of his
physi cal condition reveal ed a minor head
| aceration. M. Espino conplained of pain in
his right ankle and thigh area. M. Espino
was subsequently placed on a MIler board and
hence to a Stokes Litter onto which he was
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



REPCRT | D: EVACCR

*

*

UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT

*

*

PACI FI C OCS REG ON

secured and lowered to a previously alerted
and awaiting facility assigned 79 foot narine
crew and supply vessel (C&C Marine
"Mat t hew').

The Matthew was net at the Carpinteria pier
by paranedi cs who had al so been alerted by
Pl at f orm Hogan personnel . Paranedi cs
established that M. Espino's condition in
fact was stable. M. Espino was then
transported via anbul ance to Santa Barbara
Cot t age Hospital.

Concl usi on & Reconmendati ons

This accident resulted froma well intended
yet questionable split second decision that
led to a | oss of balance and potentially
severe consequences. Safety neetings are
schedul ed to re-enpathize the inportance of
strictly adhering to safe practices for
lifting and setting equi pment".

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED 7. CAUSE: I:l EQUI PMENT FAI LURE
DATE: 12-NOv-2017 TINME: 0845 HOURS
2. OPERATOR: Beta Qperating Conpany, LLC [] HUMAN ERROR

REPRESENTATI VE: Lang, Di ana

TELPHONE: (562) 628-1529 I:l SLIPITRIP/FALL

CONTRACTOR [] VEATHER RELATED
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE [] orHER
3. LEASE
AREA: LB
BLOCK: 6438 8. POLLUTION. NO

4. PLATFORM  ELLEN 9. NO OF FATALI TIES:

Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE: []H STORI C I NJURY 10. No- OF INUURIES:
REQUI RED EVACUATION 1 11. Water Depth: 265
LTA (1-3 days) 12. Distance from Shore: 9
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days) 13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
RWJT (>3 days) 14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
O her Injury )
EATALTTY 15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
FI RE 16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
EXPLOSI ON SECTI ON? NO
LWC H STORI C BLOAOUT 17. RECEI VED BY: Kai ser, John
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER DATE: 17-JAN-2018 TIME 1209 HOURS

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHISTORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

CRA Enpl oyee was using a sledge hammer to free a

NE i zed wheel bi A Il
OTHER LI ETI NG DEVI CE sei zed up wheel on a bin nover. sna

— sliver of nmetal cane off the bin nover and

- DAMAGED! DI SABLED SAFETY SYS. | odged into enpl oyee's thigh. the wound was

| | NCI DENT >$25K cl eaned and bandaged, and enpl oyee sent to

L H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM clinic via crew boat. clinic cleaned wound
REQUI RED MUSTER and redressed.
SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER

6. OPERATI ON:

PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)

DRI LLI NG DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)

COVPLETI ON

HEL| COPTER

MOTOR VESSEL

Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO.

z OTHER  Mai nt enance

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 16- FEB-2017 TI ME: 0745 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-McMoRan Ol & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE: Everett, Irene

TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE:
AREA:
BLOCK: 6524
4. PLATFORM  HI DALGO
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

(805) 934- 8224

SM

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

X| CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

Z OTHER Lost Item Overboard
6. OPERATI ON:
[X PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( PCE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| | WORKOVER ( DOCDY POD)
| | covPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
: OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:

11. Water Depth: 430

12. Distance from Shore: 6

13. INITIATE A 2010: NO

14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N

15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO

17. RECEI VED BY: O olete, Bethram

DATE: 02-MAR- 2017 TIME: 1758 HOURS

DI STRI CT:

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

Whi |l e noving a propane tank with crane, a
portion of the propane tank franework struck
the handrail when being lifted and di sl odged
the handrail fromthe handrail pocket. The
handrail fell overboard to ocean. No danmge
noted to propane tank unit.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 28- AUG 2017 TI ME:
2. OPERATOR  Pacific Operators O fshore,
REPRESENTATI VE:  Bruce Johnston
TELPHONE:  (805) 899-3144
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00166
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6710
4. PLATFORM
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days 1
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER

2040 HOURS
LLC

6. OPERATI ON:

| | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DEVEL OPNVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
( DOCD/ POD)

PRODUCTI ON
DRI LLI NG
WORKOVER
COWVPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 176
12. Distance from Shore: 4
13. INITIATE A 2010: YES
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO
17. RECEI VED BY:
DATE: Tl ME: HOURS

DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

~Two enpl oyees were renoving a Caneron cl anp
and its bolts froma production well head (B-
30). Al four bolts and half of the Caneron
cl anp had been renoved. Wile renoving the
other half of the clanp pressure fromw thin
the wel |l head unseated the production tree.
The production tree tipped over on to the
enpl oyee, pinning himin an upright position.
Enpl oyee was trapped agai nst supporyt beans
of the wellbay grating structure with
production tree |laying on hes chest.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 10-DEC- 2015 TI ME: 1735 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-McMoRan Ol & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  DAVID WLLIS
TELPHONE:  (805) 934-8251
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00441
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6374
4. PLATFORM | RENE
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER EYE | NJURY
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
|| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
2 OTHER  MAI NTENANCE WORK

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
NO OF INJURIES: 1
Wat er Dept h: 242
Di stance from Shore: 4
I NI TI ATE A 2010: NO
EMERGENCY REPORT: N
OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: BSEE-M M TCHELL

DATE: 14-DEC- 2015 TI ME: 0908 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1 On 12/11/15, the operator states; |
voi cemails for you both as well as the
answering service, and | received your call
back M ke.

| eft

W sent a d in this norning due to eye
irritation. He is a menber of the contract
pai nt crew and was renovi ng scal e yest erday
with a bristle blaster. He has on all of the
requi red PPE but devel oped sone irritation

| ast night. This norning he was still
experiencing irritation so he was sent in for
further evaluation. W are still waiting to
here the results.

On 12/14/15, the operator states; On

Thur sday, Decenber 10, 2015 at 1735 hours,

contract individual (O) reported to the

platformmedic that his right eye felt

irritated. The d was not aware of any tine

during the day that he fe It
RUN DATE:

a

19- SEP- 2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



REPCRT | D: EVACCR

*

*

UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT

*

*

*

*

PACI FI C OCS REG ON

anything enter his eye. The C had been using
a power bristle blaster to renove scale from
the bottom of the energency generator.

The Cl's eye was irrigated with solution at
the tine of reporting the incident. The

fol |l owi ng nor ni ng,

his eye was still red and he asked to go in
to see a physician. The d was using safety
gl asses and a face shield at all tines during
t he de-scaling work.

The G was cl eared by a physician the sane
day for full duty, no fu rther issues.

Root Cause: Coggles under the face shield
shoul d be used during this type of work, as
they provide better protection.

Corrective Actions: Counseled d in selection
of proper PPE

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 14-DEC- 2015 TI ME:
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-MNMRan O |
REPRESENTATI VE:  MARK KI NG
TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00450
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6524
4. PLATFORM  HI DALGO
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

0900 HOURS
& Gas LLC

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER | TEM LOST OVERBOARD
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
|| covPLETI O
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: @ EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[X| \EATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 430
12. Distance from Shore: 7
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO
17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE-J. KAl SER
DATE: 14-DEC-2015 TIME 0934 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRICT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:
/1l The operator states; A large swell knocked
a handrail |oose wich then fell into the
ocean. It was the handrail on the north side

of the +20 deck.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 01-DEC- 2015 TI ME: 1700 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Freeport-McMoRan Ol & Gas LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  DAVID WLLIS
TELPHONE:  (805) 934-8251
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00441
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6374
4. PLATFORM | RENE
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER HAND | NJURY
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| VORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
| | covPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
] PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| | OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
NO OF INJURIES: 1
Wat er Dept h: 242
Di stance from Shore: 4
I NI TI ATE A 2010: NO
EMERGENCY REPORT: N
OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: BSEE-P. FERNANDEZ

DATE: 15-DEC- 2015 TI ME: 1554 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1l The operator states; On Tuesday,
1, 2015 at 1700 hours, two contract
i ndividual (ds) were in the process of

rel ocating al um num pl anks. One O placed his
hand between the plank and the toe board on

t he suspended rigging. The second O on the
other end of the plank could not see where
the first d had placed his hand, and shoved
the plank, catching the first C's hand

bet ween the plank and rigging, causing injury
to his hand. The C was experiencing pain the
followi ng norning, so he was flown to shore
for further evaluation. No further treatnent
required and the  was released to full duty
t he sane day.

Decenber

Root Cause: Lack of communi cati on between
wor kers and body positioning, avoiding pinch
poi nt s.

Corrective Actions: Discussed inportance of
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

good conmuni cati on when wor ki ng toget her,
especially when not in direct |line of sight.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED 7. CAUSE: [] EQUI PVENT FAI LURE
DATE: 09-MAR-2016 TIME: 0700 HOURS
2. OPERATOR. Freeport-MMRan O & Gas LLC [ HUMAN ERROR

REPRESENTATI VE: BOB MARSALEK

TELPHONE: (805) 934-8223 [] sLI P/ TRI P/ FALL

CONTRACTOR [] VEATHER RELATED
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE [] orHER
3. LEASE: P00450
AREA:  SM
BLOCK: 6524 8. POLLUTION. NO

4. PLATFORM  HI DALGO 9. NO. OF FATALI TIES:

RI GNAME:
5. TYPE: [X]H STORI C I NJURY 10. No- OF INJURIES: 1
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 11. Water Depth: 430
LTA (1-3 days) 12. Distance from Shore: 7
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days) 13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
RWJT (>3 days) 14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
O her Injury )
EATALL TY 15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
FI RE 16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
EXPLOSI ON SECTI ON? NO
LWC H STORI C BLOAOUT 17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE-P. FERNANDEZ
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER DATE: 09- MAR- 2016 TI ME: 1526 HOURS

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHISTORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

CRA /1 The operator ststes; No energency evac.,
NE enpl oyee snmashed his finger with a hamer, no
| OTHER LIFTI NG DEVI CE broken bones. He will be look at with a

| DAMAGEDY DI SABLED SAFETY SYS. Doctor |ater, today
| NCl DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER NO EMERGENCY | NJURY

6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DRI LLI NG DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER

MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 04- AUG 2015 TI ME: 1530 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Beta Operating Conpany, LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  MARI NA ROBERTSOM
TELPHONE: (562) 683-3497
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00300
AREA: LB
BLOCK: 6488
PLATFORM  EUREKA
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER QLY RAGS ON FI RE
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
[} OTHER  EQUI PMENT MAI NTENANCE

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION:  NO

9. NO. OF FATALITIES:
10. NO OF INJURIES:

11. Water Depth: 700
12. Distance from Shore:
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: BSEE-M M TCHELL

10

17.

DATE: 14- MAR-2016 TI ME: 1647 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1l The operator states; danage or injury:

O ly rags used for cleaning during equipnent
mai nt enance (believed to be one or nore of
Eur eka' s shi ppi ng punps) were placed in a

pl astic bag and then into an open-top plastic
(Rubber Mai d-type) trash can in direct
sunlight. The rags began to snol der inside

t he

pl astic bag. A contract painter, working

near by, snelled sonething burning, went to

i nvestigate. He | ocated the trash can and saw
that there were rags burning inside. He

qui ckly notified Beta enpl oyees who responded
to the scene and extinguished the fire. The
trash can was danmaged and di sposed of.
Not hi ng el se on the Pl atform was damaged.

Corrective action taken (if applicable per

§250.190): The incident was investigated to

determi ne what job(s) the rags cane from

what chemicals were on the rags, who may have
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



REPCRT | D: EVACCR

*

*

UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT

*

*

PACI FI C OCS REG ON

been invol ved, and what sort of oversight was
provi ded by Beta personnel. It was suspected
that the rags nay have contai ned crude oi
as well as other chem cals. Corrosion
i nhi bitor and other chenicals had been
utilized in the vicinity and the conbi nation
of them plus direct sunlight, is believed to
have contributed to the snol dering and
subsequent fire. Safety nmeetings were held on
all platfornms to discuss the incident and
rem nd personnel Beta's oily rag managenent
policy, which states that oily rags are to be
placed into fire-safe trash cans (red cans
with snug, auto-closing lids). Rags are not
to be disposed of with other trash and the
red fire-safe cans are to be kept out of
direct sunlight. Rags are not to be left
lying around work areas. Additional oily rag
cans and large white trash cans for genera
trash (also fire-safe) were purchased and
pl aced throughout all three platfornms. Al

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

plastic trash cans were renoved fromfacility
areas and are only allowed in non-facility
areas of the platforns, such as the gall ey,
quarters buildings and interior office areas.

Property or equi pnent danage estimate (if
appl i cabl e per §250.190): Less than $10. 00

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 19-DEC- 2015 TI ME: 0800 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Beta Operating Conpany, LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  MARI NA ROBERTSOM
TELPHONE: (562) 683-3497
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00300
AREA: LB
BLOCK: 6438
4. PLATFORM  ELLY
RI GNAME
5. TYPE []FHSTCRIC I NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER FIRE W NO I NJURI ES
6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
|| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
2 OTHER M SC CLEAN- UP

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[X] OTHER OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 265
12. Distance from Shore: 9
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO
17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE-M M TCHELL
DATE: 12-JAN-2016 TI ME 0953 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRICT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:
/1l Operator stated; Description of incident,

damage or injury: Enployee was renoving a
bucket and rag froma Scavtreat 1095 chemica
injection location where crystallization had
caused a drip | eak (being contained by the
bucket). He went to enpty the bucket and
tenporarily set the rag down on an enpty

pl astic chenical tank, when the rag

spont aneously and violently ignited and

di sintegrated. There was no residual fire or
no property damage. The enpl oyee was not
injured but the ignition singed hair on his
hand and head.

Corrective action taken (if applicable per

§250.190): Investigation conducted; all hands
nmeetings conducted to informall enployees;
nmeeting with Cariant, the chemical supplier

conducted to review chenical properties and

set up overall chenmical training for al

enpl oyees for dariant products; repaired and
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

reconfigured injection point to prevent
| eakage in the future.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED 7. CAUSE: [] EQUI PMENT FAI LURE
DATE: 01-FEB-2016 TIME 1356 HOURS
2. OPERATOR DCOR L.L.C. [] HUMAN ERRCR
REPRESENTATI VE:  KEI TH
TELPHONE: (805) 794-5767 [IsLiprTR P/ FALL
CONTRACTOR [X] VEATHER RELATED
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE [] OTHER
3. LEASE: P00216
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6862 POLLUTION:  NO
4. PLATFORM G LDA .
R GNAME. 9. NO. OF FATALI TIES:
5. TYPE: []H STORIC | NJURY 10. No OF INJURIES:
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 11. Water Depth: 205
LTA (1-3 days) 12. Distance from Shore: 9
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days) 13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
RWJT (>3 days) 14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
O her Injury :
EATALT TY 15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
FI RE 16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/L
EXPLOSI ON SECTI ON? NO
LWC | | H STORI C BLOWOUT 17. RECEl VED BY: BSEE-P. FERNANDEZ
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER DATE: 01-FEB-2016 TIME: 1356 HOURS

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES DI STRICT: CALI EORNI A DI STRI CT

COLLISION [JHISTORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K _
[] STRUCTURAL DAVAGE 18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

1 CRANE /1 The operator st at ed; a3x3|id_fe||

| OTHER LI ETI NG DEVI CE cF))\F/)Er. f?/\r’nds yvered35_ to 40, Ib;oke hi nges from
— DAMAGED! DI SABLED SAFETY SYS. - oat ati on evi ce, cCcou not recover.
| 1 NCI DENT >$25K
| H2S/ 15M N./ 20PPM
] REQUI RED MUSTER
| SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE
X| OTHER LOST OVERBOARD

6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DRI LLI NG DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCT! ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON

| HELI COPTER

| MOTOR VESSEL

| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.

| | OTHER

REPORT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

* * * * * *

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED 7. CAUSE: [] EQUI PVENT FAI LURE
DATE: 03-FEB-2016 TIME 0900 HOURS
2. OPERATOR. Freeport-MMRan O & Gas LLC [] HUMAN ERROR

REPRESENTATI VE: EDDI E RAMERI Z

TELPHONE:  (805) 733-5605 I:l SLIPITRUPIFALL

CONTRACTOR [X] VEATHER RELATED
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE [] orHER
3. LEASE: P00450
AREA:  SM
BLOCK: 6524 8. POLLUTION. NO

4. PLATFORM  HI DALGO 9. NO. OF FATALI TIES:

RI GNAME:
5. TYPE: []H STORI C I NJURY 10. No- OF INUURIES:
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 11. Water Depth: 430
LTA (1-3 days) 12. Distance from Shore: 7
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days) 13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
RWJT (>3 days) 14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
O her Injury )
EATALL TY 15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
FI RE 16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
EXPLOSI ON SECTI ON? NO
LWC H STORI C BLOAOUT 17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE-P. FERNANDEZ
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER DATE: 03-FEB-2016 TI ME: 0900 HOURS

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

I:l I:l I:l DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
CCLLI SI ON H STORI C >$25K <=$25K

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:
I:l STRUCTURAL DAMAGE 8 S/ cr cT

CRANE /1l The operator stated; 2 life rings fell in

| OTHER LI ETI NG DEVI CE wat er due to wi nds, could not recover.

DAVAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.
| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER LOST OVERBOARD

6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DRI LLI NG DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER

MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 27-JUN- 2016 TI ME: 0930 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Pacific Operators O fshore, LLC
REPRESENTATI VE:  Chris Magil |
TELPHONE:  (805) 899-3144
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00166
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6710
4. PLATFORM
RI GNAME:
5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days 1
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER

6. OPERATI ON:

| | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DEVEL OPNVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
( DOCD/ POD)

PRODUCTI ON
DRI LLI NG
WORKOVER
COWVPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO OF INJURIES: 1
11. Water Depth:
12. Distance from Shore:
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO
17. RECEI VED BY:
DATE: TI MVE: HOURS

DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

~ Personnel were engaged in an activity where
there was a hazard of falling in excess of 10
feet. They were not wearing a safety belt or
harness secured by a lanyard to a lifeline,
drop line or fixed anchor point. Resulting
ina fall incident causing bodily injury.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED

DATE: 12-FEB-2016 TI ME: 1215 HOURS
2. OPERATOR: DCOR, L.L.C.

REPRESENTATI VE: Lakner, Carl

TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE:
AREA:
BLOCK: 6659
4. PLATFORM  HI LLHOUSE
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)

(805) 535-2038

LA

O her Injury

FATALI TY

FI RE

EXPLGCSI ON

LWC H STORI C BLONOUT

UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

X| CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER

6. OPERATI ON:

| | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DEVEL OPNVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
( DOCD/ POD)

PRODUCTI ON
DRI LLI NG
WORKOVER
COWVPLETI ON
HELI COPTER
MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTI ON:  NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:

10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:

11. Water Depth: 190

12. Distance from Shore: 6

13. INITIATE A 2010: NO

14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N

15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON? NO

17. RECEI VED BY: O olete, Bethram

DATE: 24- MAY- 2016 TI ME: 1057 HOURS

DI STRI CT:

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

Whi |l e naking a crane pick fromthe work boat,
the | oads wire rope sling got caught under a
tool box. The force caused the lid of the
tool box to bend. The root cause was the
crane operator was not fully over the | oad.
Wre rope slings were inspected for danmage.
No danage of wire rope slings was found.

Per sonnel invol ved were DCOR enpl oyees.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED 7. CAUSE: [] EQUI PMENT FAI LURE
DATE: 21-OCT-2016 TIME: 1100 HOURS

2. OPERATOR. Freeport-MMRan G| & Gas LLC [ HUMAN ERROR
REPRESENTATI VE:  CHRI' S BARLOW
TELPHONE: [] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL

CONTRACTOR [] VEATHER RELATED

REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE [] OTHER

3. LEASE: P00450
AREA:  SM
BLOCK: 6524 8. POLLUTION. NO

4. PLATFORM  HI DALGO 9. NO. OF FATALI TIES:

Rl GNANE:
5. TYPE: []H STORI C I NJURY 10. NO. OF INJURES:
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 11. Water Depth: 430
LTA (1-3 days) 12. Distance from Shore: 7
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days) 13. I NI TI ATE A 2010: NO
RWJT (>3 days) 14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
O her Injury )
EATALT TY 15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
FI RE 16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
EXPLOSI ON SECTI ON? NO
LWC [ | HI STORI C BLOWOUT 17. RECEI VED BY: BSEE-J. KAl SER
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER DATE: 21-OCT-2016 TI ME: 1115 HOURS

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

I:l I:l I:l DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
CCLLI SI ON H STORI C >$25K <=$25K

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:
I:l STRUCTURAL DAMAGE 8 S/ cT cT

CRANE /1l Opertator called to report a | osr hard hat

| OTHER LI ETI NG DEVI CE overboard on Hidalgo platform

DAVAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.
| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER LOST OVERBOARD

6. OPERATI ON:
¥ PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
DRI LLI NG DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER

MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 04-JAN-2016 TI NE:
2. OPERATOR Venoco, Inc.
REPRESENTATI VE: TONY MARTI NEZ
TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
LEASE: P00205
AREA. LA
BLOCK: 6912
PLATFORM  GAIL
Rl GNAME:

5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)

0930 HOURS

RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLGCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

X| OTHER WOKE UP W SORE BACK
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
| | covPLETI ON
HELI COPTER

MOTOR VESSEL
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO
OTHER SLEEPI NG

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[X] OTHER SLEEPI NG

POLLUTION:  NO

9. NO. OF FATALITIES:
NO. OF INJURIES: 1
Wat er Dept h: 739
Di stance from Shore:
I NI TI ATE A 2010: NO
EVMERGENCY REPORT: N
OPERATOR REPCORT ON FILE: NO

WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: BSEE-C. M LLER

11

DATE: 04-JAN-2016 TI M 0954 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1l Received a call from Tony Martinez on Gail
letting us know that they sent in the night
cook with a sore back. He woke up and found
it hard to nove . As a precaution he was sent
into be met by Sedxo managenent and be taken
to the clinic. Areport will be coming this
nor ni ng.

RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 23-DEC- 2015 TIME:

2. OPERATOR:  Venoco, Inc.
REPRESENTATI VE:  KEI TH VENAL
TELPHONE:  (805) 745-2259

CONTRACTCOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE

3. LEASE: P00205
AREA: LA
BLOCK: 6912

4. PLATFORM GAIL
RI GNAME:

5. TYPE |Z| H STORI C | NJURY

REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 1
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days) 1
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLGCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

1900 HOURS

X| OTHER LEFT ELBOW | NJURY
6. OPERATI ON:
[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
X OTHER ~ PRESSURE WASHI NG

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[X] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION:  NO

9. NO. OF FATALITIES:
10. NO OF INJURIES: 1
11. Water Depth: 739
12. Distance from Shore:
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

RECEI VED BY: BSEE-J.

11

17. KAI SER

DATE: 05-JAN-2016 TI M 1459 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

/1l Enpl oyee reported to Medic on 12/24/2015
at 0730 that last night while pressure

washi ng the conpressors he sustained an
injury to his Left El bow Enpl oyee Reports he
was novi ng the pressure wand and the back of
his el bow struck a door. Hi s el bow has

| ocalized joint swelling with a snall
abrasion to the back of the el bow

Corrective Action;
equi pnent ,

Usi ng pressuri zed
hol d and control equipnent.

During the enpl oyees week on the platformthe
swelling on his el bow continued to grow. He
conmpl eted his work week and went to shore.

Enpl oyee followed up with the conpany Dr.

Tuesday 12/28 on his day off. The doctor

found that his el bow has a ruptured bursa and

he was given 28 days of restricted duty with

a followup Dr's visit on Mnday 1/4/2016.
RUN DATE: 19- SEP-2018

on

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



INSPPROD UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR INSPECTIONS
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT 26-SEP-2018
PACIFIC OCS REGION PAGE: 1
DISTRICT: ALL Production Inspections and INC's by Operator
LIST OF PRODUCTION INSPECTIONS AND INCS BETWEEN 2015 AND 2018
FOR Exxon Mobil Corporation - 00276
INC Type Legend: C=Sampling Mandatory, O=Other, P=Sampling Selected
INSP DATE / INC
DISTCOMPLEX STRUC NAME INC ISSUE DT TYPE AREA BLOCK LEASE ENF INC TYPE EQUIP COMMENT
8 51017 COMPLEX 03-JAN-2015 WO SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 31-JAN-2015 SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 24-MAR-2015 AU SM 6635 P0019S0 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 31-MAR-2015 PP SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 20-APR-2015 AU SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 20-APR-2015 PP SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 11-MAY-2015 WO SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 20-MAY-2015 PP SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 15-JUL-2015 PP SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 54 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 01-SEP-2015 PP SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 14 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 01-0CT-2015 CP SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 6 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 15-NOV-2015 PP SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 14 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 29-DEC-2015 PP SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 06-FEB-2016 AU SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 04-APR-2016 PP SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 83 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 26-MAY-2016 AU SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 12-AUG-2016 PP SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 2 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 07-SEP-2016 PC SM 6635 P0019S0 Components Inspected: 36 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 30-SEP-2016 AU SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 13-0CT-2016 PP SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 7 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 26-MAY-2017 PP SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O

UNCLASSIFIED



INSPPROD UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR INSPECTIONS
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT 26-SEP-2018
PACIFIC OCS REGION PAGE: 2

, , .
DISTRICT: ALL Production Inspections and INC's by Operator

LIST OF PRODUCTION INSPECTIONS AND INCS BETWEEN 2015 AND 2018
FOR Exxon Mobil Corporation - 00276

INC Type Legend: C=Sampling Mandatory, O=Other, P=Sampling Selected

INSP DATE / INC
DISTCOMPLEX STRUC NAME INC ISSUE DT TYPE AREA BLOCK LEASE ENF INC TYPE EQUIP COMMENT
8 51017 COMPLEX 18-SEP-2017 PC SM 6635 P0019S0 Components Inspected: 11 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 23-SEP-2017 PP SM 6635 P0019S0 Components Inspected: 4 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 16-DEC-2017 PP SM 6635 P0019S0 Components Inspected: 3 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 17-FEB-2018 PP SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 13-APR-2018 PP SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 172 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 20-JUL-2018 PP SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 146 INC's: O
8 51017 COMPLEX 11-AUG-2018 PP SM 6635 P00190 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 06-FEB-2015 SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 19-MAR-2015 PP SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 23-MAR-2015 AU SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 01-APR-2015 AU SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 13-APR-2015 PC SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 162 INC's: 4

1 HONDO 22-APR-2015 SM 6636 P00188 C G111l UV Detectors UV Detectors UV1-TGC, UV2-
TGC, UV3-IGC, UV4-IGC, UV5-
IGC failed to operate as
designed.

1 HONDO 30-APR-2015 SM 6636 P00188 W G111 Various Items Items need to be addressed
for corrosion.

1 HONDO 22-APR-2015 SM 6636 pP00188 C P280 Well H-12U SCSSV Wells H-12U SCSSV has
leakage rate higher than
the maximum allowable.

1 HONDO 24-APR-2015 SM 6636 P00188 C P280 Well SCSSV

8 51005 COMPLEX 30-APR-2015 PP SM 6636 pP00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O

LI T UNCLASSIFIED LA T



INSPPROD UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR INSPECTIONS
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT 26-SEP-2018
PACIFIC OCS REGION PAGE: 3
DISTRICT: ALL Production Inspections and INC's by Operator
LIST OF PRODUCTION INSPECTIONS AND INCS BETWEEN 2015 AND 2018
FOR Exxon Mobil Corporation - 00276
INC Type Legend: C=Sampling Mandatory, O=Other, P=Sampling Selected
INSP DATE / INC
DISTCOMPLEX STRUC NAME INC ISSUE DT TYPE AREA BLOCK LEASE ENF INC TYPE EQUIP COMMENT
8 51005 COMPLEX 01-MAY-2015 SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's:
8 51005 COMPLEX 01-MAY-2015 SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: 2
1 HONDO 01-MAY-2015 SM 6636 P00188 W F108 number of components out of
compliance
1 HONDO 01-MAY-2015 SM 6636 pPo0188 W G111 numerous corrosion issues
8 51005 COMPLEX 11-JUN-2015 SM 6636 pP00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 13-JUN-2015 AU SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 14-JUN-2015 PP SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 24-JUL-2015 AU SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: 1
1 HONDO 24-JUL-2015 SM 6636 p00188 C G110 Electrical Conduit The operator did not

* ook ok % %k % UNCLASSIFIED ook ok % %

perform all operations in a
safe and workmanlike manner
by deviating from the JSA
and "Safe Work Procedure
for Demolition of Cables.™"
The "Safe Work Procedure
for Demolition of Cables"
states that the cutting of
the cable must be performed
by a "designated competent
person" In addition, the
designated competent person
must also verify the cable
and cut location prior the
cut. These procedures were
not followed.

