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Staff Report

I. Staff Note

In an effort to determine if there were any possible alternatives to objection, the staff

has met with Union on numerous occasions, beginning with consultation on October 19, 1981.

over a year ago.

I1. Applicant's Consistency Certification and Findings. The applicant has submitted a
consistency certification stating that the proposed activity described in detail in the
Plan of Exploration will be conducted in a manner consistent with California's Coastal
Management Program. The certification is included as Attachment 1.

Staff Recommendation:

The Commission finds, and declares, as foilows:
I. Objection:

The Commission objects to the Consistency Certification made by Union 0il1 Company of
California because the Plan of Exploration affects the coastal zone and does not meet the
policies of the approved California Coastal Management Program (CCMP) and is therefore
inconsistent with the CCMP. Specifically, the Commission finds that Unjon's Plan of
Exploration fails to meet the enforcable policy requirements of Sections 30230, 30231,
30232, 33, 30240(a), 30250, 30260, and 30262 of the

California Coastal Act (Section 30,000 et seq. of the California Public Resources Code).
The Commission further finds that the Plan of Exploration fails tc implement the nationa®
interest as specified in Chapter 11 of the CCMP and Sections 302 and 303 of the CZMA.
Findings and Declarations that follow explain in detail the effects that this proposed
activity has on the coastal zone, how the activity is inconsistent with the specific
mandatory provisions of the CCMP, and what alternative measures exist (if any) for Unior
to achieve its purpose of developing the oil field in a manner consistent with the CCMP.
Union has the right to appeal this objection within 30 days to the Secretary of Commerce
on the grounds described in 15 CFR Part 930, Subpart H.

II. Findings and Declarations

A. Project Description.

Union Qi1 Company of California proposes to drill two exploratory wells on lease 0CS
P-0203 Tocated in the eastern Santa Barbara Channel 504 feet from the northbound shipping
lane within the VTSS buffer zone and within the boundaries of the Channel Islands Nation:!
Marine Sanctuary. Exhibits 2,3.) The wells will be drilled from the same surface
location, extending a maximum depth of 6,000 feet. The bottom hole location will extend
under the shipping lane. The results of the first well affects plans for drilling the
second well. The proposed well-site is 3.3 miles southwest of Platform Gina, currently
producing 0il from the Hueneme Field. In 1969, Mobil drilled 4 exploratory wells on the

.Jease between the proposed well-site and platform Gina. Exxon has drilied 1 exploratory
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well southwest of the drill-site on an adjacent lease. Union originally proposed to drill
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up to 40°. Information will be used to decide whether to develop the Hueneme Field and
where to install a platform. In all 1ikelihood, Platform Gina will not handle productio-
from this field. (Exhibit 9) - .



B. Background

1. Channel Islands Prior to Designation as a Marine Sanctuary

The Commission and the state of California have long recognized and protected the - .
environmental resources of the Channel Islands and its offshore waters. The Commission's
own involvement began in 1977 when it prepared a resource evaluation of 10 prospective
California sanctuary sites. The Channel Islands ranked among the top two because it
possessed all necessary criteria for federal protection as a marine sanctuary under the
Marine Sanctuaries Act of 1972. The Commission has previously documented its involvement
in the federal program in comments, chronology and bibliography dated July 30, 1981 and
submitted to NOAA. AT1 substantive file documents, including the references cited therein
are hereby incorporated as a part of this recommendation. California, in addition to the
Commission, protected, recognized, and promoted the environmental resources of the Channel
Islands and its offshore waters prior to the creation of the Coastal Commission and prior
to the passage of the 1972 federal Marine Sanctuaries Act. The Legislature protected the
state offshore waters when it established an oil and gas sanctuary around the islands in
1955, Likewise the resources have been recognized by the Department of Fish and Game as
an Ecological Reserve (California Fish and Game Code 1580). Also, California Water
Resources Control Board has designated the state waters as an area of Special Biological
Significance (ASBS), prohibiting discharges into the waters. Similarly, the Governor in
1975 0CS comments to federal government recommended a 6 n. mi. exclusion area for oil and

gas operations. This documentation is once again cited here, and in the Marine and Coastal

Resources section because companies have challenged the environmental sensitivity of the
area. Union's lease was executed in 1968 prior to revisions in federal OCS laws that
recognized state participation in the federal leasing process. According to the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Channel Islands Marine Sanctuary, there are
a total of 16 leases similarly affected. After Union's 1969 oil spill, the federal
government suspended o0il and gas exploration and development in the Channel, thereby
preventing companies from expeditiously exploring and developing. Union has obtained
numerous time extensions to the lease having shown "due diligence" to the federal
government.