Note: Incident occurred on



INSPPROD UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR INSPECTIONS
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT 26-SEP-2018
PACIFIC OCS REGION PAGE: 4
DISTRICT: ALL Production Inspections and INC's by Operator
LIST OF PRODUCTION INSPECTIONS AND INCS BETWEEN 2015 AND 2018
FOR Exxon Mobil Corporation - 00276
INC Type Legend: C=Sampling Mandatory, O=Other, P=Sampling Selected
INSP DATE / INC
DISTCOMPLEX STRUC NAME INC ISSUE DT TYPE AREA BLOCK LEASE ENF INC TYPE EQUIP COMMENT
6/6/2015
8 51005 COMPLEX 27-AUG-2015 PP SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 195 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 14-SEP-2015 AU SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 13-0CT-2015 PP SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 18 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 27-NOV-2015 AI SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 13-DEC-2015 PP SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 39 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 25-DEC-2015 AU SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 05-FEB-2016 SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 07-FEB-2016 AU SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 16-FEB-2016 PC SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 20 INC's: 1
1 HONDO 21-APR-2016 SM 6636 P00188 C P175 ESS system, UV UV Detectors for Zone 6, 6A
Fire eyes & 6B failed to operate as
designed
8 51005 COMPLEX 24-FEB-2016 PP SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 90 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 25-APR-2016 PP SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 6 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 26-MAY-2016 AU SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 5 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 02-JUL-2016 PP SM 6636 pP00188 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: 1
1 HONDO 02-JUL-2016 SM 6636 P00188 c P175 UV detector 6B failed to
operate as required
8 51005 COMPLEX 09-SEP-2016 PP SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 18-0CT-2016 AU SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 25-0CT-2016 PP SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 25 INC's: O

UNCLASSIFIED

* * * * *



INSPPROD UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR INSPECTIONS
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT 26-SEP-2018
PACIFIC OCS REGION PAGE: 5
DISTRICT: ALL Production Inspections and INC's by Operator
LIST OF PRODUCTION INSPECTIONS AND INCS BETWEEN 2015 AND 2018
FOR Exxon Mobil Corporation - 00276
INC Type Legend: C=Sampling Mandatory, O=Other, P=Sampling Selected
INSP DATE / INC
DISTCOMPLEX STRUC NAME INC ISSUE DT TYPE AREA BLOCK LEASE ENF INC TYPE EQUIP COMMENT
8 51005 COMPLEX 24-NOV-2016 AU SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 21-DEC-2016 PP SM 6636 pP00188 Components Inspected: 4 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 14-JAN-2017 PP SM 6636 pP00188 Components Inspected: 10 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 04-MAR-2017 PP SM 6636 pP00188 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 15-MAR-2017 PC SM 6636 pP00188 Components Inspected: 70 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 10-MAY-2017 PP SM 6636 pP00188 Components Inspected: 3 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 11-JUN-2017 AU SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 24-JUN-2017 CG SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 6 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 06-JUL-2017 PP SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 06-SEP-2017 PP SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 32 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 27-SEP-2017 AU SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 14-0CT-2017 IF SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 5 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 26-0CT-2017 PP SM 6636 pP00188 Components Inspected: 16 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 15-DEC-2017 AU SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 25-DEC-2017 AU SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 04-JAN-2018 PP SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 9 INC's: O
8 51005 COMPLEX 11-JAN-2018 AU SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: 2
1 HONDO 12-JAN-2018 SM 6636 P00188 C G110 Drilling ¢ Holes in deck drain on

UNCLASSIFIED

pipe deck north and south
side of pipe rack (photos
109, 110, 131) enviro
¢ Holes in deck drain
piping on north and south



INSPPROD UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACIFIC OCS REGION

, , .
DISTRICT: ALL Production Inspections and INC's by Operator

INSPECTIONS

26-SEP-2018
PAGE: 6

LIST OF PRODUCTION INSPECTIONS AND INCS BETWEEN 2015 AND 2018
FOR Exxon Mobil Corporation - 00276

INC Type Legend: C=Sampling Mandatory, O=Other, P=Sampling Selected

INSP DATE / INC
DISTCOMPLEX STRUC NAME INC ISSUE DT TYPE AREA BLOCK LEASE ENF INC TYPE EQUIP

COMMENT

1 HONDO 12-JAN-2018 SM 6636 P00188 c G111l Drill rig

* * * * * * UNCLASSIFIED * * * * * *

sides of pipe rack over the
water (121,122,123)

¢ Hole in pipe rack deck
over water (125,126) enviro
¢ Deck drain plugged on the
south east side of drill
deck (135,143,144, 145)
enviro

¢ Deck penetrations on
drill deck next to flare
boom open to lower decks.
(146 165)

¢ Holes in mud dock over
water ( 157,159,160) enviro
¢ Drilling offices and
change room debris falling
into water.
(161,162,163,164) enviro

¢ Tote on pipe rack not
labeled with unknown
substance in it. ?? (127)

¢ Hanging drain pipe on
north west side of the
drill rig (photo 98)
falling

¢ Hand rails on the south
side of the pipe deck
(137,138,139,140,142) rust
str

¢ Stalir case east side of



INSPPROD UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR INSPECTIONS
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT 26-SEP-2018
PACIFIC OCS REGION PAGE: 7

, , .
DISTRICT: ALL Production Inspections and INC's by Operator

LIST OF PRODUCTION INSPECTIONS AND INCS BETWEEN 2015 AND 2018
FOR Exxon Mobil Corporation - 00276

INC Type Legend: C=Sampling Mandatory, O=Other, P=Sampling Selected

INSP DATE / INC
DISTCOMPLEX STRUC NAME INC ISSUE DT TYPE AREA BLOCK LEASE ENF INC TYPE EQUIP COMMENT

sub base going to MCC (
117, 116, 115, 118, 112,
113,114) rust
¢ Hand rails on west side
drill deck to production
mezz. (155, 156) rust
¢ Breathing air f£ill
station at life boat 2
corroded and non-
serviceable. Item is on a
3000 psi fill system.

8 51005 COMPLEX 21-FEB-2018 PP SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 32 INC's: O

8 51005 COMPLEX 08-MAR-2018 PC SM 6636 pP00188 Components Inspected: 169 INC's: O

8 51005 COMPLEX 27-MAR-2018 PP SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 18 INC's: O

8 51005 COMPLEX 28-APR-2018 PP SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O

8 51005 COMPLEX 25-JUN-2018 IF SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O

8 51005 COMPLEX 08-JUL-2018 PP SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O

8 51005 COMPLEX 28-AUG-2018 AU SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 184 INC's: O

8 51005 COMPLEX 16-SEP-2018 PP SM 6636 P00188 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O

8 51018 COMPLEX 04-JAN-2015 SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O

8 51018 COMPLEX 07-JAN-2015 AI SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O

8 51018 COMPLEX 22-JAN-2015 SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: 2

1 HERITAGE 22-JAN-2015 SM 6683 P00182 W F108 TBA-CL-518 Exposed clx wiring
1 HERITAGE 22-JAN-2015 SM 6683 P00182 W Z100 NA CG 5432 form not completed

LI T UNCLASSIFIED LA T



INSPPROD UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR INSPECTIONS
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT 26-SEP-2018
PACIFIC OCS REGION PAGE: 8

, , .
DISTRICT: ALL Production Inspections and INC's by Operator

LIST OF PRODUCTION INSPECTIONS AND INCS BETWEEN 2015 AND 2018
FOR Exxon Mobil Corporation - 00276

INC Type Legend: C=Sampling Mandatory, O=Other, P=Sampling Selected

INSP DATE / INC
DISTCOMPLEX STRUC NAME INC ISSUE DT TYPE AREA BLOCK LEASE ENF INC TYPE EQUIP COMMENT
as required
8 51018 COMPLEX 26-MAR-2015 AU SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 29-MAR-2015 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 20-MAY-2015 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 28-MAY-2015 AU SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 17-JUL-2015 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 31-JUL-2015 AU SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 05-AUG-2015 SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 05-AUG-2015 SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 06-AUG-2015 SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 06-AUG-2015 SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 06-AUG-2015 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 27-AUG-2015 PC SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 154 INC's: 2
1 HERITAGE 09-SEP-2015 SM 6683 P00182 W F108 throughout Electrical Issues through
platform out platform
1 HERITAGE 09-SEP-2015 SM 6683 P00182 W G111 throughout Crossion issues throughout
platform platform
8 51018 COMPLEX 31-0CT-2015 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 6 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 27-NOV-2015 AI SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 27-DEC-2015 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 01-FEB-2016 AU SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 02-APR-2016 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 52 INC's: O

LI T UNCLASSIFIED LA T



INSPPROD UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR INSPECTIONS
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT 26-SEP-2018
PACIFIC OCS REGION PAGE: 9
DISTRICT: ALL Production Inspections and INC's by Operator
LIST OF PRODUCTION INSPECTIONS AND INCS BETWEEN 2015 AND 2018
FOR Exxon Mobil Corporation - 00276
INC Type Legend: C=Sampling Mandatory, O=Other, P=Sampling Selected
INSP DATE / INC
DISTCOMPLEX STRUC NAME INC ISSUE DT TYPE AREA BLOCK LEASE ENF INC TYPE EQUIP COMMENT
8 51018 COMPLEX 23-APR-2016 AU SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 22-MAY-2016 AU SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 3 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 11-JUL-2016 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 13-AUG-2016 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 2 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 13-SEP-2016 PC SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 75 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 29-0CT-2016 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 18 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 19-NOV-2016 AU SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 0 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 17-DEC-2016 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 07-MAR-2017 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 44 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 10-MAY-2017 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 18 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 16-JUN-2017 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 13 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 05-SEP-2017 PC SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 16 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 30-0CT-2017 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 16 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 28-DEC-2017 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 09-FEB-2018 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 06-MAY-2018 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 1 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 25-JUN-2018 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 329 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 24-AUG-2018 PP SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 314 INC's: O
8 51018 COMPLEX 28-AUG-2018 PC SM 6683 P00182 Components Inspected: 316 INC's: O

UNCLASSIFIED *



INSPPROD UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT

DISTRICT: ALL

PACIFIC OCS REGION

Production Inspections and INC's by Operator

INSPECTIONS
26-SEP-2018

PAGE:

10

LIST OF PRODUCTION INSPECTIONS AND INCS BETWEEN 2015 AND 2018
FOR Exxon Mobil Corporation - 00276

Operator Totals

Total Component Shut-ins:

Total Facility Shut-ins:

Total Warnings: 7
Total INCs Issued: 15
Total Components Inspected: 3066
INC/Component Ratio: 0

PACIFIC OCS REGION

Total Component Shut-ins: 134
Total Facility Shut-ins: 3
Total Warnings: 196
Total INCs Issued: 333
Total Components Inspected: 35.226
INC/Component Ratio: .01

* % UNCLASSIFIED L



| NCRPT UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR

BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

| nci dent Report

EVEELL
02- JUN- 2015
PAGE: 1

OCCURRED DATE: 19- MAY-2015 TI ME: 1029 HOURS
STATUS DATE: 02- JUN- 2015

STATUS CODE: Fi nal Accepted

LEASE: AREA:  SM BLOCK: 6683 PLATFORM HERI TAGE RI GNAME:

APl VELL NUMBER:

OPERATOR:  Exxon Mbbil Corporation
REPRESENTATI VE:  Pul | en, Carol
REPRESENTATI VE: Case, Erik

TYPE: I NJURI ES

| REQUI RED EVACUATI ON

LTA (1-3 days)

D LTA (>3 days

RWJT (1-3 days)

| RWJT (>3 days)

| Ot her Injury

FATALI TY
FI RE

EXPLOSI ON

[ STRUCTURAL DANMAGE

| CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCl DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE
OTHER

X0

LCSS OF VELL CONTROL

[[] UNDERGROUND

COLLI SI ON
>$25K
<=$25K

[] surRFACE

[] DEVERTER

I:l SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

TELPHONE: 832-625-4584
TELPHONE: 832- 625- 4583

OPERATI ON:
X PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)

DRI LLI NG DEVEL OPMENT/ PRODUCTI ON
| WORKOVER ( DOCDY POD)

COVPLETI ON

HELI COPTER

MOTOR VESSEL

Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO.

OTHER

POLLUTI ON: VOLUME: BBL

APPEARANCE:

LATI TUDE: LONG TUDE:

TYPE:

oL
| DI ESEL

| CONDENSATE
| HYDRAULI C
| NATURAL GAS

| OTHER




EVEELL

| NCRPT UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT 02- JUN- 2015
PACI FI C OCS REG ON PAGE: 2

| nci dent Report

Remar ks

Heritage experienced a release at 10:29 this nmorning where a single head recorded 24 ppm on our
Sub-cel l ar deck. The control room operator made the call to nuster in the Recreation room The
head i n question, T&402, will consistently alarmwhen a drain that is tied into a | ocal sunp has
no water in it and the bubble cap is uncovered. Enmergency Response Team (ERT) quickly realized
the problemand filled the drain. Shortly thereafter the gas dissipated and we nade the call to

stand down fromthe drill.



Phone Nunber :

E- mai | Addresss:
Super vi sor Nane:

Cont act Conment s:

Cel | Phone Nunber:

832- 625- 4583
281-254- 1371
eri k. case@xxonnobi |l . com
Mar k Decat ur

I NCRPT UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR EVELL
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONVENTAL ENFORCEMENT 02- JUN- 2015
PACI FI C OCS REQ ON PAGE: 3
| nci dent Report
Contact Information
Name: Case, FErik
Company: (00276) Exxon Mbil Corporation
Conpany Nane:

Name:
Conpany:
Conpany Nane:

Phone Nunber:

E- mai | Addresss:
Super vi sor Nane:

Cont act Comment s:

Cel | Phone Nunber:

Pul I en, Carol
(00276) Exxon Mbil Corporation

832- 625- 4584

carol . a. pul |l en@xxonnobi |l .com
Mar k Decat ur




UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED 7. CAUSE: I:l EQUI PMENT FAI LURE
DATE. 27-APR-2015 TIME: 0717 HOURS
2. OPERATOR: Exxon Mobil| Corporation [] HUMAN ERROR

REPRESENTATI VE:  Case, FErik

TELPHONE: (832) 625- 4583 [] sLI P/ TRI P/ FALL

CONTRACTOR [] VEATHER RELATED
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE [] orHER
3. LEASE
AREA:  SM
BLOCK: 6636 8. POLLUTION. NO

4. PLATFORM  HONDO 9. NO OF FATALITIES:

Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE: []H STORI C I NJURY 10. No- OF INUURIES:
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON 11. Water Depth: 842
LTA (1-3 days) 12. Distance from Shore: 5
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days) 13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
RWJT (>3 days) 14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
O her Injury .
EATALTTY 15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO
FI RE 16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
EXPLOSI ON SECTI ON? NO
LWC H STORI C BLOAOUT 17. RECEI VED BY: Kai ser, John
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER DATE: 13- MAY-2015 TIME 1143 HOURS

SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

I:l I:l I:l DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
CCLLI SI ON H STORI C >$25K <=$25K

18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:
I:l STRUCTURAL DAMAGE 8 S/ cr cT

At 07:17 (PST) hours on April 27, 2015, our
CRANE N . X
— Hondo facility experienced an event (mnor

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE T
H2S rel ease) that initiated a nuster of the
DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS. personnel on the platform

| NCl DENT >$25K

| H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM The bell ows on PSV 1117A-2 bl ew out, due to
X REQUI RED MUSTER an unexpected shut-in, and caused a snal |
| | SHUTDOMN FROM GAS RELEASE anount of H2S to be vented, causing 1 gas
| | OTHER detector to alarmand alerted the facility.
Once all personnel nustered and were
6. OPERATI ON: accounted for, a teamwas sent out to safe
z P | ON ] EXPLORATI ON ( POE) the area (i.e. PSV 1117A-2 was isol ated).
| DRILLING DEVEL OPVENT/ PRODUCTI ON UDATE:
| | VORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD) '
| COVPLETI ON Al safety protocols were fol |l owed during
|| HELI COPTER this event and no injuries occurred. PSV-
| | MOTOR VESSEL 117A-2 will be replaced
Pl PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
| OTHER
REPORT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 30-AUG 2018

* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT FORM

1. OCCURRED
DATE: 29- MAR- 2015 TI ME: 1400 HOURS
2. OPERATOR  Exxon Mobil Corporation
REPRESENTATI VE:  Pul | en, Carol

TELPHONE:
CONTRACTOR
REPRESENTATI VE
TELEPHONE
3. LEASE: P00190
AREA: SM
BLOCK: 6635
4. PLATFORM  HARMONY
Rl GNAME:
5. TYPE |:| H STORI C | NJURY
REQUI RED EVACUATI ON
LTA (1-3 days)
LTA (>3 days
RWJT (1-3 days)
RWJT (>3 days)
O her Injury
FATALI TY
FI RE
EXPLCSI ON
LWC H STORI C BLONOUT
UNDERGROUND
SURFACE
DEVERTER
SURFACE EQUI PMENT FAI LURE OR PROCEDURES

COLLISION [JHI STORIC []>$25K  []<=$25K
[[] STRUCTURAL DAMAGE

[ ] CRANE

OTHER LI FTI NG DEVI CE

DAMAGED/ DI SABLED SAFETY SYS.

| NCI DENT >$25K

H2S/ 15M N. / 20PPM

REQUI RED MUSTER

SHUTDOWN FROM GAS RELEASE

OTHER

(832) 625- 4584

I 1

6. OPERATI ON:

[ ] PRODUCTI ON | | EXPLORATI ON ( POE)
| DRILLING DEVEL OPMVENT/ PRODUCTI ON
|| WORKOVER ( DOCD/ POD)
COVPLETI ON
| HELI COPTER
| MOTOR VESSEL
| PI PELI NE SEGVENT NO.
2 OTHER TAR - Platform shut-in

REPCRT | D: EVACCR

* * * * * *

7. CAUSE: |:| EQUI PMENT FAI LURE

[] HUMAN ERROR

[] SLI P/ TRI P/ FALL
[] VEATHER RELATED
[] OTHER

POLLUTION: NO
9. NO OF FATALITIES:
10. NO. OF I NJURI ES:
11. Water Depth: 1198
12. Distance from Shore: 6
13. INITIATE A 2010: NO
14. EMERGENCY REPORT: N
15. OPERATOR REPORT ON FILE: NO

16. WAS OPERATOR TOLD TO CONTACT P/ L
SECTI ON?

17. RECEI VED BY: Kai ser, John

DATE: 13- APR-2015 TI ME: 1000 HOURS
DI STRICT: CALI FORNI A DI STRI CT
18. REMARKS/ CORRECTI VE ACTI ONS:

During the isolation process of the flare,
H2S al arm sounded in the control room of
10ppm Qperations announced that they were
pi cking up H2S on the SE side of the cellar
deck and were investigating. PIC nade
contact with the Safety Stand-by person
watching the first line break. Due to
communi cati on i ssues he was not understandi ng
what the ppmreading was in the area, PIC
called for a nuster at 14:03-04 hours and to
tighten flange back up. Wthin a few m nutes
(14: 10 hours), response teamreported all
clear. The crew reported they saw 15ppm at
the flange. At the tinme of the incident,
there was no wind and conditions on the
platformvery warm Prior to releasing
everyone fromthe nuster area, the PIC took a
few m nutes to explain the situation and
everything was back to normal. Verbal
notification made to John Kaiser at 19:55
hours on 3/29/15. This is the FI NAL REPORT
RUN DATE: 30-AUG 2018

a

PROPRI ETARY oA Rk x X



UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR
BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVI RONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT
PACI FI C OCS REG ON

for this incident.

REPCRT | D: EVACCR RUN DATE: 30- AUG 2018
* * * * * * PRCPR' ETARY * * * * * *



DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION PLAN
SANTA YNEZ UNIT DEVELOPMENT

PACIFIC OCS AREA
OFFSHORE SANTA BARBARA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
SANTA YNEZ URIT
HONDO, PESCADC, AND SACATE FIELDS

EXXON COMPANY, U.S.A., UNIT OPERATOR
OCTOBER, 1982

INQUIRIES SHOULD BE ADDRESSED TO:
MR. B.L. BOYD, CALIFORNIA OPERATIONS MANAGER
EXXON COMPANY, U.5.A.
1800 AVENUE OF THE STARS
LOS ANGELES, CALTIFORNTA 90067
(213) 552-5400



better defined as additional data is gathered and praduction

history is obtained.

Production from the Santa Ynez Unit was initiated on April 1,
1981 from the existing Hondo A platform on OCS Lease P-0188,
The Hondo A platform will develop only the eastern portion of
the Hondo field and a second platform structure will be
necessary to recover additiomal reserves, In addition, the
Pescado and Sacate fields appear to provide commercial
development opportunities, Exxon estimates that primary
recovery by the proposed development will amount to approxi-
mately 300 to 400 million barrels (MMB) of crude oil and 600
to 700 billiom standard cubic feet (BSCF) of natural gas.

Recovery of these reserves will take place over a period of

approximately 25 to 35 years. .

The detailed plans, specifications and locations of wells and
facilities presented in this Development and Productionm Plan
are based on current data and estimates derived from explor-
atory drilling, development drilling on the Hondo A platform,
geologic and reservoir studies, and engineering analyses,
Changes to the definition of the extent and producing char-
acteristics of the Honde, Pescado and Sacate fields may lead
to changes in the commerciality of these proposed development
opportunities and to a better definition of additional
potential reserves with development opportunities. As unit

operator, Exxon's primary objective in the proposed SYU

Development is to produce o1l and natural gas from the .


RMathews
Highlight


Sable Offshore Corp.

&> bsee.gov/stats-facts/ocs-regions/pacific/pacific-ocs-platforms/exxonmobil

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Platforms Operated by Sable Offshore Corp.

Hondo Field/Santa Ynez Unit

District: California

Location: Santa Barbara Channel
Installed: 6-23-1976

Platform Hondo

Lease OCS-P 0188

First Production: 4-2-1981

Distance to Land: 5.1 miles

Well Slots: 28

Water Depth: 842'

Cum. Oil Production: 189,846,000 bbls
Cum. Gas Production: 425,510,000 mcf

District: California

Location: Santa Barbara Channel
Installed: 6-21-1989

Platform Harmony

Lease OCS-P 0190

First Production: 12-30-1993

Distance to Land: 6.4 miles

Well Slots: 60

Water Depth: 1,198’

Cum. Oil Production: 123,138,000 bbls
Cum. Gas Production: 263,930,000 mcf

1/2


https://www.bsee.gov/stats-facts/ocs-regions/pacific/pacific-ocs-platforms/exxonmobil
https://doi.gov/

Pescado & Sacate Fields/
Santa Ynez Unit

District: California

Location: Santa Barbara Channel
Installed: 10-7-1989

Platform Heritage

Lease OCS-P 0182

First Production: 12-18-1993

Distance to Land: 8.2 miles

Well Slots: 60

Water Depth: 1,075’

Cum. Oil Production: 194,420,000 bbls
Cum. Gas Production: 273,665,000 mcf

Note: The cumulative production listed is as of October 1, 2017.
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Deep Trouble

Executive Summary

Facing growing scrutiny over their role in the climate crisis, polluting industries are increasingly
looking to the oceans to dispose of their carbon dioxide (CO,) waste. Rather than phase out
oil, gas, and coal, many industries that produce and rely on fossil fuels claim they can instead

capture their CO, emissions and store them indefinitely by injecting them under the sea floor
or below the Earth’s surface on land. The fossil fuel industry sees this process, known as carbon
capture and storage (CCS), as a lifeline for its climate-damaging business operations. However,
despite decades of attempts, the fossil fuel industry has failed to demonstrate the viability of
CCS at scale. Carbon capture’s poor track record has not stopped polluters from touting the
promise of CCS and the possibility of turning the seabed into a storage site for their CO, waste.
But offshore CCS is no solution to fossil fuel pollution. Instead, it represents a new threat to the
world’s oceans and a dangerous distraction from real progress on climate change.

Key Findings

Offshore CCS is being pushed at a never-before-seen
scale. As of mid-2023, companies and governments
have announced plans to construct more than fifty
new offshore CCS projects throughout the world.
If built and operated as proposed, these projects
would entail a 200-fold increase in the amount of
CO, injected under the seabed annually. While that
represents a step-change from present levels, it would
still be only a drop in the bucket compared to needed
emissions reductions. Injecting 450 million metric
tons (tonnes) of CO, per year would amount to only
about 1.5 percent of annual global CO, emissions at
current rates.

Pooling CO, from different sources in one stor-
age site is a risky endeavor. Many of the proposed
projects are designed to collect CO, emissions from
multiple industrial facilities and inject them into
shared subsea storage “hubs” — an approach that has
never been tested. Combining various CO, streams
with different types of impurities could pose tech-
nical challenges and risks to infrastructure that may
endanger projects’ feasibility, as well as their safety.
Until now, global experience with offshore CCS has
been based on just two projects in Norway, both of
which encountered unpredicted problems despite
their relatively simple designs and small scales. Far
from a proof of concept, those projects prove the

complexity of offshore CCS and raise serious con-
cerns about proposals to ramp it up in size and scope.

Far from curbing fossil fuel emissions, some
proposed offshore CCS projects are covering up
expanded fossil fuel production and use. Over
a dozen offshore CCS schemes have been pro-
posed alongside new fossil fuel projects, including
fossil-based hydrogen production and new fossil gas
drilling. In some cases, fossil fuel companies are using
CCS to justify the development of new offshore oil
and gas fields with high CO, concentrations.

Injecting CO, under the seabed presents uncalcu-
lated risks and untested monitoring challenges.
Whether onshore or offshore, injecting CO, under
the Earth’s surface has the potential to contaminate
groundwater, cause earthquakes, and displace
deposits of brine, which can be toxic. These risks have
never been confronted at scale, and the magnitude
of offshore injection contemplated by proponents
would create unprecedented challenges in managing
reservoir pressure and monitoring CO, plumes
in the depths of the ocean. Scaling offshore CCS
would also require a massive buildout in onshore and
offshore infrastructure, pipelines, and other CO,
transport vessels, like ships and railcars, which pose
additional environmental, human rights, health, and
safety risks from displacement, leaks, ruptures, and
other disturbances.




Proposed CO, storage hubs are concentrated in
areas most prone to leaks. The single biggest risk of
CO, leakage comes from the interaction of injected
CO, with legacy oil and gas wells. And yet the sites
being heavily targeted for offshore CCS development
are zones of long-standing, intensive oil and gas drill-
ing, such as the US Gulf of Mexico and the European
North Sea, where old wells abound. More than half of
proposed offshore CCS projects plan to use depleted

wells as storage sites.

The risks associated with offshore CCS put more
pressure on the world’s already-stressed oceans.
The push for offshore CCS reflects the same attitude
that has left the oceans in crisis today: treating them
as a limitless resource to exploit and a bottomless
receptacle for humanity’s waste. The existing offshore
oil and gas industry has already pushed the oceans to
the brink with frequent pipeline and shipping leaks,
while decommissioned infrastructure is often left
unmonitored at the bottom of the sea. The failure of
industry and regulators to manage this existing off-
shore infrastructure calls into question their ability to
safely manage the entirely new network of undersea
equipment required for offshore CCS. Leaks and
other accidents could pose major hazards to sensitive
marine organisms and make the surrounding seawater
more acidic, compounding the ocean acidification
crisis. And of course, release of the CO, would undo
any purported climate benefits of CCS. Such impacts
would further jeopardize the right to a clean, healthy,
and sustainable environment and other human rights.

Offshore CCS projects are costly and largely
dependent on public subsidies. CCS is inherently
expensive, and the costs for its deployment are only
heightened offshore. These high costs are driving
industry demands for public subsidies, which effec-
tively pay polluters to bury some of their pollution
rather than require them to stop generating it in the
first place. Significant portions of CCS’s high costs
are being borne by the public, through tax credits,
loan guarantees, and other forms of financing. Gov-
ernments have already poured billions into research
and development and other subsidies for the current
spate of offshore projects — and that’s not including

the billions more in tax credits for which many proj-
ects would qualify once in operation.

Existing legal regimes provide important bulwarks
against the risks of offshore CCS, but must be
strengthened. Existing domestic and international
laws and regulations must be interpreted and applied
to protect the oceans, communities, and the climate
from the threat posed by offshore CCS. Laws govern-
ing the seas, environmental protection, biodiversity
conservation, and human rights restrict activities that
can cause local or transboundary harm and require
precaution in the face of uncertainty regarding the
extent or nature of the risk. In countries where major
storage hubs have been proposed, such as the United
States, Norway, and Australia, proper application of
these regimes and related national laws should put the

brakes on the buildout of offshore CCS projects.

Evolving CCS-specific laws and regulations must
take into consideration the myriad risks from off-
shore CO, injection and the outstanding questions
regarding long-term monitoring, management,
and liability. Now is the time for governments to
strengthen measures to prevent harm — before more
public funds are diverted to offshore CCS and more

damage is done.

Whether onshore or offshore, CCS has been
repeatedly proven to fail. Most flagship CCS proj-
ects have fallen short of their promised storage targets
or failed to get off the ground due to cost overruns.
Even among the small handful of commercial CCS
projects running today, many have faced unforeseen
challenges that throw the technology’s feasibility and
safety into question. Yet the false promise of CCS
keeps fossil fuel facilities running and provides cover
for continued expansion of oil and gas production.

Avoiding catastrophic climate change requires
immediate measures to accelerate the just and
equitable transition away from fossil fuels and
to safeguard vital natural ecosystems, like those
found in the world’s oceans. Offshore CCS
does neither.
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Introduction

Since the 1970s, polluting industries have experi-
mented with technology to trap their emissions.’
Using either membranes or chemicals, carbon capture
systems aim to isolate the carbon dioxide (CO,)
from a gas stream or a smokestack, preventing it
from reaching the atmosphere and dispersing.” The
CO, can then be injected underground into geologic
formations, ostensibly to be stored indefinitely, or

used for other purposes. For decades, most companies
capturing some of their emissions have done so not
to prevent pollution, but to make use of the CO, to
pump more oil out of the ground. The vast majority
of the CO, captured at existing carbon capture and
storage (CCS) projects around the world is used
in oil fields, where it is injected into depleted wells
to force more oil to the surface, a process known as
enhanced oil recovery (EOR).

Carbon Storage in Theory

Once CO, is captured, operators can inject it underground or under the seabed into a variety
of different geologic formations, including saline aquifers, oil and gas reservoirs, coal seams,
basalt formations, and organic shale formations.” While storage in each of these formations
is theoretically possible, there are geologic variables at each injection site that make it difficult
to predict the behavior of the CO, underground.” In principle, each of these formations can
hold the CO, underground at a temperature and pressure that keeps the CO, in a supercritical
state, meaning that it has properties of both a liquid and a gas. Depending on the site’s geology,
the CO, may dissolve into some of the brine underground or trigger a chemical reaction that
slowly turns the carbon into a solid mineral, over thousands of years, but most injected CO, is
physically held underground by a seal known as a caprock.” Descriptions of how CO, storage
may work must be interpreted in light of the limited experience with CO, sequestration to date,
the site-specific nature of geologic variations and leakage pathways, and the difficulty of tracking
these developments over geological rather than human timescales.
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While fossil fuel companies did not originally pursue
carbon capture as a climate measure, their framing
of the technology began to change around the turn
of this century when they faced new scrutiny for
their greenhouse gas emissions. In order to avert the
need for regulation and continue their operations,
fossil fuel companies poured billions of dollars into
demonstration projects and CCS research on the
premise that carbon capture could address their prod-
ucts’ pollution problem.® Governments also provided

billions in subsidies to help prop up CCS schemes.”

From the 1990s and into the late 2010s, companies
launched various projects in different parts of the
world that installed carbon capture equipment at
polluting facilities with plans to inject the captured
CO, underground.® Some of these projects, like
the Kemper and Petra Nova coal plants in the US,
planned to use the captured CO, for EOR, extract-
ing more hydrocarbons while purporting to provide
“clean” energy.” Others, like the In Salah project
at a gas field in Algeria, sought to inject emissions
underground for “permanent” storage.'” But despite
these efforts, most CCS projects — including the
aforementioned examples — have been abject fail-
ures, falling dramatically short of their capture targets
or hitting cost overruns that made them financially
unviable.™ Following this series of disappointments,
only a few small networks of CO, pipelines now exist
worldwide, nearly all of which are for EOR.**

In practice, most CCS
projects have been abject failures,
falling dramatically short of
their capture targets or hitting
cost overruns that made them
financially unviable.

Carbon capture introduces new environmental,
human rights, health, and safety hazards beyond
those posed by climate change. Regardless of how
the captured carbon is used, any CCS project
requires significant energy inputs and a web of
different facilities to function, and all of this infra-
structure poses risks to the public. CO, processing

facilities, for example, release large amounts of air
pollutants like sulfur dioxide, while carbon capture
equipment is known to greatly increase the amount
of ammonia that a facility spews into the air.”* Run-
ning carbon capture equipment is also enormously
energy-intensive, increasing the overall emissions of
the facility where the capture equipment is installed.™
This is known as an “energy penalty.” The transport of
CO, can also be dangerous for workers and bystand-
ers. At high concentrations, CO, is a toxic gas and
an asphyxiant capable of causing “rapid ‘circulatory
insufficiency, coma and death.”*> When a CO,
pipeline ruptured in Mississippi in 2020, dozens of
people nearby were knocked unconscious and at least
forty-five wound up in the hospital.*®

Seemingly impervious to the failures and risks of
CCS, and buoyed by expanded public subsidies,"”
fossil fuel companies are now pushing forward a
new wave of offshore CCS proposals. As detailed
in the appendix accompanying this report, many of
these new plans aim to pool CO, emissions from
regional industrial clusters and transport this waste
by pipeline, rail, or ship to a centralized location or
“hub” offshore where it can be injected under the
seabed. Nearly all of these projects plan to store
the CO, in either depleted oil and gas fields, which
are prone to leaks, or in saline aquifers, which are
filled with brine that could contain heavy metals or
substances that could cause contamination when
displaced by the added CO,."* These offshore hub
projects are now widespread, with proposals in
Europe, Asia, Australia, and the US. And while
the potential projects differ in size and scope, each
one is aimed at expanding or maintaining polluting
activities that must ultimately be eliminated or
dramatically scaled down to avoid catastrophic
climate change.” Together, they represent a step-
change in the size and complexity of offshore CCS.

Proponents are billing many of the new offshore
CCS projects as crucial for reaching climate goals
or for jump-starting the “carbon management”
economy. Large projects like Norway’s Northern
Lights (discussed further below), are marketed
not just as a climate measure, but as an important
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business opportunity.” This framinghasled to massive
government support, and in the last decade alone,
governments around the world have invested
billions in the development of offshore CCS

through various climate-related grant programs.™

Seemingly impervious to the
Jfailures and risks of CCS, and
buoyed by expanded public
subsidies, fossil fuel companies are
now pushing forward a new wave

of oftfshore CCS proposals.

Of the sixty offshore projects proposed as of August
2023, the vast majority risk prolonging the lives of
existing fossil fuel facilities by purportedly reducing
their CO, emissions rather than shuttering them. In
addition to keeping polluting facilities in operation,
at least thirteen proposed offshore CCS projects are
associated with the development of new fossil fuel
resources.”” Using CCS to extend reliance on fossil
fuels runs directly counter to climate science. The
politically endorsed scientific consensus, reflected
in the latest reports of the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change (IPCC), is that avoiding truly
catastrophic climate change requires an immediate
end to new fossil fuel projects and an accelerated
shutdown of existing facilities.”

Capturing and storing fossil fuel emissions, rather
than simply eliminating them, would require an
enormous buildout of new carbon storage infra-
structure. In total, the planned offshore projects aim
to store more than 200 times as much CO, under
the ocean each year as the world currently stores
offshore, according to a CIEL analysis of publicly
available information regarding proposed offshore
CCS projects.** While that would represent a
significant change from present levels, the total
projected capture amount of 450 million metric
tons (tonnes) remains relatively insignificant
from a climate change perspective, amounting to
approximately 1.5 percent of current annual global
CO, emissions from energy and industry.”” Even as
offshore CCS projects capture industry attention

and government funds, the risks associated with
them remain largely unstudied and untested.

The very idea that offshore CO, storage is feasible
at all is based almost entirely on two small projects,
both in Norway. These storage ventures both
encountered problems in their early phases and
prove that CO, storage is a challenging and unpre-
dictable task.?® Moreover, uncertainties remain
regarding the permanence of storage, processes for
long-term monitoring, and liability for leaks. Many
of these risks have yet to be fully assessed, let alone
comprehensively regulated.”’

Beyond the well-established physical threats of
carbon injection, the push to expand offshore CCS
reflects an attitude toward the world’s oceans that has
left them in crisis today: treating them as a limitless
resource to exploit and a bottomless receptacle for
humanity’s waste. The oil and gas industry is one
of the worst perpetrators of this attitude, having
punched holes in the ocean floor for extraction since
the 19th century.”® The long history of industrial
offshore activity is replete with deadly accidents and
devastating environmental disasters, and reviews of
pipeline safety data show that leaks and other prob-
lems occur more frequently in offshore operations
than onshore.”” Offshore pipeline and oil shipping
leaks are already so common that one recent study
of satellite images found enough oil patches on the
ocean to coat all of France twice over.’* And once
decommissioned, pipelines and other offshore
equipment are often left unmonitored at the bottom
of the sea.”

In addition to keeping polluting
facilities in operation, at least
thirteen proposed offshore
CCS projects are associated
with the development of zew
fossil fuel resources.

Offshore CCS represents the next frontier of ocean
abuse by the fossil fuel industry. After years of plun-
dering the seas for oil and gas, the fossil fuel industry



now plans to use the ocean floor as the final dumping
ground for its waste. This new carbon management
scheme could put the already taxed marine environ-
ment under greater stress, threatening beleaguered
populations of marine mammals, the livelihoods of
fishing communities, and the integrity of the ocean’s
natural climate regulation system.

After years of plundering the
seas for oil and gas, the fossil fuel
industry now plans to use the
ocean floor as the final dumping
ground for its waste.

Whether on land or under the sea, CCS is not a
solution to the climate crisis. Experience shows it is
costly and ineffective, and only prolongs dependence
on fossil fuels. Rather than find ways to phase out oil,
gas, and coal and dismantle polluting infrastructure,
proposed CCS mega-projects in the sea would
entrench the fossil fuel system.

© MattHrkac, Wikipedia Cdmmons - CCBY 2.9

Part I of this briefing introduces the concept, his-
torical context, and rapid proliferation of offshore
CCS projects and proposals. Part II discusses the
most significant risks and hazards associated with
offshore CCS at each stage of its operations, from
capture to transport, injection, and storage. These
risks include potential leakage from CO, pipelines,
ships, storage reservoirs, and old oil and gas wells;
the foreseeable, damaging impacts of escaped CO,
on sensitive marine environments; the challenges of
managing pressure, monitoring storage, and respond-
ing to incidents at great depths; and the problems
with using CCS for EOR. Part III discusses how
the public is picking up the tab for the high costs of
offshore CCS through various government subsidies
and examines the domestic and international legal
and regulatory regimes that can and must be applied
to prevent offshore CCS from harming people and

the environment.







The idea of deliberately injecting CO, into subsur-
face reservoirs offshore has existed for decades, but
to date, applications of the technique have been
extremely limited and small-scale. Beginning in
2020, there was a dramatic increase in proposals
to inject CO,, offshore, marking a step-change
in the number and scale of projects planning to
deploy the technology globally. Today, the fossil
fuel industry is leading a push to convert the seabed
into a disposal site for planet-warming pollution by
pooling CO, in storage “hubs” under the ocean floor.

This massive proposed scaling of offshore CCS is
largely concentrated in areas that have been the sites
of intense oil and gas drilling for decades, such as the
US Gulf of Mexico (where ExxonMobil and Chevron
are proposing CCS hubs) and the European North
Sea (where Equinor is leading the Northern Lights
hub project). These projects, discussed further below,
represent a new frontier of the fossil fuel industry’s
decades-long exploitation of the oceans.

The Troubling History
of Offshore CCS

To date, global experience with sub-seabed CO,
injection has stemmed from just two projects off the
coast of Norway. While frequently cited as proof of
concept for offshore CCS, these small-scale, single
CO,-source projects are not representative of the
massive and complex buildout that proponents are
now pushing forward. Closer examination of these
projects’ performance suggests that they should
be regarded not as success stories, but rather as
cautionary tales about the challenges of offshore
CO, injection and monitoring.

The world’s first offshore CCS project, called
Sleipner, began operating in 1996. The Norwegian
petroleum company Statoil (now Equinor) started
capturing CO, from its Sleipner gas field and inject-
ing it into saline reservoirs beneath the North Sea in
order to avoid paying the 1991 Norwegian CO, tax.*
In 2008, Statoil launched a second CCS project that
began capturing CO, from its offshore operations

at the Snehvit gas field and reinjecting it beneath
the seabed.”

In both projects, geologists failed to accurately
predict how the injected CO, would behave under-
ground. At Sleipner, the CO, migrated upward from
its intended storage point into a different layer of the
subsurface.*® The Snohvit project turned out to have
significantly less storage capacity than expected, forc-
ing Equinor to sink an unplanned USD225 million
or so into identifying the problem and developing
a new storage site.”> A 2023 report on Sleipner and
Snohvit from the Institute for Energy Economics and
Financial Analysis (IEEFA) points to the projects’
problems as evidence that storing CO, underground
is “not an exact science,”*® and that CCS, even after
“extensive repeated study, using the most modern
methods, is not foolproof.”’

Both the Sleipner and Snehvit basins are among the
most well-studied geological fields in the world, and
still, the injected CO, behaved in unpredicted ways.*®
Because every site has unique geology, each project
will have its own set of risks and engineering chal-
lenges. This means that individual CCS projects
have limited bearing on the feasibility of offshore
CCS in other locations and at different scales.

The pervasive concept of offshore “CCS hubs”
introduces additional complexities beyond what
stand-alone facilities like Sleipner and Snehvit were
designed for. Both Sleipner and Snehvit involve
CO, captured from a single source, while many new
CCS proposals envision storing CO, from multiple
sources in one location.” Because different indus-
trial processes produce CO, streams with different
chemical makeups, hub operators would need to
ensure that the substances they accept from different
industries would not damage their infrastructure
or elevate risks. Impurities like water, hydrogen
sulfide, sulfur oxides, or carbon monoxide can all be
present in industrial CO, streams at varying levels.*
These impurities can cause pipeline corrosion* and
compound the dangers workers would face from a
blowout: Even with pure CO,, a blowout could be
deadly due to the risk of asphyxiation, but impurities

could make a rupture toxic as well.**
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Finally, both the Norwegian projects are relatively
small in scale: They each have a maximum injection
rate of less than 1 million tonnes per year.* This
amounts to less than one thirtieth of Norway’s
annual emissions, and pales in comparison to the
much larger ambitions of major proposed projects,
discussed below.

Despite the significant challenges with these two
relatively simple projects, industry leaders still often
refer to Sleipner and Snehvit as success stories that
substantiate the safety and feasibility of much larger,
more complex offshore CCS projects, such as the
hubs being proposed worldwide. The projects have
emboldened Equinor and the Norwegian govern-
ment to promote Norway as a primary destination
for CO, waste from other countries.*

Until now, these two projects have received little
scrutiny in Norwegian political debate or in the
broader environmental movement — perhaps due in
part to the dearth of independent research into CCS
free of funding or participation by the oil and gas
industry, including at Norwegian higher education
institutions.” As major financial, legal, and political
decisions are made regarding the development and
regulation of offshore CO, storage, such scrutiny is
both timely and necessary.

The New Wave of
Offshore CCS Hubs

Amid the global push for CCS, the fossil fuel indus-
try and governments are now increasingly announc-
ing planned projects and initiatives for offshore
CO, storage. As of August 2023, there were at least
fifty-seven proposals for offshore carbon seques-
tration worldwide, the vast majority of which are
planned for operation by 2030. Combined, these
projects would increase the rate of offshore CO,
injection to as much as 200 times current levels,
storing a projected maximum of 450 million
tonnes of CO, under the seabed per year, com-
pared to about 2 million today.*® Most of these
projects are clustered in a few key regions, including
the European North Sea, the US Gulf of Mexico, and
the South China Sea.

In Europe, several countries bordering the North Sea
are actively developing offshore CO, storage plans,
including Norway, Denmark, the Netherlands, the
United Kingdom, and Belgium. The Norwegian
government and petroleum industry in particular
are pushing the development of additional offshore
carbon storage projects as the country’s Ministry of
Petroleum and Energy touts the promise of a “new,
commercial industry on the Norwegian [continental]
shelf”* In Norway, developments are underway for
a new offshore CCS project — led by Equinor in
partnership with Shell and Total — called Northern
Lights. The Norwegian government is providing
80 percent of the funding for the first phase.*® The
project would seek to inject 1.5 million tonnes per
year of CO, in its first phase and up to 5 million in
its second.” This second phase would increase the
amount of CO, injected under the seabed by a large
margin, but even so, it remains a drop in the prover-
bial bucket: The carbon injected would amount to
less than one tenth of 1 percent of Europe’s annual
CO, emissions from fossil fuels in 2021.>°

As of August 2023, there were
at least fifty-seven proposals
for offshore carbon sequestration
worldwide, the vast
majority of which are planned
for operation by 2030.

In addition to the Northern Lights project, several
other countries or companies have announced major
CO, storage projects in the North Sea, including
off the coast of the Netherlands, Denmark, and
the UK.> For example, in the Netherlands, an oil
company called Neptune Energy is teaming up
with Rosewood Exploration, EBN Capital, and
Exxon’s Dutch subsidiary XTO Netherlands on a
proposal to store up to 9 million tonnes of CO, per
year in the L10 offshore CCS project in the Dutch
segment of the North Sea.”” In the UK, BP along
with Eni, Equinor, National Grid, Shell, and Total
are developing plans to store as much as 23 million
tonnes of CO, per year off the UK coast under the
banner of the Northern Endurance Partnership.” In



Denmark, a consortium of twenty-three companies
are pursuing the Greensand offshore carbon storage
project, planning to store up to 8 million tonnes of
CO, per year by 2030.>* Each project intends to store
emissions from multiple industrial sources at a scale
and complexity that contrasts starkly with Sleipner’s
less than 1 million tonnes from a single, high-purity
CO, source.

Denmark’s embrace of CCS is at odds with its
commitment to phase out fossil fuels. As a found-
ing member of the Beyond Oil and Gas Alliance
(BOGA) launched in 2021 at the 26th Conference
of the Parties to the United Nations Framework Con-
vention on Climate Change (UNFCCC COP26),”
Denmark promised to sunset oil and gas production
domestically by 2050. And yet, the offshore CCS
projects Denmark is promoting only prolong reliance
on oil and gas.

Offshore CO, storage projects are also emerging
in the Asia-Pacific region. In Timor-Leste, the
Australian gas company Santos is planning an
offshore CCS project located at the Bayu-Undan
gas field in the Timor Sea.”® The region is governed
by the Maritime Boundary Treaty between the two
countries and some portions of the project fall under
the jurisdiction of Australia, while others will be
subject to the laws of Timor-Leste.”” This project
targets storage of up to 10 million tonnes of CO,
per year.”® While Santos has billed the Bayu-Undan
storage project as a potential regional CCS hub, the
company’s own announced plans involve using CCS
to reduce emissions from its controversial Barossa
offshore gas field development, which contains CO,
concentrations nearly double those of any other gas
project in Australia.”” Although there is no require-
ment for Barossa or any other project in the area to
use CCS, claims that Bayu-Undan will become a
CCS hub have become central for Santos, other gas
companies, and government agencies in justifying
new gas projects in Australia.®

While Santos continues to tout its CCS plans in the
area, the Barossa development has faced significant
local resistance and legal challenges. In December
2022, an Australian court upheld a previous ruling
that ordered Santos to pause drilling until the

company properly consulted with Indigenous
groups on the Tiwi Islands near the development.®!
Santos’s CCS claims have also been the subject of a
greenwashing lawsuit filed in Australia in 2021 and
updated in June 2023 to expand allegations concern-
ing the role of CCS in the company’s net-zero plan.*

In June 2022, China’s state-owned oil company
the China National Offshore Oil Corporation
(CNOOC) completed construction of the country’s
first offshore CCS project located at the company’s
Enping oilfield in the South China Sea.®® Additional
offshore projects have been proposed in the waters
near Malaysia, Thailand, and South Korea.**

Finally, three major offshore CO, storage projects
have been proposed in the US by oil majors Chevron,
ExxonMobil, and Repsol, as well as a few other part-
ner companies. Together, these projects propose to
store significant quantities of CO, under the seabed
in the Gulf of Mexico. ExxonMobil’s proposal in the
Houston Ship Channel, in particular, is proposing to
inject as much as 100 million tonnes of CO, per year
under the seabed. These projects, along with the wider
interest in the Gulf of Mexico as a primary target for
CCS proponents, are discussed below.

Although the projects discussed in this section
are among the largest proposed offshore carbon
storage ventures in the world, even if feasible, they
would store only a marginal percentage of global
emissions. Combined, the developments would
have a projected storage capacity of 450 million
tonnes per year or less,”> around 1.5 percent of
average global CO, emissions from fossil fuels and
industry, estimated at approximately 37 gigatonnes
in 2022.°° These storage rates would be further
reduced by the additional greenhouse gas emissions
required to capture, transport, and inject the CO,.
So in addition to locking in place polluting facilities
for decades to come, the projects’ actual emissions
reductions would be relatively trivial from a global
perspective. Indeed, the IPCC has characterized
CCS in both the energy and industrial sectors as
one of the highest-cost options with the lowest
potential to reduce emissions by 2030 — the most
crucial period for climate change mitigation.*’
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CO:Injectioninto Sediments on the Seafloor
or into the Water Column Is Prohibited

Injecting CO, in geologic formations below the seabed (offshore CCS) is distinct from two
other techniques for oceanic CO, storage that have been proposed in the past, neither of which
is in active development, and both of which run afoul of existing prohibitions under interna-
tional law. The first is injection of CO, into the sediments on the seafloor in the deep ocean. This
concept relies on the high-pressure, low-temperature environment of the deep ocean to keep the
CO, stable and secure. *® However, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)
has found that “the majority of sediments of the abyssal deep ocean floor are too thin and
impermeable to be suitable for geological storage.”® The second is direct injection of CO, into
the water column at great depths. Like sediment injection, the idea relies on the high-pressure,
low-temperature environment of the deep ocean to contain CO, in liquid form.”

Direct release of CO, into ocean water without containment is considered ocean dumping and
is prohibited under international law, pursuant to the 1996 amendment to the 1972 Conven-
tion on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by Dumping of Wastes and Other Matter (com-
monly referred to as the “London Protocol” and discussed in greater detail below).”" Regional
and national laws pertaining to CCS, such as the EU Directive on CCS, also expressly prohibit

the “storage” of CO, in the water column.”

Norway Sells Carbon
Storage to the World

In 2020, the Norwegian government announced
plans to launch a large-scale CCS demonstration
project in an effort to create a new market for CO,
disposal as a service across the European continent.”
The project, known as Longship, would be an open-
source network of CCS infrastructure that includes
carbon capture at industrial facilities throughout
the continent, paired with transport and storage
in a sub-seabed site located off the western coast of
Norway. The Norwegian government will fund two-
thirds of the project, an estimated USD1.57 billion
(NOK 16.8 billion), while the remaining costs will
be shared among the project’s partners.”™

The transport and storage component of the project,
known as Northern Lights, is among the furthest
along of proposed offshore CCS projects and is

emblematic of efforts to turn the North Sea into
a disposal site for CO,. Operated as a partnership
between oil companies Equinor, TotalEnergies, and
Shell, the Northern Lights project involves transport-
ing CO, captured from European industrial facilities
by ship to an onshore receiving terminal and then
moving it back offshore via pipeline for injection
into a storage reservoir beneath the North Sea.” The
subsea storage site is located about 2,600 meters (1.6
miles) beneath the seabed. Phase 1 of the project aims
to capture and store 1.5 million tonnes of CO, per
year and be operational by 2024.7

The Longship project was initially planned to start
with carbon capture at two Norwegian facilities, the
Heidelberg Materials cement plant in Brevik and the
Hafslund Oslo Celsio waste-to-energy plant. Con-
struction is underway at Heidelberg Materials, but
the Hasflund Oslo Celsio plant suspended the instal-
lation of carbon capture equipment in April 2023
after the project exceeded its budget.” Northern




Lights has already reserved a capacity of 0.8 million
tonnes CO, per year for these sources” and, it is likely
that these delays at Hasflund Oslo Celsio will mean
that the first phase of the project will inject less CO,
than initially estimated.”

Longship is secking additional emitters within and
outside of Norway to sign onto the project, exem-
plifying how the “carbon management” economy
depends on steady pollution streams. In late August
2022, the project announced an agreement with the
Norwegian fertilizer firm Yara to transport and store
CO, captured from Yara’s Sluiskil ammonia plant in
the Netherlands. At the time, the deal was touted as
“the world’s first commercial agreement on cross-bor-
der CO, transport and storage.”*" In May 2023, the
Northern Lights project announced its second com-
mercial deal with the Danish energy company Qrsted
to store 430,000 tonnes of liquefied CO, captured
from its Asnes and Avedere biomass power stations.”
Orsted announced the deal with Northern Lights the
same day that it finalized a contract with the Danish
Energy Agency to subsidize carbon capture at its
plants for twenty years, starting in 2026.**

Although Northern Lights is pitched as a major proj-
ect, its potential contribution to climate mitigation is
quite limited. The project aims to scale up beyond the
starting goal of storing 1.5 million tonnes of CO, per
year, adding 3.5 million tonnes of capacity to reach
5 million tonnes depending on market demand.®
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This represents a potential five-fold increase in the
offshore injection rate compared to Norway’s flagship
Sleipner project, and with it, increased complexities.
But the scale of emissions must be kept in perspective:
Norway’s emissions alone amounted to about 49
million tonnes carbon dioxide equivalent (CO,e)
in 2021.** The CO, volumes that this project aims
to bury — drawn from the entire continent — are
minor in comparison.

Companies Set Sights on
the Gulf of Mexico

At the time of publication, no commercial-scale
offshore CO, storage projects exist in the US.
However, private industry, as well as state and federal
government actors, are now rapidly advancing plans
for subsea carbon storage. The Gulf of Mexico is
the primary target for offshore CCS because
of its estimated large storage potential and the
region’s existing high concentration of industrial
facilities.* The injected CO, would be for geologic
sequestration and potentially for EOR.*® As detailed
below, Chevron and ExxonMobil are each leading
projects to develop major hubs off the Texas coast,
while Cox Operating, Crescent Midstream, and
Repsol are partnering on a project that will repurpose
depleted oil and gas wells off the coast of Louisiana for
CO, storage.
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In early May 2022, Chevron announced it would
be participating in a joint venture to develop a CCS
project called Bayou Bend off the coast of Jefferson
County, Texas.”” Offshore oil and gas producer
Talos Energy and a CCS development firm called
Carbonvert initiated the joint venture by winning the
offshore lease bid offered by the Texas General Land
Office — the first and so far only offshore lease in the
US designated for carbon storage.® The lease covers
over 40,000 acres in Texas state waters, off the coast
of where major petrochemical facilities are concen-
trated, and Chevron is now describing the offshore
project as a potential CO, storage “hub.”*’

ExxonMobil has pitched a similar CCS hub concept
involving offshore storage; in 2021 the company
announced a proposed USD100 billion carbon cap-
ture “hub” for the Houston Ship Channel industrial
area, with the captured CO, envisioned for offshore
storage in the Gulf of Mexico.” Exxon has said that
its proposal is dependent (in part) on government
funding,91 and though other oil and chemical com-
panies have indicated interest in joining,”” this costly
hub project has not yet advanced beyond the concept
phase (and may never do so).”
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ExxonMobil has also been eyeing other areas of the
Gulf of Mexico. During a November 2021 federal
offshore lease sale, the company bid on almost 100
leases in shallow waters where oil reserves were
mostly depleted, leading analysts to speculate that
the company planned to use the leased area for CO,
storage rather than new drilling.94 In February 2022,
a federal court invalidated this lease sale due to an
incomplete assessment of the leases’ climate impact,
but the subsequent passage of the Inflation Reduction
Act reinstated it.”” During this final sale, which was
held in March 2023, ExxonMobil again bid on nearly
seventy leases, which analysts again said were likely
intended for CO, storage.” Beyond their purchase
of potential CCS acreage, ExxonMobil executives
have also touted “carbon management” as a major
emerging business. During a presentation in April
2022, the company projected that there will be a $4
trillion market for CCS by 2050.”

In December 2022, Cox Operating, Crescent Mid-
stream, and Repsol announced their intentions to
build Project Lochridge, a Gulf Coast CO, storage
hub off the coast of Louisiana. The project, which
received USD8.4 million in funds from the US
Department of Energy (DOE), would repurpose
some of the 600 depleted wells™® that Cox owns in the
Gulf of Mexico and convert them into CO, storage
wells.”” Crescent Midstream has already completed
the front-end engineering and design for a 110-mile
CO, pipeline between Geismar and Grand Isle,
Louisiana, using the company’s existing rights of

way, or areas where they have permission to pass over
100

property.

In September 2023, the state governments of Texas
and Louisiana awarded licenses for two new CCS
projects in their respective state waters. In Texas,
Repsol is leading a project with partners Carbonevert,
POSCO, and Mitsui, which plans to store more than
20 million tonnes of CO, in 140,000 acres offshore
of Corpus Christi.’”" In Louisiana, Carbonvert and
Castex Energy plan to develop a 24,000-acre project
off the coast of Cameron Parish. They plan to begin
injecting CO, in 2027.'°* The developers of both
projects say they plan to source the carbon from

. . . . 10:
industrial emitters near each site.'”



State governments are also leading the charge
to bury CO, emissions under the Gulf’s floor. A
group of governors and state legislatures that make
up the Southern States Energy Board, supported by
DOE funding, is leading an effort to explore offshore
CO, storage in the Gulf of Mexico.'* The offshore
initiative is part of the Southeast Regional Carbon
Sequestration Partnership (SECARB),'” which has
been in place since 2003. A five-year offshore-focused
project, SECARB Offshore, which started in 2018,
is a partnership between industry, government, and
academic institutions to assess the potential for
implementation of offshore CO, injection in the
Gulf, either for geologic storage or for EOR."”” With
little public fanfare or oversight, SECARB has been
injecting CO, into coal seams onshore and examining
opportunities for CO, injection offshore.’® A related
project called the Gulf of Mexico Partnership for
Offshore Carbon Storage (GoMCarb) primarily
aims to “assess whether [subsurface geologic storage
reservoirs) are candidates for enhanced oil recovery
(EOR).'” GoMCarb cites the potential for EOR
to offset the cost of CO, injection projects,"’ but
is silent regarding the emissions impacts of using
captured CO, to extract more fossil fuels.