2. Commission Position on Channel Islands Sanctuary

The sanctuary, bounded by ocean waters extending outward 6 n. mi, around San Miguel, Santa
Rosa, Santa Cruz, Anacapa and Santa Barbara Islands, was formally designated on September
22, 1980, after receiving Presidential approval that prohibited new 0il and gas leases
within its boundaries. The implementing federal regulations prohibiting oil and gas
development do not extend to the 16 pre-existing leases. (Exhibit 4) In January, 1980,
the Commission developed a position on this matter as a part of its DEIS and FEIS comments
summarized as follows:

1. No oil or gas exploration shall be permitted within 6 n. mi. unless the lessee
has first explored adjacent leased area outside the 6 n. mi. area.

'2. Prior exploration outside the sanctuary must indicate a likelihood of an 0il or
gas field extending within the 6 n. mi. area.

3. No o0il and gas development and production shall be permitted within the 6 n. mi.
area, even if a tract is located entirely within the 6 n. mi. area.

Union's consistency certification described the comments as "exceptions" to the Coastal
Act. Union concluded that its project was approvable because it met the “"exceptions" of
the Coastal Act. Union, however, failed to discuss exception #3. (Attachment 1, p. 8)



The Commission submitted the "exceptions" to N.O.A.A in DEIS comments as suggested fede °
regulations governing the sanctuary. NOAA rejected the Commission's comments, as well ..
the Commission's recommendations that the sanctuary boundary extend outward from the
island for 12 n. mi. In its final comments to NOAA, the Commission responded that it
would continue to exercise consistency review over the 16 existing leases. Thus, the
“exceptions" are not binding in any way on the Commission, since the federal government
rejected them. Companies are advised that the "exceptions" should not be viewed as a
relaxation of the consistency review standards of the Coastal Act.

Even if it is assumed that the exceptions apply to this project, Union has failed to
establish an approvable project. Turning to #1, Union has met this requirement having
explored Lease 202 to the east. As to #2 and #3 Union has not demonstrated that the field
extends within the sanctuary boundary. Present information indicates that the field
Torobably Ties wholly within the six-nautical mile boundary." (Attachment 1, p. 9.)

Union requests exploratory drilling because the unéxplored portion of the geologic
structure cannot be reached by directional drilling from a location outside the marine
sanctuary. However, the explored portions to the east establish a structure most likely
confinad within sanctuary boundaries. There is no evidence from any exploratory drilling
that establishes the existence of an o0il resource extending beyond the boundaries of Lease
203 outside the sanctuary. In fact, existing geologic faults which would hold the oil to
specified boundaries corroborates the Commission finding that the oil resource.lies
wholly within sanctuary boundaries. (Attachment 3.) In order for Union to produce
economically from outside the sanctuary boundary, the resource would have to be
exceedingly rich to justify the technical problems that must be overcome. As indicated,
Union nas not committed itself to production development outside the sanctuary boundary.

3. Pravious Commission Consistency Reviews

A comparison of the Commission's past position on POE's in or near 6 n. mi. the Channel
Islands is presented in Exhibit 5. The Commission has concurred in 3 instances, objected
in 1. The Commission objected to Chevron's lease #205, located one parcel west of Union's
lease, a distance of 3 nautical miles. Lease 205 was also located in the Sanctuary and in
the VTSS buffer zone.

From 1978 to 1981, the Commission has concurred with 24 POE's and 2 POD's; and objected to
1 POE Tocated in the Santa Barbara Channel. (Exhibit 6.) Based on this record, the
Commission finds that it has exercised its consistency review authority cautiously,
carefully weighing the national interest for o0il independence with its mandate to protect
coastal resources.