The US federal government is also actively promoting
offshore CO, storage. The Biden administration’s
Ocean Climate Action Plan includes “[d]evelop[ing]
a marine geologic sequestration program for the U.S.
Outer Continental Shelf” as one of its actions."™
This plan follows the bipartisan Infrastructure Invest-
ment and Jobs Act (IIJA), signed into law in 2021,
which authorized the use of the Outer Continental
Shelf (OCS) for CO, storage. A provision in the IIJA
amended the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act to
allow for “the injection of a carbon dioxide stream
into sub-seabed geologic formations for the purpose
of long-term carbon sequestration,” and mandated
the US Department of Interior (DOI) to establish
rcgulations pertaining to such offshore sequestration
within one year."” The Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management (BOEM) and the Bureau of Safety and
Environmental Enforcement (BSEE), both within
the DOI, missed the one year deadline, and as of
September 2023, the agencies were still developing
these regulations.'"® (See further discussion of the

US regulatory regime for CCS and environmental
protections in Part II1.)
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While CO, storage is now authorized throughout
the entire US OCS (pending federal regulations), it
is clear that the Gulf of Mexico is the main target of
both industrial and governmental interest. Like the
North Sea in Europe, the Gulf of Mexico has long
been an epicenter of fossil fuel production in the
US, as the source of 15 percent of the nation’s oil
outputand 5 percent of its dry natural gas."* Gov-
ernment agencies are now increasingly exploring
the Gulf’s potential as a disposal site for industry’s
CO, emissions. BOEM in particular has studied
the Gulf’s offshore sequestration potential. Their
assessment identified “numerous potential depleted
reservoirs for geologic storage of CO,” and the
agency claims the geology of the Gulfis “conducive
to safely and permanently store large amounts of CO,
in subsurface reservoirs.”*** This determination stands
in stark contrast to the limitations and uncertainties
identified in the Bureau’s Best Management Practices
report, discussed below.
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Many CCS proponents portray offshore carbon
storage as benign and distant from communities, but
these assessments ignore both the inherent risks of
CO, injection and the broader footprint of carbon
capture and transportation. First, offshore carbon
storage cannot be considered in isolation from the
polluting facilities from which CO, is sourced. While
carbon capture equipment may reduce the CO,
emitted from a facility, it perpetuates, and can
even increase, the release of other air pollutants
that harm public health and the environment,
undermining human rights. Moving CO, from
these facilities to offshore storage sites would also
require land-based transportation networks that
could traverse population centers. The buildout of
such infrastructure and the threat of pipeline leaks
and ruptures puts communities in jeopardy.

The risks of offshore CO, injection must be
considered in the context of the myriad pressures
facing global oceans and seas, including those from
increasing temperatures, acidification, nitrogen and
other chemical pollution, and the proliferation of
microplastics.”® Oceans are a key part of the climate
system and are currently warming at unprecedented
rates as they soak up much of the heat resulting from
mounting greenhouse gas emissions.""” Beyond the
warming effect of those emissions, the accumulation
of CO, in the oceans is making seawater more acidic,
with devastating consequences for coral reefs and
other marine life.""®

Despite these growing stressors on oceans, offshore
CCS proponents now hope to turn the world’s seas
into disposal sites for their fossil fuel waste streams,
threatening to compound existing problems. At
least one offshore CCS project, the Ghasha con-
cession fields project in the United Arab Emirates,
which will accompany a new gas development,
has been proposed within the Marawah Marine
Biosphere Reserve, known for its population of
endangered dugongs.'”

The CCS process itself presents hazards to the climate
and environment. Whether onshore or offshore,
injecting CO, under the Earth’s surface has the
potential to contaminate groundwater, cause earth-
quakes, and displace deposits of toxic brine."** Brines

can be detrimental to surrounding sea life because
they can have salt concentrations far in excess of
seawater and can contain contaminants such as heavy
metals.”* Preventing or mitigating hazards associated
with CCS is even more technically challenging and
expensive at great depths under the sea, where the
dynamics of CO, may be harder to ascertain than on

land and the resulting problems harder to resolve.'*

The risks of offshore CO,

injection must be considered in
the context of the myriad
pressures facing global oceans and
seas, including those from
increasing temperatures,
acidification, nitrogen and other
chemical pollution, and the
proliferation of microplastics.

This section discusses the risks of leaks from pipelines
or storage sites, the consequences of pressure manage-
ment failures at injection sites, and the heightened
challenge of managing accidents in deepwater marine
environments. These potential risks to offshore oper-
ations are magnified by accelerating climate impacts,
such as hurricanes and warming waters, the intensity
and frequency of which are driven by the very indus-
tries seeking to entrench their operations with CCS.
Regulatory and knowledge gaps, and weak enforce-
ment capacity, only heighten worries around safety
and environmental impact.

© whitcomberd - stock.adobe.com




Deep Trouble

Hidden Hazards
at Every Stage

It isn’t only the offshore storage of CO, that presents
possible hazards. Each stage of the CCS process
— capture, transport, injection, and storage — has
the potential to harm communities and the environ-
ment, jeopardizing the right to a clean, healthy, and
sustainable environment and other human rights.

Capture

Carbon capture’s first impacts occur at the capture
phase where, by design, it supports the continued
operation of polluting facilities such as power stations
and petrochemical plants. The addition of capture
equipment creates its own emissions through the
consumption of energy and the use of chemicals,
while potentially extending the lifespan of the
facilities to which it is attached.

While properly functioning carbon capture equip-
ment can in theory reduce CO, emissions from a
facility, experience has shown that it consistently fails
to do so at the rates promised by proponents.'** More-
over, carbon capture does not address upstream emis-
sions from the production or processing of the fuel on
which it runs, or the downstream emissions from the
material produced by a facility, nor does it reduce the
facility’s release of various other air pollutants beyond
CO,."* In fact, research indicates the operation of
carbon capture equipment could increase emis-
sions of harmful fine particulate matter (PM2.5)
and nitrogen oxide, and significantly increase toxic
ammonia emissions."” Perpetuating this pollution is
particularly harmful to communities neighboring the
facilities, which are often marginalized populations
facing clustered sources of pollution that generate
significant cumulative impacts on health, the envi-
ronment, and human rights, including the right to a

clean, healthy, and sustainable environment."**

The threat of CCS exacerbating air pollution is
especially acute in the US Gulf Coast region, where
communities have long been subject to environ-
mental racism and heightened toxic burdens.'”’

Major deployment of CCS onshore and off-
shore, as has been proposed in the region, would
introduce new risks while threatening to lock in
health-harming infrastructure in what is infa-
mously known as “Cancer Alley” — an 85-mile
stretch of fossil fuel and petrochemical facilities
along the Mississippi River in Louisiana.

Transport

When moving CO, from an emitting source to an
injection site, whether onshore or offshore, it will
most often be compressed to a liquid or supercritical
state so that it is dense enough to transport through a
pipeline or be contained in another vessel.** Pipelines
must be built to specific standards to accommodate
the high pressures needed to contain CO, as a highly
condensed and hazardous substance for transport.’*
Carriers meant to ship large quantities of CO, also
need to be specially designed, using specific materials
capable of handling the low temperatures necessary
for keeping CO, in a supercritical state.”*’

Existing oil and gas pipelines, designed to withstand
much less pressure, cannot readily be repurposed for
moving large amounts of CO,,"*" and a large vessel
capable of storing CO, does not yet exist, much less a
fleet of them."* Both of these transport methods also
pose significant hazards to communities, the climate,
and the marine environment, as discussed below.

Pipelines

Most proposed offshore CCS projects plan to capture
emissions at an onshore facility and then transport
them by pipeline to an offshore storage site. The
buildout and operation of these transport networks
threaten the communities through which they will
run, putting people in danger from potential CO,
leaks or ruptures. Unlike gas or oil pipelines, the risk
from a CO, pipeline rupture is not combustion, but
asphyxiation. CO, is heavily pressurized and denser
than air, so if a pipeline bursts, large volumes can
be released extremely quickly and stay close to the
ground, threatening people in a wide radius from
the release.'” The grave risk of such an event was
laid bare in 2020, when a pipeline rupture in Satartia,
Mississippi, hospitalized dozens of residents.***



There are few other documented experiences with
CO, pipeline ruptures to date worldwide, but that
is likely due to the very small number of active CO,
pipelines in existence. The US, for example, has the
largest pipeline network in the world and only has
about 8,000 kilometers (km) (about 5,000 miles) of
active CO, pipelines, compared with 425,605 km
(about 265,000 miles) of oil and gas pipelines.’*
Although experience operating CO, pipelines is lim-
ited, extensive experience with oil and gas pipelines
makes one thing clear: Pipelines leak. One 2019 data
analysis by FracTracker found that over an eight-
year period in the US, there were more than 2,000
recorded incidents with gas pipelines alone. These
incidents resulted in more than 100 deaths and nearly
600 injuries."*

Unlike gas or oil pipelines,
the risk from a CO,
pipeline rupture is not
combustion, but asphyxiation.

While CO, pipeline ruptures in populous areas
are not yet common, other incidents involving
CO, releases demonstrate the potential dangers to
communities. Fire suppression systems that use CO,
have been a known hazard in some industries for
decades. Malfunctions from these systems can cause
a sudden release of the gas similar to what could
happen during a pipeline rupture. A study from the
US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found
that CO, releases from fire extinguishing systems
killed at least seventy-two people and injured 145
between 1975 and 2000."

The buildout of CO, pipelines in the undersea envi-
ronment is also a concern. Such a buildout would
face several obstacles, including the challenges pre-
sented by seawater infiltrating pipelines during their
construction offshore."*® The risk of pipeline leaks is
heightened by operating offshore, as documented in
an analysis of oil and gas pipeline leaks in Louisiana
and Texas. Coastal Texas, for example, has a pipeline
leakage rate sixteen times higher than the national
average, while coastal Louisiana’s per-mile leakage
rate is nearly six times the national rate.””” As Scott

The aftermath of a CO:zpipeline rupture in'Satartia, Mississippi, in 2020
© Mississippi Emergency Management Agency )

Eustis, author of the analysis and community science
director for the organization Healthy Gulf, succinctly

states: “Steel and saltwater don’t mix.”**°

Plans to pool CO, from multiple sources in offshore
hubs also present risks to pipelines. As noted in a
2018 report from the US BOEM, Best Management
Practices for Offshore Transportation and Sub-Seabed
Geologic Storage of Carbon Dioxide, the presence
of water, contaminants, or impurities such as
hydrogen sulfide in the CO, stream increases the
risks of pipe corrosion.* In contrast to most CO,
transported in the US to date, which has come from
relatively pure underground CO, reservoirs, “CO,
that will be stored in the [US OCS] will be captured
from industrial sources and may contain impuri-

ties.”'#*

The safe operation of CO, pipelines offshore faces
regulatory and knowledge gaps. In the US, BOEM
cites “gaps in regulations related to the corrosive and
potentially harmful characteristics of wet or impure
streams of CQO,.”** Even with the established risk of
pipe corrosion, “[t]here is a large knowledge gap in
emergency planning and response to a CO, pipeline

leak in the offshore [setting].”***
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Deep Trouble

Furthermore, evidence indicating insuflicient over-
sight of the existing offshore oil and gas pipeline
system does not bode well for oversight of new
offshore CO, pipelines. According to 22021 Gov-
ernment Accountability Office report, the BSEE
“does not have a robust oversight process for ensuring
the integrity of approximately 8,600 miles of active

offshore oil and gas pipelines located on the seafloor
of the Gulf of Mexico.”**

Although experience operating
CO, pipelines is limited,
extensive experience with oil and
gas pipelines makes one thing
clear: Pipelines leak.

This problem is not unique to the US; similar con-
cerns exist regarding oversight and monitoring of
pipeline integrity in other jurisdictions. In Europe, for
example, scientists discovered leaks from abandoned
oil and gas infrastructure in the North Sea, another
heavily drilled ocean region.** The study’s authors
concluded that based on the number of leaking wells
they found, the British sector of the North Sea alone
has the potential to release 900 to 3,700 tonnes of

1
methane every year.""

Ships

Some offshore CO, storage projects intend to use
ships rather than pipelines to transport CO, to injec-
tion sites."*® However, shipping CO, poses a host of
concerns for the climate, crews, and costs.

First and foremost, shipping CO, increases emissions
in one of the most difficult-to-decarbonize trans-
port sectors."* Generating fossil fuel emissions to
transport fossil fuel emissions is counterproductive
at best. Refrigerating the CO, cargo — which must
be kept under high pressure and low temperature to
be transported in liquid form — and powering the
ship requires burning more fossil fuels. Research
by oil and gas industry analyst Rystad, considering
potential CO, shipping routes, found that some
vessels traveling long distances could produce
emissions equivalent to as much as 5 percent of the

CO, being transported.”*® As the IPCC has noted,

“marine transport induces more associated CO,

transport emissions than pipelines due to additional
. . . . » 151

energy use for liquefaction and fuel use in ships:

In addition to emissions from energy consumption,

routine operational processes, such as boil-off and

purging (required before loading new CO, cargo),

release emissions as well.**>

Second, the potential for the release of CO, due
to tank ruptures presents unprecedented safety
concerns. It is impossible to estimate the risk of such
releases, as there is little experience with commercial
CO, shipping beyond small-scale vessels for food
or other industries."> It is clear, however, that such
releases would present an immediate risk to those on
board the vessel, as well as potentially stop the ship’s

engines as the CO, displaces air."™*

In addition to the direct threat to people in the
vicinity of the release, the CO, would affect the
marine environment as well. As the IPCC notes,
“[i]ts interactions with the sea would be complex:
hydrates and ice might form, and temperature
differences would induce strong currents. Some of
the gas would dissolve in the sea, but some would be

released to the atmosphere.”**

Finally, transporting CO, via ship is on the whole
more expensive than via pipeline, raising additional
financial hurdles in project operation. Though both
shipping and pipelines increase in cost as distance
increases, shipping CO, is considerably more expen-
sive for distances up to 800 km."® By comparison,
the Northern Lights project plans to store CO,
100 km offshore.” Shipping CO, is not only more
expensive than piping CO,, but also more costly
than shipping other liquefied gases. Compared to
shipping liquefied petroleum gases, shipping CO,
may cost 30 to 50 percent more on a similarly sized

and designed ship."*
Injection

The injection of high-pressure CO, under the seabed
is a complicated process that creates significant
risks and uncertainties beyond just leakage. The
aquifers into which CO, could be injected are not
simply empty pockets underground, but porous



rock formations that can be filled with brine, water,
sand, or other materials."”” CCS operators propose
injecting CO, into the “pore space” that these other
substances occupy.’® Injecting the CO, into this
space displaces whatever was there before, elevating
the pressure underground and often pressurizing areas
well beyond the boundaries of the injection site. Too
much pressure can cause the caprock, the impervious
rock layer that seals the brine and CO, underground,
! Operators must also limit
pressure build up in order to avoid triggering earth-
quakes, a known risk with any subsurface inj ection.®

to crack, causing a leak.

In several early flagship CCS projects, operators
struggled to predict how pressures would build up
under the subsurface and to adequately manage
it."*® For Equinor’s Snehvit offshore CCS project in
Norway, engineers predicted that the formation used
for CO, injection was capable of storing eighteen
years’ worth of captured CO, at the planned injec-
tion volumes."** Less than two years into operation,
pressures began to rise beyond the predicted levels.
Unable to continue injection as planned, the project’s
operators were forced to plugand abandon the origi-
nal well and develop a new injection site.'*

Uncontrolled underground pressure has presented
similar risks at onshore CCS sites, such as the In
Salah project in Algeria. There, following several
years of CO, injection, pressures mounted so high
that they fractured the caprock and caused the
ground to swell at the surface, forcing the operators
to suspend the project.’®

Though largely untested on the ground, one theo-
retical way researchers propose managing pressure
changes is by extracting brine and other fluids from
the aquifer to make room for the injected CO,."*’
Thus far, this remains largely in the experimental
phase, with most studies relying on computer model-
ing. There is only one large commercial project and a
handful of physical test sites in the world that actively
remove fluids to manage pressure in permanent

carbon storage wells.*®

The one commercial project, the Gorgon Project
on Barrow Island in Australia, does not inspire
confidence that this method can be easily deployed.

~=Brine waste from petroleum proddéti‘;ﬁ\
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Gorgon’s operator, Chevron, has fallen far short of
its targeted CO, injection volumes every year since it
began injecting CO, in 2019, due to problems with
its pressure management system.'® Chevron designed
the system to pull water out of an underground layer
of sandstone and then reinject that water into a sep-
arate formation closer to the surface."”® But when the
project operators turned the pressure management
system on, the pipes clogged with sand."” The pres-
sure building underground caused the government
of Western Australia to restrict the amount of CO,
that Gorgon could inject underground and to order
the company to install additional seismic monitoring
equipment in order to detect earthquakes.””* Though
the CCS facility was a major part of the Australian
government’s approval for the new Gorgon gas proj-
ect, Chevron has only captured about one-third of
what they originally promised.””

Even if brine extraction does work to relieve pressure
ata given project, it still presents risks. Brine can leak
from pipelines'”* and needs to be properly man-
aged and disposed of to avoid contaminating the
environment. As acknowledged in an EU-funded
report involving Statoil (now Equinor), the high
salinity of brine can be toxic to benthic (deep sea)
organisms like coral and sea anemones.”” According
to the report, if brine is “allowed to percolate to
the surface of the seabed, such brines could cause
a ten-fold increase in local salinity in surface sedi-
ments and seabed depressions, thus representing a
potentially severe source of osmotic shock to
benthic organisms.”*”

Center for International Environmental Law
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Storage

While proposed projects are premised on the idea
that large amounts of carbon can be injected under
the seabed, new studies demonstrate the risks of
assuming that the ocean has a vast storage capacity.
Researchers warn that the dynamics within each
individual geologic formation are unpredictable,
and that macro estimates of geologic storage capacity
are likely flawed. Such research suggests that many
regional inventories of CO, storage capacity may
overestimate the amount of carbon that can be safely
injected into a given formation.”” The bottom line
is that building out industrial-scale CCS may not be
as feasible as current regional inventories suggest and
pressure management techniques may not function
as planned."”

Building out industrial-scale CCS
may not be as feasible as current
regional inventories suggest and

pressure management techniques

may not function as planned.

One study, based on samples from the Danish North
Sea, found that legacy deposits of oil in offshore
wells can react with injected CO, to form bitumen,
a viscous hydrocarbon substance, creating blockages
and reducing the ability to inject more CO,."”” The
study could have major implications for the host of
projects that plan to inject CO, into depleted oil and
gas fields, including Denmark’s planned flagship CCS
project, Project Greensand, which is currently in the
pilot phase in the North Sea."

In addition to the risk of leaks during transport,
cither by pipeline or by ship, leaks may also happen
at CO, storage sites, potentially returning substantial
amounts of CO, to the atmosphere or releasing it
into the ocean. According to one estimate, if CCS
is widely deployed onshore and offshore, even
a 0.1 percent leakage rate could cause up to 25
gigatonnes of additional CO, emissions in the 21st
century, posing a major risk to the climate.”

BOEM’s 2018 Best Management Practices report
repeatedly acknowledged the risks of leakage, not
only from transport but from storage as well. “CO,
leakage from a storage reservoir via an injection well
or a previously existing [ plugged and abandoned] well
could pose risks to (1) other sub-seabed resources,
(2) the ocean water column, (3) environmental
resources in the water column and on the seafloor,
or (4) platform workers, and result in emissions to
the atmosphere,” the report warned.’** The BOEM
report continued, stating that as on land, “aban-
doned wellbores will also pose the greatest risk to
CO, containment failure in offshore settings.”**’ If
not properly plugged or abandoned, these wells can
serve as leakage pathways."**

Despite the fact that legacy oil and gas wells pose
the single greatest risk of CO, leakage at offshore
storage sites, the areas being heavily targeted for
offshore CCS development are precisely those zones
where old wells abound: sites of long-standing oil
and gas drilling. In the Gulf of Mexico, for example,
intensive offshore oil and gas drilling, dating back
decades, has left the seabed pockmarked with thou-
sands of abandoned wells."** They are typically not
inspected, and BOEM acknowledges that it does not
know the number or extent of wells leaking in the
Gulf."*® A 2020 study also concluded that thousands
of tonnes of methane are leaking from old bore holes
in the North Sea each year." Interaction with these
wells poses a significant risk of containment failure.
There is little reason to believe that injecting CO,
into areas where countless existing leaks from oil and
gas wells go undetected or unreported would guaran-
tee “permanent” storage.

In the event that an offshore CO, leak does
occur, emerging evidence suggests that it may
adversely impact ocean chemistry and threaten
the surrounding environment, with consequences
for marine life and human health. One study that
simulated CO, leaks in the Norwegian continental
shelf found that dissolved CO, causes seawater to
become more acidic, which could damage marine
ecosystems in the vicinity of the leak.'*® For example,



high CO, levels may alter the body fluid chemistry
of fish and disturb their ability to breathe.® More
acidic seawater is especially harmful for calcareous
(shell-forming) organisms such as corals, shellfish,
and specific groups of phytoplankton.”® Generally,
CO, leaking from sub-seabed reservoirs risks harming
benthic creatures and their habitats.””* As continued
CO, emissions drive increasing CO, concentrations
in the oceans, such local acidification would only
compound the global burden of ocean acidification,
which already threatens marine life.

There is little reason to believe
that injecting CO, into areas
where countless existing leaks
from oil and gas wells go
undetected or unreported would
guarantee “permanent’ storage.

Adverse impacts could extend beyond the ocean
depths. As a risk assessment of subsea CO, sequestra-
tion adopted in 2006 under the London Convention
and London Protocol warned: “At the extreme, a
substantial and rapid gas release at the seafloor could
cause damage to the marine environment, interfer-
ence with other legitimate uses of the sea, including
fishing and maritime transport, with the potential for

associated risks to human health”*”*

©kriskrtig, Flickr-CCBY-NC-SA2.0

Additionally, substantial unintended CO, leakage
could pose a hazard to offshore platform work-
ers. As the IPCC states: “For those sites where
separate-phase CO, reaches the ocean surface, haz-
ards to offshore platform workers may be of concern
for very large and sudden release rates.””

Studies meant to assuage the concern of leakage
from undersea storage sites are limited and largely
unconvincing. An example from BOEM’s Best Man-
agement Practices report illustrates this well. In con-
sidering the risks posed by leakage, the report relies
primarily on a small study that examined 4 tonnes of
CO, injected into the seafloor. It quotes the study,
saying “[e]nvironmental impacts from small-scale
leakage will be minimal and not ecologically signif-
icant, although in the unlikely event of larger leaks,
impact could be locally more significant.”*** However,
the report acknowledges that “[i]t will be difficult to

scale up results [from this study] in a realistic way.”**

Overall, the risks from underwater CO, leakage
are significant and cannot be ignored. Leakage
from storage sites is a clear possibility, and oil and gas
wells increase the risks for such leaks. If leaks happen,
they could adversely affect ocean chemistry and the
marine environment, and if the leakage is large and
sudden, it could potentially reach the surface, posing
a hazard to ocean platform workers or ship crews.




Deep Trouble

Blowouts and Potential
Sub-Seabed Disasters

The aforementioned risks can be difficult to manage
for any project that transports or injects CO,
underground, but the marine environment presents
additional challenges. Existing industrial activity
offshore — like offshore oil and gas operations —
already demonstrates this. Offshore operations are
significantly more expensive than the onshore
equivalents and more difficult to monitor. Both
the operators and government inspectors must rely
on expensive modes of transportation — boats or
helicopters — to reach offshore installations.*”® Leaks
and infrastructure problems on the water are often
not as readily apparent as those onshore, and weather
and water conditions can prevent timely repairs or

emergency response.’”’

In the event of a storage well failure or other extreme
release of CO, offshore, the problem may be very
difficult, if not impossible, to correct. While BOEM’s
Best Management Practices report suggests that exist-
ing industry practices and regulations for dealing
with offshore oil and gas well accidents or “blowouts”
should apply to offshore CO, injection, the report
cautions that “there are additional concerns with
wells exposed to supercritical CO,,” noting “CO,
might cause wells to fail” due to its incompatibility
with certain commonly used materials.””®

© GetArchive

If there is a leaking CO, well or a blowout, the mitiga-
tion measures used for oil and gas well accidents, like
a physical barrier, won’t work to contain CO,. The
only option may be to stop injection altogether.'”
As the BOEM report clearly states: “It will be too
late for effective mitigation if problems are not
identifi[ed] until after emplacement of the CO,.
Significant uncertainties about the long-term
performance of a CO, storage site should be
resolved prior to injection of large volumes of
CO,; ifuncertainties cannot be resolved, injection
should be stopped.”*® And, if injection is halted,
the CO, that would have been captured to supply
the injection site will end up simply vented into
the atmosphere, assuming the underlying emitting
activity is not also paused. This would undermine
any climate rationale for operating a carbon capture
system in the first place.

CCS as Coverfor
Fossil Fuel Expansion

While offshore CCS creates many tangible and
immediate dangers, a buildout of multiple CCS
projects presents a fundamental risk to the world’s
efforts to phase out fossil fuels. Aside from locking
in existing polluting facilities with carbon capture
equipment, some proposed offshore CCS projects
are being used to justify building new fossil hydrogen
production facilities, fossil gas power plants, and even

new offshore oil and gas developments.*”

Some proposed oftfshore CCS
projects are being used to justify
building new fossil hydrogen
production facilities, fossi/ gas
power plants, and even new
offshore 0il and gas developments.

In many of these cases, the CCS components of the
fossil fuel project have been used to capture govern-
ment subsidies, or feature prominently in the oper-
ating companies’ own net-zero goals. For example,
the Australian government granted AUD40 million



(USD26.7 million) to the Burrup CCS hub on the
premise that it would reduce emissions, despite the
fact that the hub would service the development of
new gas fields.*** Similarly, the Malaysian State oil
and gas company PETRONAS lists the development
of the Kasawari gas field and an accompanying CCS
project as part of its plans to reach net zero by 2050.
In its PETRONAS Pathway 2050 net-zero emissions
plan, the company quotes an executive claiming that
the gas project is “a demonstration of PETRONAS’
commitment to sustainability”**

These two projects, as well as Santos’s Bayu-Undan
CCS project in Australia and Timor-Leste, are all
planned alongside new gas projects in fields with high
concentrations of CO,.”** Aside from the obvious cli-
mate concerns created by expanding gas production
and producing CO,-intensive gas, high CO, con-
centrations also pose a host of technical concerns for
developers, like a higher risk of corrosion in pipelines
and other equipment.®”> Complicating these projects
even further is the fact that CO, cannot be present in

The Enhanced Oil Recovery Process Using CO:

large quantities in natural gas (methane) if producers
are going to create liquefied natural gas (LNG) for
transport.”*® This makes removing the CO, from this
gas a technical necessity for these projects rather than
a sustainability feature, as proponents claim. Even if
the CCS were to operate perfectly, experts agree that
these projects will still have relatively high emissions
intensities.””” For example, the Barossa gas project, for
which the Bayu-Undan CCS project is being built,
would still likely be far more carbon intensive than
the average Australian LNG project, according to an
IEEFA report released last year.**®

Beyond traditional fossil fuel development, there
is also a risk that the carbon captured from CCS
will eventually facilitate further hydrocarbon
extraction via EOR or enhanced gas recovery
(EGR).*” With this technique, oil and gas producers
are able to increase production from depleted wells
by injecting high-pressure CO, into the well, which

forces more oil or gas up to the surface. EOR has been
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applied onshore for decades and constitutes the only
significant commercial market for captured CO,
today. To date, the vast majority of CO, captured
from polluting sources is used for EOR (about 73
percent of current capacity, and between 80 to 90
percent of historic carbon captured)*'® because oil
and gas companies will pay for CO, to extract more
out of their wells. In fact, the fossil fuel industry’s
push to expand CCS is driven in no small part by its
need for cheap sources of CO, to squeeze more profit

from existing oil and gas fields.*"!

At present, offshore EOR is much more limited than
onshore EOR, with only a few projects implemented
to date, including some small pilots and one larger
project at a gas field off the coast of Brazil.*** Crit-
ically, the one large offshore EOR project does not
use CO, captured from energy production or other
industrial processes. Rather, the Lula field offshore
EOR project in Brazil’s Santos Basin, operated by
Petrobras since 2011, sources CO, from the Basin’s
subsea gas reservoir. The CO, is separated from the
hydrocarbon gas and reinjected back into the reser-
voir to stimulate more gas extraction.””

While offshore EOR/EGR does not yet exist beyond
these limited projects, oil and gas companies and
governments may turn to it in the near future as
an approach to extend the production of offshore
reserves. Some government agencies have already

studied the potential for offshore EOR using

captured CO,, noting that it would enable continued
offshore production. In a 2016 strategy document,
the UK’s Oil and Gas Authority (now renamed the
North Sea Transition Authority) indicated that off-
shore EOR could increase recoverable hydrocarbons
from the UK continental shelf and extend the life of
producing fields by up to ten years, but cautioned that
this approach is economically challenging since it is
capital-intensive and has high operating costs.”** The
US DOE has also assessed offshore EOR potential
with great interest.””> A 2019 report submitted
to DOE states: “By adapting the current offshore
infrastructure and strategically developing CO,
transportation modems, the Gulf of Mexico can con-
tinue producing large amounts of oil and gas. There is
potential to access an estimated 1.89 billion barrels of

remaining oil while simultaneously storing CO,.”**¢

EOR is fundamentally at odds with needed climate
action. Expanding production of fossil fuels, onshore
and offshore, is indefensible in the face of the climate
emergency — let alone as a component of a practice
purporting to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Using
captured CO, waste from the burning of fossil fuels
to pump more oil and gas out of the ground so that
they too can be burned will only serve to perpetuate
fossil fueled-warming. EOR further props up the
fossil fuel industry at a time when fossil fuels must
be rapidly phased out to confront the dangerous and
deadly climate crisis.*"”
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Deep Trouble

Proponents are racing ahead with a slate of planned
offshore CCS projects, but financial hurdles and
legal requirements may yet put the brakes on the
buildout. Offshore CCS projects, particularly at
the scale being proposed in various sites around the
world, are easily multibillion-dollar undertakings.
For now, burying CO, underground — whether
onshore or off — is quite literally a sunk cost.
Without a market for storing CO, or a meaningful
penalty for failing to do so, CCS is just an expense,”*
and the big polluters promoting it are counting on
the public to foot the bill. But subsidizing CCS turns
the polluter pays principle on its head. CCS also
diverts resources away from proven climate solutions
that have the capacity to reduce emissions far more
effectively and quickly, at far lower cost and much
less risk to communities and the environment.

Subsidizing CCS turns
the polluter pays principle

on its head.

The proposed development of offshore CO, storage
sites is not only financially flawed; it may also be
legally impermissible, given the range of potential
harms and uncertainties detailed in the preceding
section. Wherever they may be located, offshore
CCS projects implicate domestic and international
laws that regulate activities affecting the oceans,
coastlines, ecosystems, and atmosphere. While not
all jurisdictions have regulations expressly addressing
offshore CO, injection, existing laws concerning
marine pollution and biodiversity protection,
environmental impact assessment and mitigation,
hazardous transport, and industrial activities may
constrain the deployment of CCS in the ocean. As
understandings of the risks and hazards of offshore
CO, injection develop, regulatory regimes will need
to evolve to ensure maximum protection against
adverse impacts to people and the environment.

Steep Subsidies for
Subsea CO:Injection

The high cost of offshore CCS is reason enough to
rule out its use. Together with the substantial risks
the technology poses and the drag it places on
efforts to phase out fossil fuels, the case for using
public funds to subsidize subsea CO, injection
becomes indefensible.

CCS is inherently expensive. According to the
IPCC, itis among the highest-cost measures with the
lowest potential to reduce emissions from the energy
and industry sectors this decade — the critical period
for preventing global warming above 1.5°C and the
truly catastrophic impacts that would ensue.””” The
costs to deploy CCS are only heightened offshore.
Just as offshore oil and gas drilling comes with a
higher price tag compared to onshore, offshore
CO, transport and storage is exceedingly costly
given the challenges of constructing and operating
infrastructure in the ocean environment.””* Building
new, specially designed offshore pipelines and ships
to transport the CO,, upgrading offshore platforms
or other equipment, and instituting effective pressure
management and monitoring, for example, require

significant and ongoing expense.””’

Cost overruns have led CCS projects to fail, offshore
and on.”*”* Past experience in Norway demonstrates
the serious cost concerns with offshore CCS proj-
ects. In 2006, Equinor announced plans with Shell to
develop a CO,-EOR project off the coast of Norway.
The project, which would have been the world’s first
offshore CO,-EOR project, proposed capturing
CO, from a gas-fired power plant and transporting
it for injection offshore in the Draugen and Heidrun
oil fields. As Equinor noted in a press release, the
project would require “substantial” government
funding.””* The proposal ultimately fell through, as
it was determined to be uneconomical due to high
costs associated with drilling additional wells, modi-
fying existing wells and infrastructure, installing new
platform equipment, and building a new pipeline to
transport the CO, offshore.”**



Mongstad, another proposed offshore CCS project
in Norway (announced in 2007), was also scrapped
over cost concerns. This project, which the Norwe-
gian Prime Minister had compared to the US moon
landing, would have involved capturing carbon at an
onshore gas plant and refinery, along with offshore
injection and storage of the captured CO, under the
Norwegian North Sea.”” From its outset, Mongstad
faced delays, and the government’s handling of the
project prompted an outcry that led to calls for the
energy minister’s resignation.226 The Norwegian
government sank nearly USD1 billion (NOK10.5
billion) into developing the CCS project until aban-
doning it in 2013, citing high costs.””’

The steep cost of offshore carbon storage has three
important implications. First, it explains why so
many of the projects proposed today are large
“hub” or consortium projects, which pool costs as
well as CO,. Many individual industrial or power
sources of CO, emissions would not be able to bear
the full cost of offshore CO, injection and storage
infrastructure.””® Developing large multi-source
projects may help spread out the expense, lowering
costs to individual companies. But it heightens the
complexities, hazards, and risks of contamination, as
discussed above.

Second, high costs are driving industry demands for
public subsidies. Polluters are effectively asking gov-
ernments to pay them to bury some of their pollution,
rather than curb their emissions in the first place and
pay for the damage they have caused. Significant
portions of these high costs are being borne by the
public. In countries where governments are pursuing
an agenda of offshore carbon storage, they are funnel-
ing public funds to the cause through tax credits, loan

guarantees, and other forms of financing.*”’

Like onshore CCS, emerging plans for offshore CO,
storage are heavily dependent on these government
**%and, when projects run over budget or
underperform (as CCS projects have a long history
of doing),*" the public is likely to end up bearing
those costs. Not only does CCS itself stymie the
energy transition by prolonging the operation of
polluting facilities, but plowing public subsidies

subsidies

into offshore CCS also diverts scarce funds from
proven, available, and needed climate measures
that support the transition to a fossil-free future.

Polluters are effectively asking
governments to pay them to
bury some of their pollution,
rather than curb their emissions
in the first place and pay for the

damage they have caused.

Governments around the world have so far provided
or announced tens of billions of US dollars in fund-
ing for the development of sixty planned offshore
storage projects.””” The total amount of public sub-
sidies for offshore CCS may be higher still. At least
GBP21 billion of the announced subsidies identified
by CIEL comes from two announcements for CCS
funding in the UK.*** The UK government has not
determined how those funds will be apportioned,
but did indicate that four “clusters” — the East Coast
Cluster, Hynet Northwest, Acorn, and Viking —
will have access to some portion of that money.***
Each of these clusters constitutes a hub made up of
multiple carbon capture projects that plan to pool
their CO, for injection in a shared offshore storage
site.””” Norway and the Netherlands are also devel-
oping projects with multibillion-dollar government
investments. In Norway, the government has agreed
to fund two-thirds of the Longship project with
more than USD 1.5 billion.**® The Netherlands has
provided about USD2.5 billion for carbon capture
to the industrial customers of the planned Porthos
storage project at the Port of Rotterdam.*”” Govern-
ment officials and project organizers have at various
times described each of these projects as crucial for
decarbonizing Europe,”*® but even operating at the
top of their projected storage capacity, estimates
show that the projects could only store 56.5 mil-
lion tonnes of CO, per year combined, less than 1
percent of Europe’s emissions in 2021.>*

While much government financial support for

offshore CCS is for project development, the 45Q
tax credit in the US subsidizes CCS once a project
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begins operating.24° The credit, which lasts for
12 years from the date CCS equipment is turned
on, gives operators up to $85 per tonne of CO,
sequestered underground or under the seabed and
up to $60 per tonne of CO, used for EOR.** To
be eligible for the credit, the CO, must be captured
from an anthropogenic source like a power plant or
an industrial facility.**” For-profit companies can
choose to receive the 45Q credit as a direct payment,
rather than a tax liability offset, for the first five years
of their project’s operation.”” There are not yet any
operational offshore CCS projects in the US that
qualify for 45Q, but at least one Gulf of Mexico
CCS developer, Crescent Midstream, has referenced
the tax credit as crucial for making CCS projects

financially viable.***

As high as the costs of building these projects are,
few available project budgets delve into the full
operational costs of offshore CCS, including the
costs of long-term monitoring and maintenance
of storage sites, as well as liability for any damages
caused. Because methodologies for monitoring and
managing pressure under the seabed and responding
to leaks are still being developed,®” some necessary
measures may not figurc in project proponents’
estimates. Moreover, uncertainty over who bears
liability for leaks or hazards in the long-term —
whether the private operators who inject the CO, or
the public authorities in the jurisdiction where the
storage site is located — makes it difhicult to price
the risk and require adequate financial assurances to
cover maintenance, prevention, and mitigation of
adverse impacts (see discussion of liability risks in
“Filling Regulatory and Knowledge Gaps” below).
Finally, the high costs of offshore CO, storage
further incentivize EOR, as a way to monetize the
captured CO,. Even with public subsidies, many
projects will likely still be uneconomical. As gov-
ernments and companies seek ways to finance CCS
offshore, they may look to the same source of revenue
that has funded the great majority of onshore CCS:
selling CO, for EOR.

The fossil fuel industry has a long history of turning
waste streams into profit streams, and the push for
CCS on- and offshore is just the latest example.

With uncapped tax credits, like 45Q in the US,**
policymakers have handed oil and gas companies
avirtual blank check, allowing them to capitalize
on subsidies to convert their CO, pollution into
a profitable commodity in the “carbon manage-
ment” economy. However, governments cannot
simply greenlight projects that run afoul of envi-
ronmental, health, and safety regulations; threaten
transboundary harm; or put the global commons at
risk. They have a duty to take measures to protect
the marine environment and human life and health
from the foreseeable risks of harm posed by offshore
CCS, and corporations must abide by those regimes.
Existing and evolving legal frameworks are a critical
bulwark against the dangers of turning the ocean
into a dumping ground for fossil fuel pollution.

The fossil fuel industry has a
long history of turning waste
streams into profit streams, and

the push for CCS on- and

offshore is just the latest example.
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Existing Protections
Against Offshore CCS Risks

Domestic Law

In most instances, the legal frameworks most
immediately implicated by proposed offshore
CCS projects will be domestic environmental
impact assessment (EIA) laws that bear on proj-
ect permitting decisions; laws protecting plant
and animal species and their habitats, including
fisheries management; and broader coastal zone
management laws and marine and maritime
pollution laws. Even if not CCS-specific, these
laws, and the regulations implementing them, will
affect whether, where, and how offshore CCS may
proceed. A comprehensive overview of potentially
relevant instruments is beyond the scope of this
report. This section briefly outlines some such laws in
the US, Australia, and Norway — three key geogra-
phies for offshore CCS projects — as an illustration
of the existing domestic legal and regulatory regimes
that can and should be invoked to prevent risks and
adverse impacts from offshore CCS.

Many countries have overarching environmental
protection laws that have been or will likely be
triggered by offshore CO, transport, injection,
and storage projects. In the US, the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires federal
agencies to conduct environmental review for major
federal actions, which include projects with federal
funding and those subject to federal approval or
regulation.””” Such actions that significantly affect
the environment necessitate environmental impact
statements and a requisite public comment period.***
The Fiscal Responsibility Act of 2023 included
rollbacks of environmental review standards vital
to confronting the buildout of environmentally
destructive projects.*® The provisions that accel-
erate the timeline and weaken the scope of NEPA
review may make it harder to ensure that the risks
and impacts of offshore CCS in federal waters are
adequately assessed prior to project approval or that
their foreseeable adverse impacts are prevented or
mitigated. However, the essential requirement for

the government to assess the direct, indirect, and
cumulative environmental impacts of a proposed
action prior to making decisions remains.

Impact assessment and
consultation requirements may
prove vital to preventing the
authorization of CCS projects
that pose significant risks to
people, human rights, and

the environment.

Environmental review laws in other countries tar-
geted for offshore CCS hubs impose similar impact
assessment and consultation requirements, which
may prove vital to preventing the authorization of
CCS projects that pose significant risks to people,
human rights, and the environment. Australia’s Envi-
ronment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation
Act (EPBC) similarly requires thorough review of
actions that may impact matters of national environ-
mental significance, including activities involving the
marine environment.””® The eight matters covered
under the act include Commonwealth marine areas,
which would be implicated in any offshore CCS
project, though other matters such as national her-
itage places, wetlands of international importance,
or migratory species protected under international
agreements, for example, could be involved as
well. Norway’s Planning and Building Act likewise
requires EIAs for major projects,” and the Pollu-
tion Control Act requires EIAs prior to permitting
an activity that may involve serious pollution.**
CCS-specific regulations in Norway, discussed
further below, likewise contain EIA requirements.””
Moreover, the Supreme Court of Norway has inter-
preted Article 112 of the Norwegian constitution
to require the government to take environmental
protection measures, enabling legal challenge when
such duties have been grossly neglected.”*

As discussed above, leaks from offshore CCS proj-
ects could change the ocean’s chemistry, harming
sensitive marine species. Additional offshore activity,
like the construction of pipelines or the expansion
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of shipping routes, could also harm marine fauna by
creating noise pollution and other hazards.””> Laws
protecting certain species may prohibit or con-
strain development of CCS projects in offshore
areas with sensitive or protected populations
of flora or fauna. Many such statutes do not just
prohibit hunting or capturing particular species, but
also protect the habitats and ecosystems supporting
protected species.

In the US, for example, the Endangered Species
Act®® and the Marine Mammal Protection Act®’
both restrict activities that harm endangered species
or marine mammals, including indirectly or inciden-
tally. The Gulf of Mexico, an area targeted for offshore
CO, injection, is home to at least twenty endangered
and protected species, including marine mammals
such as the sperm whale.””® Australia’s EPBC includes
“[1]isted threatened species and ecological communi-
ties” among the “matters of national environmental
significance” protected by the act, and activities that
may impact them require review and approval.**’
Santos, the Australian company developing the
Barossa gas project and the affiliated Bayu-Undan
CCS project, acknowledged the presence of eleven
threatened species within the area of their proposed
CO, pipeline.**® In Norway, the Nature Diversity
Act provides a framework for listing and protecting
priority species and their habitats within Norway’s
territorial waters.”*' The North Sea is home to several
threatened species, including the critically endan-
gered sturgeon and several endangered sharks and
seals.”** Turning the seabed into a CO, storage zone
may have untold impacts on these and other species.

Such protections may also be found in regulations
surrounding the maintenance of fisheries, such as
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act in the US.*** The act requires con-
sultation on potential adverse effects to essential fish
habitats, and allows the creation of Habitat Areas of
Particular Concern for the conservation and protec-
tion of fish stocks, which apply further scrutiny and
restrictions on projects in their zones. In Norway,
the Marine Resources Act, which applies not only in
the territorial sea but also on Norway’s continental
shelf,*** requires fisheries management to apply an

“ecosystem approach that takes into account habitats
and biodiversity.”** Given uncertainties about the
potentially significant risks and impacts of CO,
injection on surrounding marine life, develop-
ment of offshore injection sites may run afoul of
these and other required protections.

Laws governing competing uses of the lands and
waters in coastal areas are also common across juris-
dictions, although they vary in the extent of national
coordination and enforcement. In the US, for exam-
ple, the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972
“requires federal actions that are reasonably likely
to affect any land or water use or natural resource
of the coastal zone be consistent with enforceable
policies of a state’s federally-approved coastal man-
agement program.”**® In Norway, coastal planning
and management is primarily governed by the
Planning and Building Act. In Australia, there is no
national coastal legislation or plan, so management
of the coastal zone is largely the responsibility of the
states and territories.**’

Offshore CCS activity will also implicate general
pollution prevention and control legislation appli-
cable to the marine environment. In Norway, for
example, the Pollution Control Act, which applies
to activities on the continental shelf, sets forth a
general duty to avoid pollution and to mitigate
its effects, and establishes a permitting regime for
activities that may cause pollution, subject to EIA
requirements and applicable regulations.*** In the
US, the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanc-
tuaries Act of 1972 (MPRSA), regulates marine
pollution by dumping. It codifies the requirements
of the Convention on the Prevention of Marine
Pollution by Dumping of Wastes and Other Matter
of 1972, known as the London Convention, which
is discussed further below. Legislation enacted
in 2021 excluded CO, injected for sequestration
offshore from MPRSA’s definition of material that
may not be dumped in the oceans.”” Consequently,
CO, injection for sub-seabed storage would not be
considered a prohibited form of dumping under
MPRSA, but whether, where, and how it may be
carried out may nevertheless be constrained by the
act’s provisions and related regulations.



The preceding laws are a limited set illustrating the
legal landscape in a few key countries. Numerous
other national or subnational laws, varied in breadth
and scope, may directly or indirectly regulate,
restrict, or otherwise apply to the development of
offshore CCS projects. Because offshore CCS proj-
ects are frequently connected (financially, contractu-
ally, and physically) to sources of emissions onshore,
the relevant legal frameworks will necessarily include
laws addressing onshore activity, too. Ultimately, the
set of domestic legal instruments relevant to offshore
CCS projects will be particular to a given jurisdic-
tion, but multiple laws will apply. When existing
laws are interpreted, as they should be, to better
protect communities, the environment, and the
global climate, consistent with the precautionary
principle and the rights of future generations,
they will operate to restrict deployment of CCS
in the oceans.

International Law

Because of the interconnected nature of the world’s
oceans, activities at sea always have the potential to
cause cross-border harm. Whether an offshore CCS
project is national or international in scope, it must
comply with applicable international law and the
domestic laws of the countries in whose jurisdiction
it is located. While international instruments may
not always be directly or readily enforceable by
private actors in different jurisdictions, govern-
ments bound by them must ensure their conduct
and regulations adhere to them. International
requirements and protections thus provide critical
benchmarks against which to assess the permissibil-
ity of proposed CCS activities and the adequacy of
government safeguards.

Numerous international and regional agreements
restrict the types of activities that can be conducted
in and on the oceans, and the manner in which they
are carried out. From customary international law
and global treaties governing the law of the sea to
regional agreements on protection of the marine
environment, biodiversity conservation, and
maritime safety, existing international law may
prohibit or constrain the transport and injection

of CO, offshore. This section provides a limited
overview of some potentially applicable regimes.

Under UNCLOS, coastal States

have sovereign rights to
explore and exploit the natural

resources of the continental shelf,

but must do so “pursuant to

their environmental policies

and in accordance with their
duty to protect and preserve the

marine environment.

The UN Convention on the Law of the Sea
(UNCLOS) is the primary international legal frame-
work governing the ocean, to which 169 countries
are Party, with the notable exception of the US.””
It sets forth “a legal order for the seas and oceans,”
defining the scope of States’ jurisdiction and control
over waters, and establishing permissible uses and
activities in different parts of the seas and oceans,
including activities on the seabed and subsoil.*”*
Coastal countries generally have jurisdiction over
the marine area (waters and seabed) extending
12 nautical miles from their officially recognized

*72 called the “territorial sea,” as well as the

coastline,
waters adjacent to and extending beyond that and
up to 200 nautical miles from the coastline, called
the “exclusive economic zone” (EEZ).?” Jurisdiction
in the EEZ includes the “continental shelf,” the
seabed and subsoil of the submarine areas beyond a
country’s territorial sea to the outer edge of the con-
tinental margin, or up to 200 nautical miles from the
country’s shore if the natural shelf does not extend as
far.””* Some proposed offshore CCS projects foresee
injection of CO, into the seabed in States’ territorial
waters,””” whereas others involve injection in areas
within EEZs.>”® Under UNCLOS, coastal States
have sovereign rights to explore and exploit the nat-
ural resources of the continental shelf,*”” but must do
so “pursuant to their environmental policies and in
accordance with their duty to protect and preserve

the marine environment.”*”®
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All other areas of the oceans are considered the “high
seas” and are beyond national jurisdiction, meaning
no country has sovereign rights over them, but all
countries have certain obligations regarding their use
and impacts on them. The seabed in zones beyond
national jurisdiction, referred to in UNCLOS as
“the Area,” is considered the common heritage

of humanity.”** UNCLOS requires measures be
taken to ensure effective protection of the marine
environment in the Area, including conservation of

the flora and fauna and natural resources, as well as
human life.?® To date, however, there are no known
proposals to inject CO, under the seabed in areas
beyond national jurisdiction, and because no State
can assert sovereignty over the Area through perma-
nent occupation, injection of CO, for storage below
the seabed is impermissible in international waters.**

A 2022 meeting of the International Maritime Organization.
©IMO, Flickr-CCBY 2.0

While most States that are hotspots of offshore
CCS development have ratified UNCLOS and
are bound by its provisions, including the UK,
Norway, and Australia, the US is a notable outlier.
It has, however, recognized many of the convention’s
provisions as customary international law and aligned
its policy with those concerning traditional uses of
the oceans.”” In the US, coastal states have jurisdic-
tion over territorial waters closest to shore — those
extending up to 3 nautical miles, or in the case of Flor-
ida and Texas, up to 9 nautical miles offshore — while
the federal government has jurisdiction over the rest
of the territorial waters and EEZ up to 200 nautical
miles offshore (“US waters”).*** Individual states in
the US have rights to submerged lands in their waters
while the federal government has claim to lands of the
Outer Continental Shelf, seaward of state waters.***




UNCLOS does not explicitly address CCS, but its
provisions regarding marine pollution — defined
in Article 1(4) as the introduction of substances or
energy into the marine environment with deleterious
effects including harm to marine life and human
health — may bear on whether and how offshore
CCS can be carried out. The general obligations to
protect the marine environment*” and to prevent,
reduce, and control pollution,286 including pollution
from new technologies,287 would implicate any CCS
activities taking place on the ocean. States have a
duty to take all measures necessary to address pol-
lution arising from any source, and to ensure that
activities under their jurisdiction or control do not
cause environmental damage in their own territories
or in other jurisdictions.*** States must avoid and
minimize pollution from the use of technologies
under their jurisdiction or control,”*’ and ensure
that measures deployed to curb pollution of the
marine environment do not transfer damage or
hazards from one area to another, or transform
one type of pollution into another.*

CCS proponents characterize CCS as a pollution
control technology, aimed at reducing impacts of
CO, emissions, including impacts on the marine
environment.””* To be consistent with UNCLOS,
offshore CCS must not introduce new forms of pol-
lution or transform CO, emissions into a new hazard
on the seas. Leakage of CO, into the oceans from
pipelines or storage wells could constitute a form
of regulated marine pollution, as could leakage of
produced waters or brine related to CCS operations.
Moreover, UNCLOS requires States to conduct
EIAs prior to undertaking or approving activities
that pose risks of adversely affecting the marine envi-
ronment, which would include the construction of
CCS infrastructure and the injection and storage of
CO,.”* Multiple regional agreements pertaining to
ocean protection incorporate similar requirements,

implementing aspects of UNCLOS.*”

Evolving legal regimes for the high seas may prove
relevant to CCS as they are interpreted and applied.
The newest legally binding instrument under

UNCLOS, the Biodiversity Beyond National Juris-
diction Agreement (BBNJ Agreement or High Seas

Treaty), finalized in 2023, addresses the conservation
and sustainable use of marine biological diversity in
arcas beyond national jurisdiction.*”* Its provisions
have yet to be applied in relation to offshore CCS,
and for the reasons discussed above, it is unlikely that
offshore CO, injection would be proposed in interna-
tional waters. However, CCS in territorial waters and
the EEZ could have impacts beyond national juris-
diction. If offshore CCS induces any alterations
to marine chemistry or sub-surface dynamics that
affect areas of the high seas, it could implicate
the BBN]J Agreement. Notably, the agreement
reinforces the requirement for EIAs, mandating
them for activities beyond national jurisdiction over
which a State has control, as well as activities within
national jurisdiction that may affect areas beyond
it.””” Moreover, the BBNJ Agreement draws on the
criteria for ecologically or biologically significant
marine areas (EBSAs) under the Convention on
Biological Diversity to identify marine areas beyond
national jurisdiction that require protection.*

To be consistent with UNCLOS,
offshore CCS must not
introduce new forms of pollution
or transform CQO, emissions into
a new hazard on the seas.

Some international and regional agreements,
including those regulating trade in waste, protecting
maritime safety, and requiring EIAs for transbound-
ary activities, may affect offshore CCS projects,
depending on their specific parameters, locations,
and countries of relevance.””” Both the Basel Con-
vention on the Control of Transboundary Move-
ments of Hazardous Wastes and Disposal,””* and the
“Basel Ban” amendment®” prohibit the transfer of
hazardous waste from Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD) and
European Union countries to other countries, while
the Bamako Convention prohibits the import of
hazardous waste into African countries.’®® CQO, is
not mentioned in either instrument, and to date, has
not been taken up by the Parties, so its transport is
not expressly restricted under either convention.*”

Center for International Environmental Law
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However, because under certain conditions, CO,
exhibits some of the properties of hazardous waste
outlined in Annex III to the Basel Convention, it
could be argued that it should fall within the scope
of the convention, subjecting its transport, injection,
and disposal to regulation and restriction.

Other international agreements that protect human
health and the environment at sea also may bear on
offshore CCS projects. The International Conven-
tion for the Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS)*** may
also have bearing on the permissibility of transport-
ing CO, by ship; the conditions for transport; and
necessary measures to protect people aboard ships
from the dangers of CO, leakage or rupture from
pipelines, vessels, or sub-seabed sites. The convention
addresses ships transporting liquefied gases in bulk,
which could bear on requirements for CO, vessels.*”
Similarly, the International Convention for the Pre-
vention of Pollution from Ships (MARPOL) would
regulate the emissions from vessels carrying CO,. In
particular, amendments in 2011 instituted emissions
requirements for greenhouse gases. Leaks or emis-
sions of cargo CO, could count toward overall ship
emissions and constrain the ability of said ships to
meet emissions requiremcnts.304

Agreements that address transboundary activities or
impacts also may be applicable to offshore CCS or
impose notification and consultation requirements
for CCS projects at sea. For example, the Conven-
tion on Environmental Impact Assessment in a
Transboundary Context (Espoo Convention) — a
UN Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE)
convention that counts forty-five Parties, including
the EU, but which is now open to any UN Member
State — requires Parties to undertake early EIAs
for activities that could have potentially significant
transboundary impacts and ensure consultation
with the public in affected States.”* Although the
Espoo Convention does not explicitly address CCS
or CO, transportation, aspects of offshore CCS
could arguably fall under some activities listed
in the convention’s Appendix I as likely to cause
significant adverse transboundary impact, such as:
large-diameter pipelines for the transport of oil, gas,
or chemicals; waste disposal installations; offshore

hydrocarbon production; and major storage facilities
for petroleum, petrochemical, and chemical prod-
ucts.’*® Moreover, EIA requirements may apply to
activities not explicitly listed in Appendix I, if they
are determined likely to have significant transbound-
ary impacts under the criteria set out in Appendix
I1L1.>*” That assessment process and the convention’s
requirement that Parties take steps to prevent,
reduce, and control significant transboundary envi-
ronmental impacts could require States engaging in
offshore CCS to undertake consultation processes
in affected countries and implement measures to
prevent harms.**

Strengthening the
Evolving Legal Regime
for Offshore CCS

Beyond the general legal frameworks that may apply
to offshore CCS, the legal and regulatory frame-
work specific to the capture, transport, injection,
and storage of CO, is evolving at the domestic and
international levels. The number of different statutes
and regulations regarding CCS, particularly at the
national and sub-national levels, and the pace at
which they are being developed, means an exhaustive
survey is well beyond the scope of this report. This
section highlights several notable CCS-specific rules
to give a sense of some of the relevant international
and domestic regimes and institutions involved,
and to help identify where further strengthening of
protections may be required.

The London Convention and London Protocol
are the most developed international instruments
addressing offshore CCS. The 1972 London Con-
vention on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by
Dumping of Wastes and Other Matter and the 1996
London Protocol that modernized the agreement
(together referred to as the London Convention/
London Protocol) are designed to protect the oceans
and seas from human activities. The protocol takes a
more restrictive approach than the convention, and
codifies the precautionary principle, requiring States
to take “appropriate preventative measures” when
“there is reason to believe that wastes or other matter



introduced into the marine environment are likely to
cause harm even when there is no conclusive evidence
to prove a causal relation between inputs and their
effects.”*” Most States with a high concentration
of proposed offshore CCS projects are Party to the
London Protocol. This includes Norway, the UK,
and Australia, among others.”’ The US, however, is
Party only to the London Convention; it has signed
but not ratified the London Protocol.”" Existing
federal laws in the US, including the MPRSA, also
known as the Ocean Dumping Act, implement the
London Convention and align with many provisions
of the protocol.**

The protocol prohibits dumping — defined as
deliberate disposal of wastes or other matter at sea
— except for categories of waste or materials listed
in Annex 1. A 2006 amendment to Annex 1 of the
London Protocol (which entered into force in 2007),
added injection of CO, from capture processes to the
list of substances that may be considered for ocean

dumping, under certain defined conditions. The
stipulated conditions authorize CO, injection only
to the extent that the disposal is into a sub-seabed
geological formation, the injected substance consists
“overwhelmingly of carbon dioxide,” and no wastes
or other matter are added.”* Direct CO, injection
without containment remains illegal.