C. Coastal Zone management Act and Consistency Review

Commission Consideration of the National Interest

The Commission considers the national interest when it reviews federal licenses and
permits in the following manner. The Commission's approved CCMP includes not only the
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Coastal Act but also a separate chapter (Chapter 11) that describes the process for
consideration of the national interest. In summary , it determines that the California
coast is a resource of national significance comprising more than half the western
coastline of the contiguous 48 states. Nine out of ten of the objectives listed in
Section 302 of the CZMA recognize the critical need to protect coastal zone environmental
resources. (Exhibit 7.) The Commission, however, recognizes that trade-offs must be made
with respect to the allocation of land and water resources and carefully balances such
trade-offs when it considers whether an 0il and gas project meets the "general welfare"
test of Section 30260. Thus, the Commission decision under section 30260 of the Coastal
Act represents a balance of national interest in resource protection and energy
self-sufficient development as is required under the CZIMA. The Commission also believes
its record of 24 concurrences versdas 2 objections in the Santa Barbara Channel
demonstrates that the Commission has adequately considered the national interest to
promote 0il development. .

D. Marine and Coastal Resources

1. Documentation of the Resources

Introduction

1. As indicated in the Background, the marine environment surrounding the Channel Islands
and the offshore waters are unique coastal resources. California's coastal zone includes
the offshore islands and all surrounding state waters so that such resources can be
protected. (Section 30103.)

The Channel Islands are sufficiently isolated from the mainland and from one another to
permit the development of numerous endemic populations of marine flora and fauna. This
isolation also provides a refuge for over 80 species of resident and migrant seabirds, as
well as breeding and pupping areas for five species of seals and sea lions. The rich,
offshore waters of the Channel Islands serve as a significant foraging area for 13
breeding seabird species including the endangered California Brown Pelican, as well as
large numbers of migrants. These migrants include shearwaters, loons, grebes, albatross,
storm-petrels, fulmars, and many others. Collectively, the islands constitute a major
seabird breeding area of the eastern north Pacific, the largest such area south of the
Farallon Islands.

a. California Brown Pelican

The California Brown Pelican (Pelicanas occidentalis Californicus) was classified as
endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 19/0. Subsequently, in 1971, the
California Fish and Game Commission designated the California brown pelican endangered
under the California State Endangered Species Act of 1970. The California brown pelican
is one of six recognized subspecies of the brown pelican (Wetmore 1945). Only the brown
pelican population located along the Pacific coast of the United States and Mexico and
the Gulf of California is considered a part of the California sub-species. Anacapa Island
(located 4.8 nautical miles from the proposed Union well-sites) is the on] stable
breeding colony of the California brown pelican in the United States esently, the
Channel Islands are the northernmost pelican breeding colony. Prev1ous]y, the brown
pelicans were known to nest as far north as Point Lobos, near Monterey, California.

brown pelicans have been recorded nesting on four of the Channel Islands and/or their
associated isles: Anacapa, Santa Cruz (Scorpion Rock), Santa Barbara Island (including
Sutil), and San Miguel Island (including Prince Is]and) Anacapa is by far the most -
important of these areas, with nesting records dating back to as early as 1884. Though
the pelican nesting areas have moved from one part of the jsland to another, Anacapa is
the most stable and important pelican breeding area in California.




The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service divides the Cailifornia brown pelican into four gener
breeding populations:

® Southern California Bight Population: This consists of the
breeding colonies of the Channel Islands and the islands off
the northwestern coast of Baja, California as far south as
IsTa San Martin. Anacapa Island and Los Coronados (off northern
Baja, California) have historically been the most important
breeding areas in the Southern California Bight.

® Gulf of Californié Population: This group breed méin1y on the
desert islands in the middle portion of the Gulf of California.

® Southwest Baja, California Coastal Population: This group nests
on the various islands in the Bahia Sebastian Viscaino and Bahia
Magdaiena area.

® Mexican Population: The pelicans in this group breed mainly on
mangrove isiands and in mangrove trees in wetlands in the Sinaloa
area off mainland Mexico and the nearby offshore islands.