After the amendment entered into force in 2007,
the Parties adopted “Specific Guidelines for Assess-
ment of Carbon Dioxide Streams for Disposal in
Sub-seabed Geological Formations,” elaborating
on the regulatory framework under international
environmental law.** The guidelines address risks
associated with CO, injection and recommend a
number of prevention and mitigation measures,
including assessing alternatives to CCS that would
prevent the CO, waste stream at source, the risk of
impurities being introduced into the stream, site
selection factors, and monitoring measures.”’
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At present, the London Convention/London
Protocol prohibits the cross-border transport of
CO, for sub-seabed injection.” Article 6 of the
London Protocol, which bars the export of waste
or other matter for dumping in the marine envi-
ronment, was amended in October 2009 to enable
export of CO, streams for transboundary CCS.*”
However, the amendment, which was proposed by
Norway, will not take effect until sixty days after it is
accepted by two-thirds of Contracting Parties to the
London Protocol.”* As of mid-2023, only ten States
had ratified it.**” In 2019, to enable transboundary
projects to advance, Norway and the Netherlands
spearheaded a resolution, adopted by the Contract-
ing Parties to the London Protocol, allowing for
the provisional application of the 2009 amendment
between States that expressly agree to it.*** As of the
time of writing, six States — Belgium, Denmark, the
Netherlands, Norway, South Korea, Sweden, and
the UK — have ratified the 2009 amendment and
submitted declarations allowing for its provisional
application among them.*”

For now, the export of CO, waste from a State
Party to the London Protocol is only permissible
where that State has formally accepted the 2009
amendment and agreed to its provisional appli-
cation, and where the countries concerned have
entered into an agreement or arrangement regard-
ing the export. Denmark and Belgium were report-
edly the first countries to reach a bilateral agreement
permitting CO, export in 2022.*** Acknowledging
that moving CO, across borders is impermissible
otherwise, Norway is reportedly negotiating legally
binding bilateral agreements with several countries,
including Belgium and France, in order to be able to
import CO, from those States for injection into the
Norwegian continental shelf.*** Australia is currently
considering amendments to its national dumping
law, the Environment Protection (Sea Dumping)
Act 1981, which would permit international export
of CO, to countries with whom an agreement is in
place, including Non-Contracting Parties to the
London Protocol.”** Without such amendments,
the export of captured CO, from the Darwin gas
processing plant to the Bayu-Undan field in East
Timor would be prohibited. The reforms have faced
criticism and are perceived to be part of a push to
shift the problem of emissions overseas.*”

Like the London Convention/London Protocol, the
Convention for the Protection of the Marine Envi-
ronment of the North-East Atlantic (the “OSPAR
Convention”) governing activities in the North
Atlantic also explicitly addresses CO, injection at sea.
The OSPAR Convention regulates what substances
may be dumped in the marine environment, and
subject to what conditions. Since 2007, OSPAR
prohibits “the placement of carbon dioxide streams
in the water column or on the seabed,”*** but permits
sub-seabed injection of CO, into geologic forma-
tions, subject to conditions similar to those under
the London Protocol amendment. The OSPAR
decision pertaining to CCS, however, goes further
and requires that CO, injected is “intended to be
retained permanently and will not lead to signifi-
cant adverse consequences for the marine environ-
ment, human bhealth and other users.”*” Parties to
the OSPAR Convention have begun a program to
evaluate monitoring of CO, stored in subsea geologic
formations, a necessary step in ensuring that the stor-
age well meets the aforementioned requirements.”

In 2009, the European Union adopted what was
considered to be the first comprehensive legal
framework meant to manage environmental
risks from CCS.?* The CCS Directive outlines
a regulatory regime for geological storage of CO,,
including storage within the EEZs and on the
continental shelves of EU Member States.”*® The
directive’s stated aim is the establishment of “a legal
framework for the environmentally safe geological
storage of carbon dioxide” defined as “permanent
containment of CO, in such a way as to prevent and,
where this is not possible, eliminate as far as possible
negative effects and any risk to the environment and
human health.”** Member States retain authority
not to allow CO, storage in their territory or
areas thereof.?”” The directive sets forth minimum
requirements for storage permits, to be overseen by
competent national authorities, and specifies certain
environmental requirements to ensure that projects
prevent and minimize adverse impacts on health and
the environment.*” But whether those requirements
will be sufficient to avert harm remains to be seen.
Much depends not only on the strength of regulatory
provisions, but the robustness of their enforcement.



At the national level, not all countries have
CCS-specific laws, regulations, or directives, and
of those that do, not all are complete, let alone
adequate on their own to prevent adverse environ-
mental, human rights, health, and safety impacts or
ensure sufficient oversight. Among the topics that
may be covered in such regimes are: permitting
processes and requirements for CO, injection
wells and related infrastructure, safety standards,
monitoring requirements, and financial assurances
for long-term liability as well as transfer of respon-
sibility to public authorities.

At the national level, not all
countries have CCS-specific laws,
regulations, or directives, and
of those that do, not all are
complete, let alone adequate on
their own to prevent adverse
environmental, human rights,
health, and safety impacts or
ensure sufficient oversight.

Norway, for example, has an established framework
regulating offshore CCS, primarily under the Nor-
wegian Petroleum Act and the Pollution Control
Act.* Norway implemented the EU CCS Directive
in 2014 through domestic regulations relating to
offshore CO, storage and transportation®* and
additional provisions under pollution and petroleum
regulations.”® Both the Petroleum Safety Authority
and Norwegian Environmental Agency have respon-
sibilities with respect to issuance of licenses and
permits required, including the review of an EIA.*

In Australia, the Offshore Petroleum and Green-
house Gas Storage Act of 2006 addresses permitting
for CO, injection offshore in the Commonwealth
marine area, as well as some dimensions of financial
assurance for liability.**® The National Offshore
Petroleum Safety and Environmental Management
Authority (NOPSEMA) is responsible for envi-
ronmental and safety oversight for CCS, including
approval of the environmental plan necessary to
obtain a CO, injection license, while the National

Offshore Petroleum Titles Administration
(NOPTA), issues storage titles in federal waters.*”
Where offshore CCS takes place in the waters of one
of Australia’s states or territories, state-specific CCS
legislation may apply and projects may be subject to
both state and Commonwealth requirements.**

At present, there is no comprehensive federal
framework or regulatory regime for CCS in the US,
but a patchwork of applicable laws. As set forth in
an overview published by the US EPA in October
2023, many different federal and state regulatory
and statutory authorities may apply to CCS site
selection, capture, transportation, and sequestration
of CO,.*" Offshore CO, injection wells in state
waters are subject to permitting requirements and
regulations under the Safe Drinking Water Act
Underground Injection Control program, which
may be administered by the US EPA or a state if it
has been granted primary enforcement responsibility
or “primacy.”** Leasing or permitting for CCS into
sub-seabed geological formations in federal waters
is governed by the Outer Continental Shelf Lands
Act. The US DOI's BOEM is currently developing
regulations for CCS on the OCS, but as of the time
of publication, no draft had been released. BOEM
notes: “The proposed rule will address the trans-
portation and geologic sequestration aspects of a
development, including leasing; siting of storage res-
ervoirs; environmental plans and mitigations; facility
and infrastructure design and installation; injection
operations; monitoring; incident response; financial
assurance; and safety.”** The contours of the pro-
posed rule remain publicly unknown, including how
it will address thorny issues of long-term monitoring,
the potential for and environmental impacts of CO,
leakage, and liability for related costs.

At present, there is no
comprehensive federal
framework or regulatory regime

for CCS in the US, but a
patchwork of applicable laws.
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The critical issues of post-closure monitoring and
liability were among the topics identified as prior-
ities by the International Energy Agency (IEA) in
its 2010 Model Regulatory Framework for CCS
Activities.”** Other issues included the classification
of CO, (whether as a hazardous substance, pollutant,
waste stream, or other material), the composition of
the CO, stream and regulation of impurities, and
responsibility for emissions impacts from trans-
boundary transport and sub-surface storage of CO,.

Now is the time for policymakers
and regulators to consider
the myriad identified risks
and knowledge gaps — before
more public funds are diverted

to offshore CCS and more

damage is done.

Ultimately, the framework for CCS regulation
remains in flux, and decisions made in the next
several years to prohibit, restrict, or accelerate
aspects of offshore CO, storage will affect the
trajectory of global climate action. Now is the
time for policymakers and regulators to consider the
myriad identified risks and knowledge gaps — before
more public funds are diverted to offshore CCS and
more damage is done. Proper interpretation and
enforcement of existing legal regimes, in a manner
that prioritizes protection of the environment,
human rights, and communities, likely would mean
that many planned offshore CCS projects cannot
proceed. At the same time, as more detailed regula-
tions specific to CCS are elaborated, decision makers
must consider the significant uncertainties and gaps
in our understanding of what turning the seabed into
a disposal site for fossil fuel industry waste could
entail. The priority of CCS regulations should be
to prevent harm and ensure precaution, not funnel
investment or fast-track the buildout.

Filling Regulatory and
Knowledge Gaps

Significant knowledge gaps make it nearly impos-
sible to ensure that regulations adequately prevent
and protect against all environmental, health, and
safety risks posed by CCS. This lack of knowledge,
coupled with the failure of many governments to
enforce existing regulations on the ocean, particu-
larly in oil and gas extraction, raises concerns about

how offshore CCS would be conducted or regulated.

At present, the geological and biological dynamics
of the deep sea remain largely unknown,** casting
doubt on our understanding of the consequences of
injecting billions of tons of CO, under the seabed
in deep waters, or of the damage that a CO, rupture
or leak at such depths could cause. As scientists
have observed, our interference in the deep sea may
be outpacing our understanding of its functions**
— and offshore CCS is no exception. BOEM, the
primary US federal agency regulating the offshore
energy sector, has acknowledged that it does not
know whether abandoned oil and gas wells in
the Gulf of Mexico are leaking, and if so, what
the environmental impacts are.’* This does not
inspire confidence that CO, storage in the Gulf
or elsewhere will be better monitored and main-
tained, let alone permanently secured or kept free

of leaks.

As scientists have observed, our
interference in the deep sea may
be outpacing our understanding
of its functions — and offshore
CCS is no exception.

These concerns over the ability of governments and
corporations to effectively manage the risks of CO,
storage are only heightened by the lack of clear,
comprehensive regulations targeting offshore CCS.



Purity of CO2 Streams

The lack of uniform approaches to controlling the
CO, mix in pipelines and injection sites raises safety
concerns and doubts about the technical feasibility
of proposed offshore storage hubs. Existing legal
regimes relating to CCS do not set firm or uni-
form requirements for reporting on or regulating
the purity or composition of CO, streams. The
EU CCS Directive, like the London Protocol,
merely provides that “[a] CO, stream shall consist
overwhelmingly of carbon dioxide.”*** Without a
more precise definition for what constitutes a CO,
stream, producers may transport and store CO,
with varying compositions. As discussed in Part II,
certain impurities common in captured CO, can
damage transport and well infrastructure or could
be toxic for workers in the event of a leak. These
potential problems are of particular concern with
proposed offshore hubs that may mix several CO,
streams with different levels of impurities.

Though the potential hazards of impure CO,
streams on infrastructure are well documented,
scientists acknowledge that there is no commonly

accepted model that predicts how much and how
quickly each type of impurity will corrode a steel
pipeline.*® This critical gap in knowledge makes it
difficult for regulators to write rules around CO,
purity, and governments in both the US and Europe
acknowledge the lack of existing regulations on
this topic. A 2021 report from the US Council on
Environmental Quality notes that, “[t]he federal
pipeline safety regulations do not include standards
for CO, composition or purity.”*** A report from
the European Union’s CCUS Projects Network
similarly noted that “there is no commonly agreed
specification for CO, transport by pipeline.”*
Moving forward with large-scale offshore CCS
projects in the absence of such knowledge or
corresponding regulations courts disaster.

The lack of uniform approaches
to controlling the CO, mix in
pipelines and injection sites raises
safety concerns and doubts
about the technical feasibility of
proposed offshore storage hubs.
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Long-Term Monitoring and Liability

To achieve its purported climate impacts and
avoid adding harmful emissions to the atmosphere,
offshore CCS would need to ensure that injected
CO, remains underground, without leaking, for
thousands of years. The considerable timescales for
CCS present complex legal and regulatory ques-
tions regarding the responsibility for long-term
monitoring and liability for environmental and
climate damage associated with leaks or accidents.
This issue has plagued the development of CCS for
years,”* and is particularly complicated in projects
involving transboundary transportation of CO, or
storage in geologic formations that could extend
across jurisdictions or have transboundary impacts
in the event of leakage (such as CCS operations in
the ocean).

A technical paper published by the UNFCCC in
2012 reveals how legally complex these issues can
become when CO, is moved across borders or is
stored in offshore areas where territorial jurisdiction
may not be clear.” The paper analyzed multiple sce-
narios for cross-border CCS, identifying numerous
gaps and unanswered legal questions regarding attri-
bution of liability in case of a leak or accident during
transport or storage. While this paper and other
studies have identified some of the legal hurdles that
offshore CCS projects could face, the regulations
remain in flux. This is particularly concerning given
the rise of multinational offshore hub proposals,
which could involve CO, pooled from multiple
sources, transported through multiple jurisdictions,
and touched by multiple actors, likely implicating
laws in several jurisdictions.

Beyond the question of jurisdiction over cross-border
offshore CCS activities, the allocation of liability
between private and public actors poses further
challenges. Even in cases where jurisdiction is clear,
governments still need to determine if and when
responsibility for monitoring, leaks, and acci-
dents will shift from the project’s operators to the
State. CCS is by no means the first activity that
has required regulators to consider the potential
private-to-public transfer of a multi-generational

liability risk. From natural disasters to medical lia-
bility to the management of nuclear waste, complex
problems have prompted governments all over the
world to step in to protect their residents by assum-
ing partial or full liability.>* Some of these cases
have similarities to long-term CO, sequestration.
The management of nuclear waste, for example,
was assumed by many governments during the
last century as an incentive for the nuclear energy
industry.”” But while regulations regarding nuclear
waste management provided for the transfer of
liability to the State, their implementation does not
inspire confidence or provide a model for mitigating
long-term risks and costs. Not a single country in the
world has found a permanent solution for high-level
nuclear waste, and the cost estimates for long-term

monitoring of the waste range in the tens of billions
of dollars.>*®

Given the long time frames and the uncertainties
about how CO, will behave in the event of earth-
quakes or other geological changes, the burden that
CCS could represent for government authorities and
future generations for countless years to come should
not be understated. Still, many countries that plan to
expand CCS have developed regulations that put the
long-term liability for CCS projects on the State or
subnational entities.

The burden that CCS could

represent for government
authorities and future generations
for countless years to come
should not be understated.

In the US, for example, some states have adopted
laws that would have the state government assume
long-term liability for CCS projects after closure.
This could also apply to offshore CCS in state waters.
Both Texas and Louisiana, the primary targets for
offshore CCS projects in the US, have such laws.
Louisiana’s law previously allowed the transfer of
liability to the state as little as ten years after CO,
injection ceases, but a 2023 amendment that will
take effect in 2024 delays transfer of liability until



at least fifty years after closure.”” In Texas, the state’s
School Land Board will assume long-term ownership
of CO, storage wells offshore following a verification
process to ensure that the storage is “permanent.”**
Given the limited experience with CO, sequestra-
tion to date and significant outstanding scientific
uncertainties, it is unclear how — and how reliably
— any storage site can be deemed “permanent.”

While some US states have addressed long-term lia-
bility in their coastal waters, the law remains murky
in federal waters. At the point of publication, given
the dearth of federal regulations on offshore CCS,
it is unclear whether the operator or the federal
government would be responsible for CO, wells
on the OCS once injection ends. Both industry
and environmental groups have flagged the long-
term liability issue as one of the most important
questions for BOEM to take up in its forthcoming
regulatory process.””

In Europe, regulators also plan to have the State
assume responsibility for carbon storage wells,
with required contributions from private operators
to cover monitoring costs for a minimum period.
Under the EU CCS Directive, responsibility for a
CO, injection site may be transferred to the compe-
tent State authority a minimum of twenty years after
the site closes or when that authority determines that
“all available evidence indicates that the stored CO,
will be completely and permanently contained.”**
The directive leaves many of the particularities of the
transfer of liability and financing arrangements for
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long-term management up to EU Member States,
but stipulates that, prior to the transfer of respon-
sibility, an operator’s financial contributions to the
relevant state must cover “at least the anticipated
cost of monitoring for a period of 30 years.”*** After
the transfer, the government may not recover any
costs from the operator “unless there are leakages or
significant irregularities as a result of operator’s neg-
ligence, concealment of data, wilful deceit or failure
to exercise due diligence.”*** Many uncertainties
remain as to how anticipated costs of monitoring
are calculated and whether the provisions will be
adequate to safeguard people and the environment
in the long term.

Beyond legal liability for an accident or leak, these
transfers of ownership or responsibility for monitor-
ing must also take into account the financial impli-
cations resulting from enormous public subsidies.
The proliferation of subsidies that incentivize or
remunerate operators for their projected emissions
reductions, coupled with State obligations for long-
term monitoring, means that the public may end
up effectively paying twice. CCS leaks not only risk
harm to people and the environment; they also risk
reversal of any emissions reductions the project may
have realized. If subsidies are paid up front, and
then a leak occurs after the operator has handed
off monitoring responsibility to the State, the
public could first pay a CCS operator to store
their CO, waste and then pay again to clean up
the mess left behind, all while receiving no climate
benefit from the project.
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Legal frameworks regarding CCS must also consider
how to account for tax breaks or emissions credits
following a CO, leak.’? % In the US, for example, a
taxpayer who captures CO, from a qualified facility
may be eligible for a tax credit per tonne of CO,
stored in a geologic reservoir or utilized for EOR.***
If the CO, injected underground is later found to
leak, and the amount leaked exceeds the amount
stored in the year the leak is reported, the US tax
authority, the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), may
“recapture” the corresponding tax credit by having
the entity or entities that claimed it pay it back on
their next tax return.*®® While this mechanism exists
in the US tax code, recent amendments to the IRS
regulations reduced the period during which the IRS
can reclaim tax credits for leaks from five to three
years after the project’s final qualifying injection, and
in some cases less.**® Moreover, unless the IRS’s mon-
itoring and enforcement capacity vastly expands to
keep up with the anticipated growth of CCS credits
claimed, robust application of this provision may
not be feasible. The ability of the IRS to “recapture”
credits in the event of leakage depends largely on the
taxpayer or party contracted to secure the CO, stor-
age site reporting the volume leaked, subject to third
party verification. In essence, recent legislative and
regulatory changes have made it easier and more
lucrative for taxpayers to claim CCS credits, while
leaving the IRS with limited means and limited
time to ensure that the country is actually getting
the capture and storage it’s paying for.

In the EU, financial incentives for CCS operate
in part through the region’s cap and trade system.
The Emissions Trading System (ETS) limits how
much polluters can emit and allows the exchange of

carbon credits between entities covered by the cap.*”

Under the EU’s 2009 CCS Directive, CO, streams
captured, transported, and stored through CCS are
not considered as emissions, but in the event of a leak

the operator must surrender any emissions trading
allowances earned through the CCS projcct.368 The
operator must also take corrective measures if a leak

occurs, or cover the State’s costs for doing s0.%%

Betting significant public funds
and our collective climate future
on a ‘carbon management”
strategy that hinges on unproven
techniques and a largely
untested — and heretofore poor
— enforcement system is a wager
the world simply cannot afford.

The success or failure of any of these CCS-specific
regulations depends heavily on the robustness of
the monitoring programs developed to ensure
the safe storage of CO,. But there, the track record
to date gives cause for concern. Considering the
significant failures and shortcoming witnessed with
monitoring and decommissioning of existing oil and
gas infrastructure (which is even more costly offshore
in deep water), it seems likely that offshore CO,
storage will face similar problems.””® Betting signif-
icant public funds and our collective climate future
on a “carbon management” strategy that hinges on
unproven techniques and a largely untested — and
heretofore poor — enforcement system is a wager the
world simply cannot afford.

Both onshore and offshore, CCS
is little more than a dangerous
distraction from the urgent
and imperative task of phasing
out coal, oil, and gas.
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Conclusion &
Recommendations

Injecting CO, under the seabed will not fix the
problem of fossil fuel pollution. Instead, it is poised
to introduce new threats to the ocean, the climate,
human rights, and the coastal and frontline commu-
nities whose air, lands, and waters will be affected
by CCS buildout and the operation of the facilities
where capture equipment is installed. The surest and
fastest way to curb CO, emissions from fossil fuels
is to curb the production and use of fossil fuels.
Both onshore and offshore, CCS is little more than
adangerous distraction from the urgent and impera-
tive task of phasing out coal, oil, and gas.

The false promise of CCS only prolongs reliance on
these dirty energy sources, delaying the necessary
transition to a fossil-free future. What’s more, it
introduces new risks. Just as there are potential
dangers associated with underground CO, storage
on land, storing CO, under the seabed puts the
marine environment in jeopardy. Leakage could
occur from corroding pipelines and from underwater
storage sites, especially old oil and gas wells. Practices
for managing pressure during CO, injection are
largely untested offshore, and in the case of a blow-
out or extreme leakage there is little that can be done
to mitigate the hazard, aside from stopping injection.

The limited knowledge and experience with
subsea carbon injection underscores the risky
nature of the practice and the potential for unin-
tended consequences. Already, oceans are acidifying

and human activities are threatening fragile marine
environments. Intentionally transporting CO, in
the oceans and injecting it under the seabed on a vast
scale could compound these threats.

Not only does CCS delay the energy transition,
it also provides cover for fossil fuel expansion
projects and enables further production through
EOR. Injecting CO, into depleted wells to extract
more hydrocarbons continues to attract public sub-
sidies despite the fact that it has no climate benefits.
Given the financial incentives, increased resistance
to oil and gas exploitation onshore, and growing
restrictions on opening up new fields, it may only
be a matter of time before the oil industry seeks to

implement widespread CO,-EOR offshore.

Finally, new markets for carbon storage services
treat CO, as a profitable commodity rather than
a liability, which generates perverse incentives
for companies and countries to sustain the supply
of CO,. Rather than creating new industries whose
business models depend on continued pollution,
governments should be aligning interests toward a
rapid and just transition away from fossil fuels.

While the full extent of the risks posed by offshore
CCS is not yet well understood, the potential for
adverse impacts on our already taxed oceans, the
significant human rights violations and harms to the
communities burdened by fossil fuel facilities and
CCS infrastructure, and the paucity of climate ben-
efits, demands that governments exercise precaution
and refrain from investing in offshore CCS.
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To that end, governments must:

Halt the rush to develop offshore CO, storage
hubs. In view of the significant risks, uncertainties,
and regulatory gaps, governments should not permit
large-scale offshore CO, injection. The geologic
variability among different injection sites, feasibility
concerns regarding long-term CO, storage, and the
difhiculty of monitoring industrial activities at sea all

weigh against a buildout of offshore CCS.

End public subsidies for CCS, including offshore
projects. Governments should instead direct public
resources to available and effective climate change
solutions, like energy efficiency and demand reduc-
tion measures and the replacement of fossil fuels
with renewable energy.

Enshrine protections against and restrictions on
international CO, trade and storage, especially
while questions of monitoring, verification, security
of storage, and liability remain.

Avert the risks that the new push for offshore CCS
poses to oceans and ocean environments. The
world’s oceans are already suffering the consequences
of accelerating climate change and decades of oft-
shore oil and gas drilling. Governments enforcing
existing marine protection laws must prevent CCS
from compounding these stressors, and guarantee
adequate regulations to ensure that CO, from any
ships, pipelines, and storage sites, as well as byprod-
ucts of CCS, do not contaminate the oceans or
adversely impact coastal communities.

Interpret existing legal frameworks to better
protect communities, the environment, and our
global climate. Environmental impact, species pro-
tection, biodiversity conservation, and health and
safety regimes should be interpreted in line with the
precautionary principle to avoid and minimize the
risks of offshore CCS and prevent harm to oceans,
biodiversity, and communities.

Strengthen regulatory regimes at the domestic
and international levels to prevent harm from
offshore CCS. CCS-specific provisions must
foreground rigorous study and enforcement, not
fast-track approvals and investments.

Include impacts from the upstream sources
of CO, in any assessments of offshore storage
projects. Given the risk that installation of carbon
capture equipment entrenches and exacerbates
pollution from the underlying facilities, regulators
considering downstream CO, disposal sites must
view them together with the upstream pollution and
risks they enable.

Rule out shipping CO, long distances for injec-
tion, as an inherently inefficient and intrinsically
dangerous strategy for “managing carbon.” Burn-
ing fossil fuels or fossil fuel-derived energy to ship
fossil fuel pollution from one location to another for
“disposal” does not make climate or economic sense.
Instead, governments should prioritize preventing
emissions in the first place.

Prohibit the use of CCS for EOR or EGR,
including in offshore environments. Using oil or
gas production to finance a purported emissions
reduction technology, and in turn, using purported
CO, reduction to increase oil or gas production, is
counterproductive and a distortion of climate policy.

Prioritize measures that address the root causes
of the climate crisis, not its symptoms. During
this critical decade to avoid even more catastrophic
climate change, governments must tackle the pro-
duction and use of fossil fuels, not merely manage
fossil fuel emissions. Getting to the root of the issue
will reap benefits not only for the climate, but also
for human rights and health, biodiversity, economic
stability, and global security.
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Grunnloven [Grl.] [Constitution] May 17,1814 (rev. 2014), Art. 112 (Nor.).
Unofficial translation at https://lovdata.no/dokument/NLE/lov/1814-05-17;
Greenpeace Nordic Association v. Ministry of Petroleum and Energy, Case
No.20-051052SIV-HRET (Norwegian Supreme Court, 2020), paras 142.
Unofficial translation at www.klimasgksmal.no/wp-content/
uploads/2021/01/judgement_translated.pdf.

. Erik E. Cordes, et al., “Environmental Impacts of the Deep-Water Oil and

Gas Industry: A Review to Guide Management Strategies,” Front. Environ.
Sci., vol. 4, article 58 (16 September 2016): 7-9, https://doi.org/10.3389/
fenvs.2016.00058, (discussing impacts from offshore oil and gas activi-
ties).

Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C §1531-1544.

Marine Mammal Protection Act, 16 U.S.C. §1361-1362, §1371-1393.

See “Threatened and Endangered Species List Gulf of Mexico,” NOAA
Fisheries, accessed 30 October 2023, https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov,
southeast/consultations/threatened-and-endangered-species-list-gulf-
mexico.

EPBC of 1999, supra note 186, at pt | para 3, and at pt Xll div 1sub-div C para
18.

See discussion of protected species in this summary of the project’s EIA,
pg.21-22: https://ntepa.nt.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/1231927,
ser-executive-summary.pdf.

Naturmangfoldloven [Nature Diversity Act], 19 June 2009, No. 100, 8§82, 23,
24. Unofficial translation at https://www.regjeringen.no/en/dokumenter,
nature-diversity-act/id570549/.

Walday, Mats, and Tone Kroglund, European Environmental Agency §
(2002), Section 3.1.3. https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications,
report_2002_0524_154909/regional-seas-around-europe/NorthSea.
pdf.

Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act), 16
U.S.C. §8§1801-1891(d).

Marine Resources Act, Act of 6 June 2008 no. 37 relating to the manage-
ment of wild living marine resources, §4, https://www.fiskeridir.no/English
Fisheries/Regulations/The-marine-resources-act.

Marine Resources Act, §7.

US Environmental Protection Agency, Regulatory and Statutory Authorities
Relevant to Carbon Capture and Sequestration (CCS) Projects, accessed
30 October 2023, https://www.epa.gov/system/files/docu-
ments/2023-10/regulatory-and-statutory-authorities-relevant-to-car-
bon-capture-and-sequestration-ccs-projects.pdf.

See Carmen E. Elrick-Barr, Policy is rarely intentional or substantial for
coastalissuesin Australia, Ocean & Coastal Management Vol. 207,15 June
2021,105609, at 2, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2021.105609.
Pollution Control Act, 8§ 4, 7,11-20, Unofficial translation at: https://www.
regjeringen.no/en/dokumenter/pollution-control-act/id171893/#.

See Infrastructure, Investment and Jobs Act, Public Law 117-58 —November
15,2021,840307(c), 135 Stat. 1003 (“A carbon dioxide stream injected for
the purpose of carbon sequestration under subparagraph (E) of section
8(p)(1) of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1337(p)(1)) shall
not be considered to be material (as defined in section 3 of the Marine
Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (33 U.S.C. 1402)) for
purposes of that Act (33 U.S.C. 1401 et seq.).”).

“United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea,” United Nations Treaty
Collection, accessed November 4,2023, https://treaties.un.org/pages,
ViewDetailslll.aspx?src=TREATY&mtdsg_no=XXI-6&chapter=21&-
Temp=mtdsg3&clang=_en#1.

United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), Dec. 10,1982,
1833U.N.T.S. 397.

See UNCLOS, arts. 2-5. Ininstances where the coasts of two States are
opposite each other, delimitation of the territorial seas may vary (depend
onthe median line and other circumstances). Id. art. 15.

UNCLOS, arts. 55-57.

UNCLOS, art. 76.

For example, the Cameron Parish CO2 Hub in Louisiana and the Corpus
Christi Offshore projectin Texas. See this report’s appendix for details on
the projects.

Forexample, the Bayu-Undan CCS project in Australia and TImor-Leste will
be some 300 km offshore, the Polaris Carbon Storage project in Norway
willbe about 100 km offshore. See this report’s appendix for details on the
projects.

UNCLOS, art. 77.

UNCLOS, art. 193.

UNCLOS, art. 136.

UNCLOS, arts. 145-146. UNCLOS stipulates that States may lay pipelines
on the high seas, UNCLOS art. 112, and specifically mentions the need for
protection of the seabed against harms caused by drilling, waste disposal,
dredging, and the installation, operation and maintenance of infrastructure
ontheseas, id. art. 145.

See United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC),
Transboundary carbon capture and storage project activities, UN Doc.
FCCC/TP/2012/9,November1, 2012, paragraph 45, https://unfccc.int/
resource/docs/2012/tp/09.pdf.
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SeeThe U.S. Position on the U.N. Convention on the Law of the Sea
(UNCLOS), Office of the Staff Judge Advocate, U.S. Indo-Pacific
Command, 97 Int’l Law Studies 81, 82 (2021) (“Following adoption of the
Conventionin1982, it has been the policy of the United States to actina
manner consistent with its provisions relating to traditional uses of the
oceans and to encourage other countries to do likewise.”) https://digi-
tal-commons.usnwc.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2949&context=ils;
see also National Ocean Service, What s the Law of The Sea?, https://
oceanservice.noaa.gov/facts/lawofsea.html (last visited October17,2023)
(“The United States recognizes that the 1982 Convention reflects custom-
ary international law and complies with its provisions.”).

See 43U.S.C. §1312 (providing that “[t]he seaward boundary of each origi-
nal coastal State is approved and confirmed as a line three geographic
miles distant fromits coast line”); “Outer Continental Shelf,” US Dept of
Interior, Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, accessed October 30,
2023, https://www.boem.gov/oil-gas-energy/leasing/outer-continen-
tal-shelf.

“Federal Offshore Lands” US Dept. of Interior, Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, accessed October 30,2023, https://www.boem.gov/
oil-gas-energy/leasing/federal-offshore-lands#:~:text=The %20
Submerged%20Lands%20Act%20(SLA,and%20the%20Gulf%200f%20
Mexico.

UNCLOS, art.192.

UNCLOS, art. 194

UNCLOS, art. 196.

UNCLOS, art.194.

UNCLOS, art. 196.

The applicability of UNCLOS dumping provisions to deliberate injection of
COz2under the seabed in different parts of the oceans depends on whether
COzis considered waste, and if COzinjection for sub-seabed sequestra-
tionis considered disposal. Article 210 of UNCLOS defines pollution by
marine dumping as "any deliberate disposal of wastes or other matter from
vessels, aircraft, platforms or other man-made structures at sea" but
excluding "placement of matter for a purpose other than the mere disposal
thereof." (Art. 1) UNCLOS requires states to enact laws and measures to
prevent, reduce, and control such pollution. Because the London Conven-
tion/London Protocol sets the relevant global standard on marine dumping,
its treatment of CO2injection could control the interpretation under
UNCLOS.

UNCLOS, art. 206. (“When States have reasonable grounds for believing
that planned activities under their jurisdiction or control may cause
substantial pollution of or significant and harmful changes to the marine
environment, they shall, as far as practicable, assess the potential effects
of such activities on the marine environment and shall communicate reports
of the results of such assessments in the manner provided in article 205.”)

. See, e.g.,UNFCCC, Transboundary carbon capture and storage project

activities, 13-14 nn. 50-53 (discussing the OSPAR Convention for the North
Atlantic, the 2010 Amended Nairobi Convention for the Protection,
Management and Development of the Marine and Coastal Environment of
the Western Indian Ocean, the1983 Cartagena Convention for the Carib-
bean Sea; the 1976 Barcelona Convention for the Mediterranean Sea; the
1992 Helsinki Convention for the Baltic Sea; the 1982 Jeddah Convention for
the Red Sea and Gulf of Aden; the 1978 Kuwait Convention for the Persian
Gulf; the 1981Lima Convention for the Southeast Pacific; and the 1986
Noumea Convention for the South Pacific).

. Draftagreement under the United Nations Convention on the Law of the

Sea on the conservation and sustainable use of marine biological diversity
of areas beyond national jurisdiction (4 March 2023), https://www.un.org/
bbnj/sites/www.un.org.bbnj/files/draft_agreement_advanced_unedited_
for_posting_vl.pdf [hereinafter BBNJ Agreement].

BBNJ Agreement, Part IV, arts. 27-39.

See, e.g, Convention on Biological Diversity et al., Special Places in the
Ocean: ADecade of Describing Ecologically or Biologically Significant
Marine Areas (EBSAs) (2021), at 40-41, https://www.cbd.int/marine/ebsa/
booklet-ebsa-impact-en.pdf.

For a discussion of possible international legal instruments and their rele-
vance to transboundary CCS projects, see FCCC/TP/2012/9, https://
unfccc.int/resource/docs/2012/tp/09.pdf.

The Convention on the Control of Transboundary Movement of Hazardous
Wastes and Their Disposal of 22 March 1989 (1673 U.N.T.S. 126).
Amendment to the Basel Convention on the Control of Transboundary
Movements of Hazardous Wastes and their Disposal. Geneva, 22 Septem-
ber1995.

Bamako Convention on the Ban of the Import into Africa and the Control of
Transboundary Movement and Management of Hazardous Wastes within
Africa, 30 January 1991 (entered into force April 22,1998), 2101 UNTS 177,
https://www.informea.org/en/treaties/bamako-convention/text.

See IEA, Carbon Capture and Storage Model Regulatory Framework,
November 2010, at 32-33, https://www.iea.org/reports/carbon-cap-
ture-and-storage-model-regulatory-framework.
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International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea, 1974 (with annex and
final act of the International Conference on Safety of Life at Sea, 1974), 1184
UNTS 3 (entered into force 25 May 1980).

SOLAS, amended, Ch. VI, part C. See also Element Energy et al, Shipping
COz2 - UK Cost Estimation Study, November 2018, at 54-55, https://assets.
publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attach-
ment_data/file/761762/BEIS_Shipping_CO2.pdf (discussing the SOLAS
Convention and the International Code for the Construction and Equipment
of Ships Carrying Liquefied Gases in Bulk (IGC Code).

Marpol Annex VI, November 17,2022, https://www.bahamasmaritime.com/
wp-content/uploads/2022/11/MNO61-MARPOL-Annex-VI-v1.1.pdf; Marpol
Annex VI, Energy Efficiency Design Index (EEDI) and Ship Energy Efficiency
Management Plan (SEEMP), accessed 30 October 2023, https://www.
marpol-annex-vi.com/eedi-seemp/.

Convention on Environmental Impact Assessment in a Transboundary
Context (Espoo Convention), 1989 U.N.T.S. 309, February 25, 1991.

Espoo Convention, Appendix |, paras. 8,10, 15, 16.

See UNFCCC, Transboundary carbon capture and storage project activi-
ties, paras 50-52.

London Protocol, art. 3(1).

See International Maritime Organization, “Map of Parties to the London
Convention/Protocol” (status as of April 2022), https://wwwcdn.imo.org
localresources/en/OurWork/Environment/Documents/LC_LP/Map%20
of%20Parties%202022.pdf. In Australia, for example, the Environment
Protection (Sea Dumping) Act 1981implements the requirements of the
London Protocol, https://www.legislation.gov.au/Series/C2004A02478. In
the UK, the London Protocol isimplemented via the Marine and Coastal
Access Act 2009, in England, Wales and Northern Ireland and the Marine
(Scotland) Act 2010, https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/writ-
ten-questions/detail/2020-04-29/41436.

“Ocean Dumping: International Treaties,” United States Environmental
Protection Agency, accessed on 30 October 2023, https://www.epa.gov/
ocean-dumping/ocean-dumping-international-treaties#:~:text=The%20
United%20States%20signed%20the,Parties%20t0%20the%20
London%20Protocol.

See “Ocean Dumping: International Treaties,” United States Environmental
Protection Agency, accessed on 30 October 2023, https://www.epa.gov/
ocean-dumping/ocean-dumping-international-treaties#:~:text=The %20
London%20Protocol%20entered%20into,the%20purpose%200f%20
ocean%20dumping.

London Protocol Annex 1: Wastes or other matter that may be considered
for dumping, section1.8.4, https://wwwcdn.imo.org/localresources/en
OurWork/Environment/Documents/PROTOCOLAmMended2006.pdf.

2012 Specific Guidelines for the Assessment of Carbon Dioxide for
Disposal into Sub-Seabed Geological Formations, Adopted 2 November
2012 (LC 34/15, annex 8), https://wwwcdn.imo.org/localresources/en/
OurWork/Environment/Documents/2012%20SPECIFIC%20GUIDE-
LINES%20FOR%20THE%20ASSESSMENT%200F%20CARBON%20
DIOXIDE.pdf.

2012 Specific Guidelines for the Assessment of Carbon Dioxide for
Disposalinto Sub-Seabed Geological Formations.

While the movement of CO2 across borders for injectionis considered a
prohibited form of export of a material for dumping, "[tIransboundary
movement of CO2 streams afterinjectionis not exportin the sense of arti-
cle 6, of the London Protocol (see resolution LP.3(4), adopted on 30 Octo-
ber 2009, Recital 12)." Guidelines, footnote 3, https://wwwcdn.imo.org/
localresources/en/QurWork/Environment/Documents/2012%20
SPECIFIC%20GUIDELINES%20FOR%20THE%20ASSESSMENT%20
OF%20CARBON%20DIOXIDE.pdf.

Resolution LP.3(4) on the Amendment to Article 6 of the London Protocol
(adopted on 30 October2009), https://wwwcdn.imo.org/localresources/
en/KnowledgeCentre/IndexofIMOResolutions/LCLPDocuments/LP.3(4).
pdf.

London Protocol, Art. 21(3).

Those countries include Norway, the UK, the Netherlands, the Islamic
Republic of Iran, Finland, Estonia, Sweden, Denmark, the Republic of Korea
and Belgium. See “45th Consultative Meeting of Contracting Parties to the
London Convention and the 18th Meeting of Contracting Parties to the
London Protocol (LC 45/LP 18),” International Maritime Organization,
accessed November4,2023, https://www.imo.org/en/MediaCentre/
MeetingSummaries/Pages/LC-45-LP-18.aspx. In June 2023, Australia took
steps toward ratifying the amendment, by introducing anamendment toits
national legislation, the Environment Protection (Sea Dumping) Act 1981, to
allow forinternational export of COz2. See Parliament of Australia, “Environ-
ment Protection (Sea Dumping) Amendment (Using New Technologies to
Fight Climate Change) Bill 2023,” available at: https://www.aph.gov.au/
Parliamentary_Business/Bills_LEGislation/Bills_Search_Results/
Result?bld=r7052.
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Resolution LP.5(14) on the Provisional Application of the 2009 Amendment
to Article 6 of the London Protocol (2019) available as Annex 2 in the report
of the meeting LC 41/LP 14, https://wwwcdn.imo.org/localresources/en
OurWork/Environment/Documents/LC_LP/LP%20provisional%20applica-
1ion%202009%20amendment.pdf.

“45th Consultative Meeting of Contracting Parties to the London Conven-
tion and the 18th Meeting of Contracting Parties to the London Protocol (LC
45/LP18),” IMO.

See Naida Hakirevic Prevljak, “Danish-Belgian CCS agreement paves way
for creating ‘actual market’ for maritime transport of CO2", Offshore
Energy, October 3,2022, https://www.offshore-energy.biz/danish-bel-
gian-ccs-agreement-paves-way-for-creating-actual-market-for-mari-
time-transport-of-CO2/. See also EU London Protocol Analysis, Sept
2022, https://climate.ec.europa.eu/document/dfbbc90c-071e-4088-
ada2-7af467084b30_en.

Global CCSInstitute, “CCS Commercial and Regulatory Frameworks:
Lessons Learned from CCS Front-runners in Norway”, 15 March 2023,
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https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/bda8c2b2-2b9c-4010-ab56-b941dc8d0635/LegalandRegulatoryFrameworksforCCUS-AnIEACCUSHandbook.pdf
https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/bda8c2b2-2b9c-4010-ab56-b941dc8d0635/LegalandRegulatoryFrameworksforCCUS-AnIEACCUSHandbook.pdf
https://iea.blob.core.windows.net/assets/bda8c2b2-2b9c-4010-ab56-b941dc8d0635/LegalandRegulatoryFrameworksforCCUS-AnIEACCUSHandbook.pdf
https://www.spglobal.com/commodityinsights/en/market-insights/latest-news/energy-transition/042822-long-term-liability-rules-needed-for-scaling-gulf-offshore-carbon-storage-projects-experts
https://www.spglobal.com/commodityinsights/en/market-insights/latest-news/energy-transition/042822-long-term-liability-rules-needed-for-scaling-gulf-offshore-carbon-storage-projects-experts
https://www.spglobal.com/commodityinsights/en/market-insights/latest-news/energy-transition/042822-long-term-liability-rules-needed-for-scaling-gulf-offshore-carbon-storage-projects-experts
https://www.spglobal.com/commodityinsights/en/market-insights/latest-news/energy-transition/042822-long-term-liability-rules-needed-for-scaling-gulf-offshore-carbon-storage-projects-experts
https://taxnews.ey.com/news/2021-0198-final-irc-section-45q-regulations-on-carbon-oxide-sequestration-clarify-requirements-reduce-recapture-period
https://taxnews.ey.com/news/2021-0198-final-irc-section-45q-regulations-on-carbon-oxide-sequestration-clarify-requirements-reduce-recapture-period
https://taxnews.ey.com/news/2021-0198-final-irc-section-45q-regulations-on-carbon-oxide-sequestration-clarify-requirements-reduce-recapture-period
https://climate.ec.europa.eu/eu-action/eu-emissions-trading-system-eu-ets_en
https://climate.ec.europa.eu/eu-action/eu-emissions-trading-system-eu-ets_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX
https://www.ciel.org/reports/toxic-assets-making-polluters-pay-when-wells-run-dry-and-the-bill-comes-due/
https://www.ciel.org/reports/toxic-assets-making-polluters-pay-when-wells-run-dry-and-the-bill-comes-due/
https://www.ciel.org/reports/toxic-assets-making-polluters-pay-when-wells-run-dry-and-the-bill-comes-due/
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Appendix

Offshore Carbon Capture
and Storage Projects

Except where otherwise indicated, the project Thisinformationis also available in
information below came from the International aspreadsheethere:
Energy Agency’s CCUS Projects Database and

the Global CCSInstitute’s CO2RE Database. Addi-

tional information came from project sponsor or
operatorwebsites and newsreports. Thislistis not
exhaustive, but was created with the best publicly
available information on current and proposed
offshore carbon capture and storage (CCS) proj-

ects as of November2023.

Country

Australia

Project

Bayu-Undan CCS

Details

Plans are underway for an offshore CCS storage hub in the Bayu-Undan gas field in the Timor Sea, located off the
coast of Timor-Leste. The project is a joint venture led by Australian gas company Santos in partnership with Italian
oil company Eni. The South Korea firm SK E&S Co is doing front-end engineering and design (FEED) on the project. In
June 2022, several Japanese companies (JERA, Tokyo Gas, and Inpex) announced plans to join the project, as they op-
erate as partners in gas projectsin northern Australia, and they also are considering exporting (via ship) CO2 captured
from Japanese facilities for offshore storage in Bayu-Undan. Santos claims it will be able to eventually store up to 10
million tonnes of CO: in the field per year. Santos, as lead operator of the Darwin liquefied natural gas (LNG) facility,
planstoincorporate CCS as part of its offshore gas and LNG operations. Those plans include developing the offshore
Barossa gas field, located approximately 300 kilometers (km) off the coast of Darwin in northern Australia. The gas
from the Barossa field has a high COz concentration, which is much higher than any other gas field in Australia. Santos
is seeking to exploit Barossa to replace gas production from the nearly depleted Bayu-Undan field, and is building a
duplication offshore pipeline to connect Barossa to Santos’ Darwin LNG terminal. Santos envisions adding CCS to
its Barossa project, which would involve transporting captured CO2 300 km to the Darwin terminal and then piping it
back offshore another 500 km for injection into the Bayu-Undan field — a costly and emissions-intensive endeavor to
move CO2over long distances.

Australia

Bonaparte CCS Assessment
G-7-AP

Led by Japanese oil company INPEX, this project would study and develop offshore COz2 storage in the Bonaparte Ba-
sin located off the coast of Australia’s Northern Territory. INPEX is the lead operator (with a 53 percent interest) and is
partnering with TotalEnergies and Woodside Energy in the assessment joint venture, which secured a permit in August
2022. INPEX operates the Ichthys LNG plant near Darwin and is looking to add CCS to the plant and potentially build a
carbon capture hubin the area that could utilize offshore storage. INPEX claims that the hub could store up to 2.5 million
tonnes of COz peryear.

Australia

Burrup CCS Hub

This projectis under early development (feasibility studies) to assess potential foracommercial-scale, multi-user CCS
hub located in western Australia. Woodside Energy, along with BP and Japan Australia LNG (Mitsubishi Australia), are
the developers; they along with Shell and Chevron have acquired a greenhouse gas permit for the Northern Carnarvon
Basin off the coast of the Burrup Peninsula in northwestern Australia. The CCS hub is being proposed as part of a larger
LNG buildout in the area, linking existing facilities and developing new offshore gas resources. Woodside also signed a
memorandum of understanding (MOU) with three Japanese companies in September 2023 to explore the possibility of
industries in Japan shipping their COz2 for storage in Australia. The Australian government pledged up to USD26.7 million
(AUD40 million) in funding for the design and construction of the carbon capture, transportation, and storage network.

Australia

Santos Bonaparte CCS
Assessment

Santosis also exploring CO2 storage in the Bonaparte Basin, having acquired a permit covering an offshore area of over
26,000 km2. The company owns 40 percent of the assessment project and has partnered with Chevron and SK E&S,
which each own 30 percent of the project.



https://www.iea.org/data-and-statistics/data-product/ccus-projects-database
https://www.iea.org/data-and-statistics/data-product/ccus-projects-database
https://co2re.co/FacilityData
https://www.santos.com/news/bayu-undan-joint-venture-and-timor-gap-sign-mou-to-cooperate-on-carbon-capture-and-storage/
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://www.energyvoice.com/oilandgas/419961/jera-tokyo-gas-inpex-to-join-santos-led-bayu-undan-ccs-project/&sa=D&source=docs&ust=1700073215484889&usg=AOvVaw2oi-6S-5BW1d67JDXqWh-Z
https://www.santos.com/news/globally-significant-carbon-capture-and-storage-project-a-step-closer/
https://www.santos.com/barossa/
https://www.abc.net.au/news/rural/2021-06-24/santos-barossa-gas-carbon-emssions-twiggy-forrest/100224254
https://ieefa.org/articles/ieefa-australia-even-duplicate-pipeline-and-ccs-emissions-santoss-proposed-barossa-project
https://ieefa.org/articles/ieefa-australia-even-duplicate-pipeline-and-ccs-emissions-santoss-proposed-barossa-project
https://www.inpex.com.au/news-and-updates/media-centre/media-releases/inpex-led-bonaparte-ccs-assessment-joint-venture-awarded-acreage-offshore-northern-territory-in-australia/
https://maritime-executive.com/article/inpex-secures-permit-to-study-subsea-carbon-storage-off-australia
https://maritime-executive.com/article/inpex-secures-permit-to-study-subsea-carbon-storage-off-australia
https://www.energyvoice.com/oilandgas/asia/476212/japans-inpex-pursues-giant-ccs-hub-as-part-of-clean-energy-future-in-australia/
https://www.energyvoice.com/oilandgas/asia/476212/japans-inpex-pursues-giant-ccs-hub-as-part-of-clean-energy-future-in-australia/
https://www.upstreamonline.com/energy-transition/woodside-and-partners-to-study-large-ccs-project-for-western-australia/2-1-1093719
https://www.upstreamonline.com/energy-transition/woodside-and-partners-to-study-large-ccs-project-for-western-australia/2-1-1093719
https://www.ogj.com/energy-transition/article/14282156/nw-shelf-jv-awarded-greenhouse-gas-permit-over-depleted-angel-field
https://www.upstreamonline.com/carbon-capture/woodside-and-japanese-trio-progress-carbon-capture-and-storage/2-1-1516257
https://www.energyvoice.com/renewables-energy-transition/ccs/404600/australia-pledges-50m-for-two-ccs-hubs/
https://www.oedigital.com/news/499296-santos-to-study-more-ccs-options

Country

Australia

Project

CarbonNet Project

Details

Funded and managed by the state of Victoria, the CarbonNet Project is a planned COz2 transport and storage network
forthe Latrobe Valley. The project’s planners claim that the facility can store up to 6 million tonnes of CO2 peryear at the
project’s Pelican Site, a deep saline formation about 8 km off the southeastern Australian coast in the Gippsland Basin.
The project is currently in the engineering phase while awaiting its storage permit. It is expected to begin operation in
2027.The Australian and Victorian governments are investing AUD150 million (USD101.6 million) in the project and are in
talks with private investors that want to commercialize the project.

Australia

CStorel Project

Plans are underway for developing what is described as the first offshore “floating” CCS hub for Australia and the
Asia-Pacific region. The project involves capturing and liquefying CO2 from multiple industrial emitters, shipping the
CO2to afloating storage andinjection platformlocated off the coast of northern/western Australia, and theninjectingiit
into sub-seabed geological formations. Technip Energies, deepC Store, and Mitsui O.S.K. Lines are the companies de-
veloping the project. The Australian government provided a AUD5 million (USD3.5 million) grant for the project’s devel-
opment and to facilitate negotiations between deepC store and Japan’s Nippon Steel Corporation, which may provide
CO2for the project. The project aims to store between 1.5 and 7.5 million tonnes of CO2 per year.

Australia

Reindeer CCS

Santos has acquired apermit covering a smaller area — over 3,500 km2 — in the Carnarvon Basin off the coast of western
Australiainthe company’s declining Reindeer gas fields. Chevronis also a 50 percent owner of the project. According to
a Santos climate change report, the company plans to have a facility capable of storing up to 2.4 million tonnes of CO2
peryearoperating by 2028. The projectislocated beyond Santos’s gas fields in the Reindeer gas field and the company
envisions this project as a possible CCS hub for western Australia, accepting additional CO2 from other emitters in the
region.

Australia

South East Australia CCS Hub

ExxonMobil and BHP are planning this project to store COz2in the Gippsland Basin off the coast of Gippsland in Austra-
lia’s southeast region. The projectis under early development, with the initial phase seeking to transport CO2 captured
from the onshore Longford gas plant to the offshore area for injection into a depleted gas field. Exxon claims the hub
project could capture up to 2 million tonnes of CO2 per year and says initial operation could startin 2025.

Belgium

Antwerp@C

Thisinitiative, purportedly to help decarbonize the Port of Antwerp, involves building cross-border carbon capture, uti-
lization, and storage (CCUS) infrastructure for transporting captured COz2 by pipeline and/or ship to a site for offshore
storage. The project involves a consortium consisting of Air Liquide, Borealia, BASF, ExxonMobil, INEOS, TotalEnergies,
Fluxys, and the Port of Antwerp. The project received a EUR144.6 million (USD159 million) grant for its FEED studies
through the EU Commission’s Connecting Europe Facility grant program. The project planners hope to use the project
to reduce emissions at the port by half by 2030.

Brazil

Petrobras Santos Basin
Pre-Salt Oil Field CCS

This is an offshore oil and gas extraction site that has, since 2013, employed CCS to separate CO2 from the fossil gas
extracted and injected it back into the oil field for enhanced oil recovery (EOR). The operation, owned by Petrobras, is
locatedin the Santos Basin off the coast of Brazil. It injects an estimated 0.7 million tonnes of CO2 captured fromits own
operations every year.

Bulgaria

ANRAV

Heidelberg Materials and PetroCeltic aim to create the first full-chain CCUS project in Eastern Europe with the ANRAV
project, which will capture CO2 from Heidelberg’s Devnya cement plant and transport it by pipeline for permanent stor-
agein the depleted Galata gas field in the Black Sea. The project’s backers say that ANRAV could eventually become a
CCUS “cluster” for Eastern Europe, storing CO2 from emitters from around the region. Heidelberg Materials says the
project could be operational by 2028. The EU Innovation Fund gave EUR190 million (USD208 million) in funding to the
projectinJanuary 2023. These funders say that ANRAV could eventually store 1.5 million tonnes of CO2 peryear.

China

CNOOC Enping Offshore
CCS Project

The China National Offshore Oil Corporation (CNOOC) launched China’s first offshore carbon storage project in June
2023. Located in the South China Sea, the project was built as part of the new Enping 15-1 offshore oil development,
capturing and processing COz2 from oil production and pumping it into saline reservoirs below the sea. The project
claims the capacity to inject 300,000 tonnes of CO2 per yearinto the reservoirs.

China

DayaBay CCS Hub

CNOOC, Shell, ExxonMobil, and the Guangdong Provincial Development and Reform Commission signed an MOU in
June 2022 to create an offshore CCS hub in Daya Bay, a National Economic and Technological Development Zone in
China’s Guangdong province. The companies are now conducting studies with the aim of developing a project capable
of storing 10 million tonnes of CO2 per year from Shell’s Nanhai petrochemical plant and other industrial sites.

China

Ledong CO2-EOR

Run by CNOOC, this project in the Yinggehai basin in the South China Sea captures COz2 from natural gas production
andreinjects it to extract more gas from the aging wells through enhanced gas recovery (EGR). The project launched in
December 2022 and canreinject 30,000 tonnes of CO2 per year.

Denmark

Bifrost

Announced in 2021, Bifrost’s operators plan to begin storing 3 million tonnes of CO2 per year in the Danish North Sea in
2030, and to study the possibility of eventually increasing that storage capacity to up to 16 million tonnes. The project
is being planned through the Danish Underground Consortium, a partnership between TotalEnergies, the Norwegian
Energy Company (Noreco), and Nordsofonden. @rsted and the Technical University of Denmark are also partnersin the
project. The partners plan to use existing pipeline infrastructure to store CO2 from emitters around the regionin deplet-
edgaswellsinthe Harald field. The Danish government’s Energy Technology Development and Demonstration Program
provided USD11.5 million (DKK75 million) in funding for the project.

Denmark

Project Greensand

An offshore CCS project called Project Greensand plans to inject COz into a depleted oil field in the Danish North Sea.
The project involves twenty-three Danish and international partners (including academic institutions and chemical
companies) and is backed by DKK197 million (USD29.4 million) in funding from the Danish government. Project Green-
sand aims to be operational by 2025 and store 1.5 million tonnes of COz2, with potential to scale up to 8 million tonnes by
2030. Therecent agreement between Denmark and Belgium to collaborate on cross-border COz2 transport for storage
inthe Danish North Seais part of the Greensand project.

France

CalCC

This project aims to capture CO2 from the Lhoist Group’s Réty lime production plant and transport the CO2 by pipeline
to the Port of Dunkirk, where it will be liquefied and shipped for storage in the North Sea. Air Liquide is building the car-
bon capture equipment, which they say will reduce the plant’s greenhouse gas emissions by 87 percent. The project
aims to capture 600,000 tonnes of CO2 per year starting in 2028. In 2022, the project received EUR125 million (USD140
million) in funding from the EU Innovation Fund.