The Southern California Bight breeding population has been estimated to comprise from & -
10 percent of the entire breeding population of the California brown pelican. While the
Southern California Bight population forms the northern extreme of the pelican breeding
range, researchers believe the population to be quite viable. As well, the Southern
California Bight population may be critical to the health of the entire subspecies, as -
this group offers a gene pool different from the Mexican populations (Gress and Anderson'
Therefore, damage to the Southern California Bight population, which breeds on Anacapa
Island, could affect the viability of the entire population of the California brown

pelican.

b. Other Significant Sea Bird Populations

Anacapa, as a part of the Channel Islands, is also an important breeding location for
numerous other seabirds. Middle Island/Anacapa supports the largest western gull colony
in the Channel Islands. Also, breeding on this island are populations of Xantus'
murrelet, pigeon guillemot, and double-crested and pelagic cormorants. West Anacapa,
where the pelicans nest, has steep, heavily vegetated slopes. It has been designated as &
research natural area and is therefore closed to public visitation to protect nesting
habitat of the brown pelican. A state ecological reserve boating closure zone has been
established on the north side of West Island to further prevent disturbance to breeding
and feeding pelicans. All three islands (East, Middle, and West) are characterized by
precipitous sea cliffs pocketed by numerous sea caves and burrows that provide habitat {for
seabirds.

2. Potential Impacts of 0il Spills on Pelicans and Other Seabirds: Section 30232

The Coastal Act requires protection from o0il spills in Section 30232, quoted in the 0il

Spill section of this recommendation. Its specific applicability to the environmentally
sensitive habitat is highlighted here. As previously discussed, California brown pelicans
observed in the Channel Islands area are a combination of the Southern California Bight
breeding population and members of the Mexican breeding populations. The pelicans, which )
breed in Mexico, move northerly into California in July through January as they search fc iy
food. This seasonal cycle results in significant numbers of pelicans in the vicinity of
the eastern Santa Barbara Channel throughout the year. Thus, it is not possible to
establish a particular time of year, or window, when pelicans would not be damaged if a
spill occurred (Exhibit 8).
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The Southern California Bight brown pelican breeding population begins to concentrate on
Anacapa Island, and sometimes nearby Scorpion Rock, in December. Eggs are layed 30 days
to incubate, and the young fledge around 12 weeks after hatching, so young are found on
the nests through August. Numbers of nesting pairs have varied from year to year. In
1976, 417 nests were counted. In 1977, only 76 pairs of pelicans nested, but for the last
two years (1979 - 80) Anacapa has been the largest colony on the West Coast. In 1978, 335
pairs nested, and in 1979, 1,258 pairs were counted on nests. Reproductive success has
varied over the years because of food availability, disturbance to nesting sites, and

“pollution of ocean waters. During the late 1960's and early 70's, large drops in the

brown pelican populations occurred as a result of eggshell thinning due to pesticide
contamination (DDT & DDE) off California ocean waters. After cessation of pesticide
dumping in Southern California waters; reproductive success of the brown pelican improved
and populations have begun increasing.

In addition to those residents found mostly in the vicinity of the nesting colony on
Anacapa, the annual influx of birds from Mexican nesting colonies occurs after early June.
Numbers in all habitats build as summer progresses, reaching annual population highs in
September. Maximum island counts of 10,600 and 10,400 individuals were observed in
September and October, 1977 by BLM Contractors. Very large numbers of brown pelicans are
found in the fall months on roosts throughout the islands. Most of these are found on the
northern islands in October. The majority of the pelicans from Mexican colonies, pass
southward through and out of the study area by the(end of Decemberd® 1$tm wuldle Mumiuer |
The location and behavior of nesting, resident pelicans, and the large numbers of pelicans
concentrated during the fall months makes this species a risk to an oil spill throughout
the entire year (Exhibit 8). BLM researchers estimated the combined population of all
pelicans in the Bight area in October of 1977, for example, to be 94,000 individuals,
representing a large segment of the entire world population of this subspecies. When most
abundant, brown pelicans were particularly concentrated in the eastern Santa Barbara
Channel, Santa Monica Basin, and around shallow island shelves--including those of
Anacapa, Santa Cruz, and Santa Barbara Islands.

From January through August, when resident pelicans are nesting on Anacapa, their foraging
is necessarily limited to waters adjacent to the colony, particularly as chicks mature and
their food demands increase. Thus, the importance of the offshore waters around Anacapa
are critical for pelican feeding. Recently fledged birds tend to feed near the colony as
well. Thus, the Commission concludes that no window can be established when it would be
safe to explore for o0il without unacceptable risk to the seabirds of the area. November
is Union's suggested time, but that period is too short for the duration of Union's
project, and it is the time when Santa Ana winds blow towards Anacapa Islands, creating
greatest oil spill risk.

Therefore, the Commission finds this project cannot be satisfactorily mitigated to meet
the requirements of Section 30230, 30231 and 30232 of the Coastal Act.