Center for International Environmental Law
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https://djsir.vic.gov.au/carbonnet
https://djsir.vic.gov.au/carbonnet/about-the-project
https://info.nopsema.gov.au/environment_plans/473/show_public
https://www.aph.gov.au/~/media/Committees/economics_ctte/estimates/add_1617/Industry/answers/AI-84_Waters.pdf
https://www.deepcstore.com/cstore1
https://www.offshore-energy.biz/trio-to-develop-first-offshore-floating-ccs-hub-project-in-asia-pacific/
https://www.offshore-energy.biz/trio-to-develop-first-offshore-floating-ccs-hub-project-in-asia-pacific/
https://www.energyvoice.com/renewables-energy-transition/412865/australia-grants-3-5m-funding-for-apacs-first-floating-ccs-hub/
https://www.offshore-mag.com/regional-reports/australia-new-zealand/article/14282237/santos-chevron-team-up-for-carbon-capture-studies-offshore-australia
https://www.offshore-mag.com/regional-reports/australia-new-zealand/article/14282237/santos-chevron-team-up-for-carbon-capture-studies-offshore-australia
https://www.santos.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/Santos-2022-Climate-Change-Report_web.pdf
https://www.santos.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/Santos-2022-Climate-Change-Report_web.pdf
https://www.upstreamonline.com/energy-transition/santos-advances-carbon-capture-and-storage-ambitions/2-1-1290531
https://www.upstreamonline.com/energy-transition/santos-advances-carbon-capture-and-storage-ambitions/2-1-1290531
https://www.exxonmobil.com.au/-/media/Australia/Files/Energy-and-environment/Upstream-operations/SEA-CCS-Pipeline-Fact-Sheet--About-the-Project.pdf
https://www.exxonmobil.com.au/energy-and-environment/energy-resources/upstream-operations/the-south-east-australia-carbon-capture-hub#TheSEACCSHub
https://corporate.exxonmobil.com/news/news-releases/2022/0414_exxonmobil-begins-design-studies-for-south-east-australia-carbon-capture-hub-in-gippsland
https://newsroom.portofantwerpbruges.com/antwerpc-investigates-potential-for-halving-co2-emissions-in-port-of-antwerp-by-2030
https://www.borealisgroup.com/news/the-antwerp-c-project-takes-a-major-next-step-towards-halving-co2-footprint
https://cinea.ec.europa.eu/news-events/news/cef-energy-antwerpc-co2-export-hub-receives-1446-million-eu-funding-co2-capture-infrastructure-2023-06-26_en
https://sequestration.mit.edu/tools/projects/lula.html
https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/2023-07/6a.%20CCUS%20at%20Petrobras%20-%20CSLF%20meeting%202023%20_%20final%20version%20PDF.pdf
https://www.globalccsinstitute.com/archive/hub/publications/190128/fact-sheet-ccs-ccus-the-americas.pdf
https://climate.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2022-12/if_pf_2022_anrav_en.pdf
https://www.heidelbergmaterials.com/en/pr-2023-01-20
https://climate.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2022-12/if_pf_2022_anrav_en.pdf
https://www.reuters.com/business/sustainable-business/chinas-cnooc-launches-first-offshore-carbon-capture-project-2021-08-30/
https://www.upstreamonline.com/energy-transition/cnooc-ltd-spuds-china-s-first-co2-reinjection-well-in-south-china-sea/2-1-1423476
https://www.shell.com.cn/en_cn/media/media-releases/2022-media-releases/shell-partners-with-cnooc-guangdong-government-exxonmobil-on-offshore-carbon-capture-and-storage-hub-in-china.html
https://www.upstreamonline.com/energy-transition/cnooc-ltd-starts-offshore-co2-eor-project-in-south-china-sea/2-1-1370468
https://www.upstreamonline.com/energy-transition/cnooc-ltd-starts-offshore-co2-eor-project-in-south-china-sea/2-1-1370468
https://bifrost-ccs.com/
https://eudp.dk/en/node/16469
https://eng.nordsoefonden.dk/about/duc
https://carbonherald.com/danish-carbon-capture-project-receives-11-5-million-funding/
https://www.projectgreensand.com/en/hvad-er-project-greensand
https://www.oedigital.com/news/503456-project-greensand-first-co2-injected-in-depleted-oil-field-in-danish-north-sea
https://www.ineos.com/news/ineos-group/project-greensand-to-receive-danish-government-funding-of-dkk-197-million-26-million-for-co2-storage-in-the-north-sea/
https://www.upstreamonline.com/energy-transition/north-sea-carbon-storage-trial-to-kick-off-following-belgian-danish-co2-transport-deal/2-1-1325581
https://climate.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2022-12/if_pf_2022_calcc_en.pdf
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Country

France

Project

K6 Program

Details

The project organizers for K6 hope to become the first “carbon-neutral” cement producers in Europe by capturing 8.1
million tonnes of CO2 over ten years from a plant in Lumbres. The CO2 will be transported to the Port of Dunkirk for stor-
age in the North Sea. The project organizers, Equiom and Air Liquide, plan to begin operation in 2028. In 2022, the EU
Innovation Fund issued EUR153 million (USD172 million) in funds for the project.

Greece

Prinos CCS

London-based Energean plans to develop COz2 storage in its depleted wells in the Prinos and Epsilon oil fields in the
Aegean Sea. The company claims that the project will include a blue hydrogen facility, and could become a regional
carbon capture hub for the Mediterranean. The company commissioned a feasibility study from Haliburton in 2022 and
the company says it hopes to begin storing 1 million tonnes of CO2 per year by 2025. The Greek government and the
European commission approved EUR300 million (USD334 million) in grants from the European pandemic recovery plan
for the projectin2021.

Indonesia

Pertamina Exxon
Indonesia Hub

ExxonMobil and Pertamina, Indonesia’s national oil company, announced a partnership in 2022 to study the possibility
of creatinga CCS hubinIndonesia. The companies are exploring three offshore oil and gas fields — one in West Java and
two in East Kalimantan — as possible storage sites. The companies claim that the project will have a geologic storage
potential of up to 3 billion tonnes of CO2.

Ireland

ErviaCork CCS

Ervia, a State-owned utility in Ireland, completed feasibility studies for a project to capture CO2 from emitting facilities
in Cork and transport the CO2 using existing gas pipelines for storage in the Kinsale field, a depleted offshore gas field.
The projectreceived a EURL.4 million grant (USD1.49 million) for preliminary studies through the EU Commission’s Con-
necting Europe Facility grant program.

Italy

Ravenna CCS Hub

This CCS project is under early development by Italian oil company Eni and its partner Snam. It aims to capture CO2 from
power stations and other industries and inject the COz2 offshore in depleted gas fields in the Adriatic Sea. The storage
site would be off the coast of Ravenna in northeastern Italy. The project aims to start its first phase by injecting 25,000
tonnes of CO2in 2024. The project operators plan to begin commercial operation by 2026, injecting 4 million tonnes of
COzperyear, and then to ramp up to storing 16 million tonnes of CO2 per year by 2030.

Japan

Japanese Advanced CCS
Projects

In June 2023, the Japanese government announced its support for seven CCS projects with a combined goal of se-
questering 13 million tonnes per year by 2030. The projects are distributed throughout Japan, with one project set to
transport CO2 to Malaysia and another to a site somewhere in Oceania. Six of these projects — Tomakomai Area CCS,
Metropolitan Area CCS (near Tokyo), Tohoku Region West Coast CCS, Northern to Western Kyushu Offshore CCS, Off-
shore Malay CCS, and Oceania CCS — are planning to use offshore storage facilities. The Japanese trade ministry has
earmarked JPY3.5 billion (USD25 million) for CCS in the 2023-24 budget, but it is not clear how much total funding the
government will provide for each project.

Malaysia

Petronas Kasawari CCS
project

Construction is underway for an offshore CCS project involving COz2 separation from offshore gas production in the
Kasawari gas field and injection of the COz2 into a depleted reservoir. The project is led by Malaysia’s national oil and
gas company, Petronas Carigali. The CCS project is being pushed as a means to make new offshore gas development
feasible in parts of Malaysia that are known to have extremely high CO2 concentrations. The SK316 block where the new
development is proposed has gas that contains up to 35 percent COz, much higher than the average natural gas field.
Petronas has set theirinjection targets at 4 million tonnes of CO2 per year. The project is set to beginin 2025.

Malaysia

Lang Lebah CCS project

etronas and Thai petroleum exploration firm PTTEP plan to capture CO2 from the Lang Lebah gas plant on shore in Sar-
awak. The project will then pipe the CO2to an offshore platformforinjectionin depleted gas wells in the Golok gas field.
The project is a part of the broader Lang Lebah gas development meant to spur natural gas production off the coast of
Sarawak.

Netherlands

Aramis

This planned project would aggregate COz collected fromindustry at a hub located at the Port of Rotterdam. Pipelines
and ships would transport the CO2 offshore to platforms forinjection beneath the North Sea. The CO2would be stored 3
to 4 km (approximately 1.8 to 2.5 miles (mi)) under the seain depleted gas reservoirs. Aramis is a collaboration between
TotalEnergies, Shell, EBN, and Gasunie. The project plans to store atleast 7.5 million tonnes of CO2 a year and to scale
up to 22 million tonnes per year by 2030.

Netherlands

L10 Offshore CCS

This proposed projectis under early development, led by the offshore oiland gas company Neptune Energy, in partner-
ship with EBN, Tenaz Energy, and XTO Netherlands (Exxon’s Dutch subsidiary). The project seeks toinject between 4 and
9 million tonnes of captured CO2 peryearinto depleted gas fields in the Dutch North Sea startingin 2026.

Netherlands

Porthos

Porthos is a networked CCS project collecting CO2 from facilities in the Port of Rotterdam and transporting it via pipe-
line to an offshore platform approximately 20 km (12.4 mi) off the coast, where it will be injected into depleted gas fields
in the North Sea. Porthos aims to store 2.5 million tonnes per year of CO2 at a depth of more than 3 km (1.86 mi) under
the sea. Developers of the project include EBN and Gasunie, along with the Port of Rotterdam Authority. The project
has attracted huge subsidies from the Dutch and Belgian governments. The Porthos storage and transfer project has
so far collected EUR109.7 million (USD123.1 million) for studies and infrastructure, while the project's customers were
granted EUR2.1 billion (USD2.4 billion) through the Dutch Sustainable Energy Production and Climate Transition Incen-
tive Scheme (SDE++) for carbon capture. The project is planned to become operational in 2026.

Netherlands

NoordKaap

This project from Neptune Energy and CapeOmega aims to develop industrial “clusters” around Europe to source
captured COz2. The NoordKaap project would then transport that COz2 by ship for storage in the Dutch North Sea. The
companies signed a letter of intent with the Eemshaven biomass station to study the possibility of storing the plant’s
captured CO2. The companies are seeking additional emitters around Europe and plan to begin injecting CO2in 2028.

Norway

Sleipner

The Sleipner project is the world’s first offshore CCS operation, capturing CO2 from gas production at the offshore
Sleipner gas field and sequestering it in rock formations beneath the North Sea. The CCS project has been operating
since 1996 andis run by Equinor. The project stores about 1 million tonnes of CO2 peryear.

Norway

Snghvit

This project is an offshore LNG development operated by Equinor that has been using CCS since 2008. The COzis cap-
tured at a facility on the island of Melkaya, where the gas is processed. A pipeline then transports the CO2 back to the
Snohvit gas field, where it is stored beneath the seabed in the southern Barents Sea. The project stores about 700,000
tonnes of CO2 peryear.
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Country

Norway

Project

Barents Blue/Polaris Carbon
Storage

Details

Horisont Energi and Baker Hughes plan to develop a “blue” ammonia project (ammonia production paired with CCS)
locatedinnorthern Norway. The project alsoinvolves storage of the captured CO2 offshore inthe Barents Sea. The stor-
age site is called Polaris, located about 100 km (61 mi) off the coast of Finnmark. The project’s planners intend to begin
by storing 2 million tonnes of CO2 per year. In 2021, the project was given a grant of NOK482 million (USD48 million)
through an EU Commission program.

Norway

ErraiCCS

Horisont Energi and Neptune Energy plan to develop this COz2 storage project using both onshore and offshore storage
in Norway. The onshore terminal, based in Rogaland, will accept CO2 shipments from throughout Europe and serve as
anintermediate storage area. The final storage area will be in the Norwegian North Sea. The project’s planners say that
Errai will be able to store between 4 and 8 million tonnes of CO2 per year by 2026.

Norway

Kollsnes DAC Facility

US company Oxy Low Carbon Ventures has teamed up with the Canadian company Carbon Engineering with the goal of
producing direct air capture (DAC) facilities across the world. This project with Carbon Removal, a Norwegian company,
would put a DAC facility in the Kollsnes industrial park with the goal of capturing 500,000 tonnes of CO2 peryear starting
in2027. Nordic Leisure Travel Group has signed on to purchase carbon offsets from the project. While there is no formal
agreement in place, the project’s designers have said they may store the captured COzin the Northern Lights storage
project.

Norway

Luna

In October 2022, the Norwegian government granted Wintershall Dea a storage license in the North Sea for the Luna
project. Wintershall Dea and its partner Cape Omega estimate that they will be able to inject up to 5 million tonnes of
COz2peryearinto an area 120 kmwest of Bergen. The projectis in early development.

Norway

Northern Lights

This project involves transporting CO2 captured from Norwegianindustrial facilities (such as the Brevik cement plant) as
well as European emitters outside Norway via ship to an onshore terminal and then injecting it via pipeline to a storage
reservoir in the North Sea. The subsea storage is located about 2600 meters (1.6 mi) beneath the seabed. The project
(in Phase 1) aims to capture and store 1.5 million tonnes of CO2 per year and be operational by 2024. Operators say the
project could eventually ramp up to store 5 milliontonnes of COz peryear. Northern Lightsis described as “the transport
and storage component of Longship, the Norwegian government’s full-scale carbon capture and storage project.” The
Northern Lights project is operated as a partnership involving Equinor, TotalEnergies, and Shell. The Norwegian gov-
ernment plans to spend NOK16.8 billion on the project (USD1.57 billion). The European Commission also gave EUR7.2
million (USD7.6 million)in 2019 and 2021.

Norway

Smeaheia

In 2022, the Norwegian government granted Equinor a COz2 storage license in the North Sea for the Smeaheia project.
Equinor says that it plans to develop a project to store up to 20 million tonnes of CO:z per year in Smeaheia, but has re-
leased no additional information about the project.

Norway

Trudvang

val, a Norwegian energy company, obtained a CO2 storage license in the North Sea and is partnering with Storegga
and Neptune Energy to develop the Trudvang project. The group plans to transport industrial emissions from sources
around northern Europe by ship to an onshore terminal and then transport them by pipeline for undersea storage. The
companies plan to store up to 9 million tonnes of CO2 peryear starting in 2029.

Poland

Go4ECOplanet

The Holcim group, a Swiss building materials company, plans to install carbon capture equipment at the Lafarge cement
production plant in Kujawy. The captured COz2 will then be transported by train to the Port of Gdansk where a ship will
take it for storage in the North Sea. The project’s designers claim they will capture 100 percent of the plant’s emissions
by 2027 and store 10.2 million tonnes of COz over ten years. The project received more than EUR228 million (USD256
million) from the EU Innovation fund in 2022.

South Korea

Donghae CCS project

Led by the Korea National Oil Corporation, a State-owned oil company, this is a planned CCS demonstration project
involving the capture of COz2 from industrial facilities, transport of the COz2 via ship, and injection into the depleted off-
shore Donghae gas field in the East Sea. The Donghae field ceased production at the end of 2021 and the project oper-
ators aim to store 1.2 million tonnes peryear. The projectis in the FEED phase.

Sweden

Slite CCS

Heidelberg Materials plans to capture carbon from its Slite cement plant on the Swedish island of Gotland starting in
2030. The project aims to capture 1.8 million tonnes of COz2 each year and send it for storage in the North Sea off the
coast of Norway. The project’s planners are exploring the possibility of storing the CO2 with Northern Lights.

Thailand

PTTEP Arthit CCS

This project is under development (preliminary FEED) for offshore CCS at the Arthit gas field in the Gulf of Thailand.
Thailand’s national petroleum exploration and production company PTTEP is developing the project, designed to be
acomponent of its ongoing offshore gas extraction. Between 700,000 and 1 million tonnes of CO2 per year would be
separated from the produced gas, then compressed and reinjected back under the seabed for storage in saline aqui-
fers and depleted reservoirs. PTTEP plans to start operating the project in 2026.

United Arab
Emirates

Ghasha Concession Fields

CCSisplanned as anintegral part of development of the Ghasha offshore gas fields, which contain “sour gas,” or fossil
gas with high levels of hydrogen sulfide. The CO2 would be removed from the extracted gas and injected back into the
depleted wells. The projectis located within the Marawah Marine Biosphere Reserve, animportant international feeding
ground for dugongs and other endangered species. Technip Energies is conducting the FEED and Abu Dhabi Nation-
al Oil Company (ADNOC) is leading the project, which is scheduled to be operational in 2025. The amount of carbon
planned for sequestration s still being analyzed.

United
Kingdom

Acorn

Thisis aproposed venture consisting of several projectsin Scotland that plan to utilize offshore CO2 storage inthe North
Sea. The project is a partnership between Storegga, Shell, Harbour Energy, and the North Sea Midstream Partners. The
Acorn CCS project seeks to store captured CO2 from the St. Fergus gas terminalinnortheast Scotland along with trans-
port and storage offshore. According to a project description from the Global CCS Institute, “[t]his would act as a seed
[Acorn] from which to grow a cluster of capture, transport, and storage infrastructure.” Another projectis called Acorn
Hydrogen, which plans to use fossil gas extracted from the North Sea to produce hydrogen, with the COz2 captured
and transported through the Acorn CCS infrastructure. Additionally there is planning for a DAC project (developed by
Carbon Engineering and Storegga) that could utilize the Acorn offshore COz2 storage site. The project hopes to store
as much as 5 million tonnes of COz2 per year, with elements of the project set to begin operation by 2025. The project
received a total of €11 million (USD11.7 million) from the European Commission and GBP30 million (USD36.4 million)
in funding from the UK Research and Innovation Fund. The Scottish government plans to give GBP80 million (USD96.7
million). Acorn is one of four offshore “clusters” that the UK Department for Energy Security & Net Zero plans to fund.
That department has announced two funds worth GBP21 billion (USD25.5 billion) available for CCS projects, but the
proportion of funding for each project has not yet been announced.
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Deep Trouble

Country

United
Kingdom

Project

Bacton Thames Net Zero
Initiative

Details

Led by Eni, the Bacton Thames Net Zero initiative aims to capture at least 10 million tonnes of CO2 per year fromindustry
and power generation in the Bacton and Thames regions and transport it for storage in the depleted Hewett gas fields
off the North Norfolk Coast. Eni says that the project could be operational by 2027.

United
Kingdom

Caledonia Clean Energy
Project

This planned new fossil gas power plant at the Caledonia facility in central Scotland has carbon capture built into the
project. The COz2 captured from the plant would be transported offshore for injection into the North Sea. A company
called Summit Poweris developing the project. In 2015, the UK and Scottish governments gave GBP4.2 million (USD5.5
million) for the project’s feasibility studies. The project is planned for 2024 or later and could capture up to 3.1 million
tonnes of CO2 peryear.

United
Kingdom

Cory EfWPlant CCS

The Cory Group plans to add carbon capture to one existing and one new London-based energy-from-waste plants
and to ship the captured COz2 for permanent geological storage under the seabed. The project’s planners plan to use
the CCS project to create a carbon transport network on the Thames River that would allow other industrial facilities
to transport CO2 for storage in the same area. The project is in early development and the company has not released a
potential storage site. The project planners say they plan to capture 1.3 million tonnes of CO2 per year by 2030.

United
Kingdom

East Coast Cluster

This initiative claims it will be able to manage almost 50 percent of the UK’s industrial cluster CO2 emissions. Projects in
industrial carbon capture, hydrogen with CCS, and power generation with CCS are envisioned for the cluster, located
in the Teesside and Humber areas on the east coast of England. The Northern Endurance Partnership is the transport
and storage parts of the CCS cluster, transporting the COz2 for offshore storage in the southern North Sea. Fossil fuel
companies including BP, Equinor, and TotalEnergies are the partners operating Northern Endurance. The full cluster will
involve a number of other companies including Phillips 66, INEOS, and Drax. The project’s organizers say they plan to
begininjecting CO2 by 2026 and to ramp up to capture to as much as 23 million tonnes of CO2 per year by 2035. Several
of the cluster’s partnerships (Northern Endurance Partnership, Zero Carbon Humber, Net Zero Teesside, and Humber
Zero) received a combined GBP86,243,662 (USD104.8 million) in funding from the UK Research and Innovation Fund in
2021. The East Coast Cluster is one of four offshore “clusters” that the UK Department for Energy Security & Net Zero
plans to fund. That department has announced two funds worth GBP21 billion (USD25.5 billion) available for CCS proj-
ects, but the proportion of funding for each project has not yet been announced.

United
Kingdom

H21 North of England

A partnership between Equinor, Cadent Gas, and a host of other UK gas utilities, H21 is a plan to convert all of the gas
utilities in northern England to hydrogen between 2028 and 2035. The blue hydrogen for the project would be produced
with four steam methane reformers in Teeside fitted with capture equipment meant to gather 90 percent of the CO2
released from the plants. The 5 million tonnes of CO2 captured each year would be transported by pipeline out to the
North Sea for sequestration. The project involves converting the existing gas network to a hydrogen network, convert-
ing allhome appliances in the area to hydrogen appliances. The project received GBP9 million (USD11.7 million) in 2017
and another GBP6.8 million (USD8.8 million) in 2019 from the UK Office of Gas and Electricity Markets for studies meant
to prove that hydrogenis safe.

United
Kingdom

HyNet North West

HyNet is a proposed “blue” hydrogen project in North Wales on the west coast of Britain, involving fossil-based hy-
drogen production along with CCS. The captured COz2 from the hydrogen plant and potentially other emitting facilities
would be transported by underground pipeline for injection offshore into depleted gas fields in Liverpool Bay. Eniis de-
veloping the COz2 transport and storage parts of the project. The project is planned to begin operating in 2025 with an
initial capacity toinject 4.5 million tonnes peryear and to increase to 10 million tonnes per year by 2030. The project won
a GBP33 million grant (USD43.1 million) from the UK Research and Innovation Fund and GBP13 million from the UK De-
partment of Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy. HyNet is one of four offshore “clusters” that the UK Department
for Energy Security & Net Zero plans to fund. That department has announced two funds worth GBP21 billion (USD25.5
billion) available for CCS projects, but the proportion of funding for each project has not yet been announced.

United
Kingdom

Medway Hub CCS

Britain’s North Sea Transit Authority awarded Wintershall Dea and Synergia Energy alicense in the southern North Sea to
develop a CCS project to capture CO2 from several power stations located on the Isle of Grain, liquefy and temporarily
store the COz2 at an LNG terminal; transport the liquefied COz2 by tanker; and inject it from a floating injection, storage,
and offloading vessel for storage in depleted gas fields in the North Sea. The project is still in the early stages of devel-
opment, but developers say they are planning to inject more than 5 million tonnes of CO2 each year.

United
Kingdom

Morecambe CCS Hub

Spirit Energy plans to convert the North and South Morecambe depleted gas fields into a carbon storage hub capable
of storing 5 million tonnes of COz2 per year initially, with the possibility to scale up to 25 million tonnes. The project aims
to store carbon from emitters throughout the region by accepting CO2 transported to the site by pipeline, ship, and rail.
The projectreceived a carbon storage license in May 2023.

United
Kingdom

Sullom Voe Terminal CCS

EnQuest has announced plans to add carbon storage capabilities to the Sullom Voe Terminal, an oil terminal the com-
pany operates in Shetland. The company says it plans to accept shipments of liquid CO2 to the terminal and to use an
existing pipeline to transfer the material offshore for permanent storage. The company says that they believe they will
be able to store 10 million tonnes of CO2 per year. EnQuest was awarded a license for the project in May 2023 by the
North Sea Transition Authority in the agency’s first round of license issuing.

United
Kingdom

Viking CCS Network

Development is underway on this CCS network based in the Humber region. The network includes pipelines linking the
VPIImmingham Combined Heat and Power Plant and the Phillips 66 Limited Humber Refinery to an offshore storage site
in a depleted gas field in the southern North Sea Basin, 140 km offshore. The first phase of the project aims to capture
and store up to 3.8 million tonnes of COz2 per year from the Phillips 66 and VPI plants as early as 2027 and to eventually
ramp up to 11 million tonnes per year by 2030. The project is funded through HumberZero, a decarbonization consor-
tium run by Phillips 66 and VPI with GBP12.5 million (USD16.3 million) in matching funds from the UK government’s In-
dustrial Strategy Challenge Fund. Harbour Energy is running the storage hub component of the project. Viking is one
of four offshore “clusters” that the UK Department for Energy Security & Net Zero plans to fund. That department has
announced two funds worth GBP21 billion (USD25.5 billion) available for CCS projects, but the proportion of funding for
each project has not yet been announced.
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Country

United States

Project

BayouBend CCS

Details

Advanced planning and development is underway for what project developers say would be the first offshore CCS hub
inthe US, to be located in state-controlled waters off the coast of Texas in the Gulf of Mexico. Bayou Bend s ajoint ven-
ture between Chevron (50 percent stake), Talos Energy (25 percent stake), and Equinor (25 percent stake), with Talos
serving as project operator. This is one of several coastal CCS projects that Talos is planning along the Texas and Louisi-
ana Gulf Coast. Bayou Bend proposes to inject CO2into subsurface reservoirs in an offshore area covering over 40,000
acres and leased by the Texas General Land Office as well as onshore reservoirs on 100,000 acres of land. The storage
site is located off the coast of Jefferson County in southeast Texas, near Port Arthur. The project operators aim to store
between 15 and 30 million tonnes of CO2 by 2035.

United States

Cameron Parish COzHub

In September 2023, Castex Energy and Carbonvert announced an agreement with the state of Louisiana to build a car-
bon storage hub on a 24,000-acre tract of state waters off the coast of Cameron Parish near several large industrial
polluters. The project planners claim that the area has the capacity to store more than 250 million tonnes of CO2. The
companies say they plan to begininjecting CO2in 2027.

United States

CoastalBend CCS

Another of Talos Energy’s planned projects, Coastal Bend CCS received USD7.3 million through the US Department of
Energy’s (DOE) CarbonSAFE program for a feasibility study of possible COz2 storage sites in near offshore waters in the
Texas Gulf Coast near Corpus Christi. The project received an additional USD9 million from the same program to study
onshore storage. The Port of Corpus Christi Authority is managing the DOE funding and feasibility studies. Talos is ex-
ploring the site as a potential carbon capture hub for the region and estimates it could store between 50 and 100 million
tonnes of CO2.

United States

Corpus Christi Offshore

In September 2023, the Texas General Land Office granted Repsol a contract to develop a CO:2 storage project over
140,000 acres in Texas state waters. Carbonvert, POSCO, and Mitsui also have equity in the project. The project plan-
ners say they plan to capture CO2 from industrial emitters in the region and store more than 20 million tonnes of CO2
under the seabed eachyear.

United States

Houston Ship Channel CCS

ExxonMobil has proposed a USD100 billion CCS project in the Houston Ship Channel that would capture CO2 from in-
dustrial facilities and store it offshore in the Gulf of Mexico. The project is envisioned as a hub involving multiple emit-
ting facilities in the heavily industrialized and polluted corridor known as the Houston Ship Channel. More than a dozen
petrochemical and fossil fuel companies have indicated interest in Exxon’s proposal, which was first announced in April
2021. ExxonMobil claims that the project could sequester up to 100 million tonnes of CO2 per year by 2040.

United States

Project Lochridge

Cox Operating, Crescent Midstream, and Repsol are planning to establish a COz storage complex by repurposing
existing infrastructure. Cox Operating plans to re-use some of its approximately 600 depleted wells off the coast of
Louisiana to store COz, while Crescent Midstream has already completed the FEED for a 110-mile CO: pipeline that
would use the company’s existing rights-of-way. The companies’ claim that the project area could hold up to 300
million tonnes of CO2. The US DOE gave USD8.4 million in funding for the project in May 2023 as part of its
CarbonSAFE program.
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https://www.chevron.com/newsroom/2022/q3/bayou-bend-aims-to-be-first-us-offshore-carbon-storage-hub
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https://www.equinor.com/news/20230828-bayou-bend-ccs-project
https://www.talosenergy.com/operations/carbon-capture-and-sequestration/default.aspx
https://carbonvert.com/projects/
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https://energyfactor.exxonmobil.com/reducing-emissions/carbon-capture-and-storage/lcs-houston-ccs-concept/
https://www.globenewswire.com/en/news-release/2022/12/20/2577338/0/en/Gulf-of-Mexico-Carbon-Capture-and-Sequestration-Partnership-Hub-Announces-Development-of-One-of-the-Largest-CO2-Offshore-Storage-Projects.html
https://www.energy.gov/fecm/project-selections-foa-2610-carbonsafe-phase-ii-storage-complex-feasibility

Deep Trouble

The Risks of Offshore
Carbon Capture and Storage

Facing growing scrutiny over their contributions to
climate change, polluting industries are increas-
ingly looking for ways to cover up their continued
emissions rather than phase out the fossil fuels
driving them. One way companies claim the world
can continue producing and using oil, gas, and
coal without harming the climate is through carbon
capture and storage (CCS), which purports to enable
polluters to trap their carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions
and bury them underground orunder the seabed.

Despite the fanfare around CCS, itis a costly andrisky
endeavor and nearly allthe world’s past CCS projects
have experienced unexpected problems or failed
outright. The technology’s poor track record hasn’t
stopped the fossil fuel industry from championing
new projects, and over the last few years, companies
and governments have put forward a rash of new
proposals that aim to store CO2 emissions offshore
under the seabed.

A new wave of proposed projects aims to pool CO:
waste from various fossil fuel and industrial activities

for injection in offshore storage “hubs” in oceans
around the world. This untested technique, which
involves a step change in the scale and complexity
of offshore CCS, poses uncalculated risks. Some of
the envisioned hubs are associated with the buildout
of new fossil fuel projects, and most would store
waste from industries that must be scaled down
or phased out if the world is to avoid catastrophic
climate change.

Deep Trouble: The Risks of Offshore Carbon Capture
and Storage explains the threat presented by a
massive buildout of offshore CCS infrastructure and
uncovers the government financing and fossil fuel
interests enabling and advancing this new wave of
projects. The report concludes that governments
must halt the expansion of offshore CCS by ending
subsidies and support for these projects, while
interpreting existing laws and strengthening
emerging regulations to protect the oceans from
absorbing even more of humanity’s waste and
safeguard communities, the environment, and the
global climate.
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