3. Envirormentally Sensitive Habitats and Biological Productivity: Sections 30107,
30231, 30240(a)

a. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas; Section 30107 defines an environmentally
sensitive area as any area in which plant or animal 1ife or their habitats are either rare
or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem, and could
easily be disturbed by development. Union's consistency certification states that "there
are no known environmentally sensitive areas on or immediately adjacent to the lease".

The Commission disagrees. The well-sites are in fact located 1.2 miles within the
boundaries of the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary, and within 4.8 nautical miles-




of Anacapa Is!anu, which is & part of the Channei Isiands National Park. As was
established in the Background and Documentation sections, this project is located in an
environmentally sensitive habitat.

If development is located in an env1ronmenta]]y sensitive habitat, the requirements of
Section 30240(a) apply:

30240(a): Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be
protected against any significant disruption of habitat values,
and only uses dependent on such resources shall be allowed within
such areas.

The key first requirement is whether o0il exploration and later development is a
*significant” disruption of habitat value. Due to the extreme sensitivity of the marine
resources, the risk of a spill, and the need for déevelopment within the sanctuary of
production facilities, the Commission finds that the project poses "s1gn1f1cant"
disruption to resources.

The second requirement of Section 30240(a) allows only resource dependent uses in
environmentally sensitive areas. The Commission finds that this project does not propose
a resource dependent use. The resource to be protected is the wildlife values... Dependent
uses could include fishing, if such activity can be properly regulated so as not to
interfere with the wildlife. 0il1 development's associated risks would seriously disrupt,
if not destroy, the wildlife resources required to be protected under Section 30240(a).
Therefore, the project does not satisfy the two requirements of Section 30240(a) of the
Coastal Act.

2. Biological Productivity

The Cocastal Act requires protection of biological productivity in the following mandatory
policy:

30230: Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and, where
feasible, restored. Special protection shall be given to areas and
species of special biological or economic significance. Uses of the
marine environment shall be carried out in a manner that will sustain
the biological productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain
healthy populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for
long-term commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational purposes.

Union concludes that the entire channel contains an abundance of important marine
resources and that the impacts of routine drilling operations are slight, temporary, and
localized. This observation fails to recognize that the Coastal Act requires special
protection of the areas of special biological significance. For the reasons previously
enumerated, the Commission finds that this section is not met by this proposal.

E. Commercial Fishing

Commercial fishing is a recognized priority use of the coastal zone (Section 30234).
Depletion of the fisheries both inside and outside the coastal zone will prevent the
Commission from protecting the priority use. In addition, Sections 30230 and 30231
require management of coastal waters to assure biological productivity for the maintenance
of optimum populations of marine life, which would include fisheries.-_
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Lease 203 is within a trawling and purse-seining commercial fishing area and is within
Fish Block 683-689. Spot prawns and anchovies are the primary targets of the trawling and
purse-seining. Most of the fishing activities occur within 3-6 miles offshore the north
side of Anacapa Island. Thus, there will be conflicts between the proposed exploratory
drilling and commercial f1sh1ng activities during the project. Also, the threat of oil
spills poses danger to commercial fishing activities. The Department of Fish and Game,
which regulates fishing, has recommended objection to this project. Because OCS »
exploratory drilling will conflict with commercial fishing and remove fishing space, the
Commission Tinds the proposa1 1ncons1sten1 w1th Section 30230 and 30231 of the Coastal

Act. , o fehd G

F. Protection Against the Spillage of Crude 0il.

1. Introduction. Regardless of the precautions taken against well blowouts and
resulting spills of crude oil in the open ocean, there is always a risk of oil spills
occurring at a drill site. Such a spill may reach the coast of California and the .
offshore islands and damage marine life, scenic areas, and recreational areas. Because of
this risk, the proposed drilling operations must be consistent with Section 30232 of the
Coastal Act, incorporated in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Management Program, which states:

Protection against the spillage of crude o0il, gas petroleum products, ..
or hazardous substances shall be provided in relation to any development

or transportation of such materials. Effective containment and cleanup
facilities and procedures shall be provided for accidental spills that

do occur,

Union has provided onsite equipment and personnel training, and works with oil spill
cooperatives, which have dedicated oil spill response vessels (See Appendix A). The Clean
Seas dedicated oil spill response vessel, Mr. Clean I, can arrive at the site within 5 to
6 hours,

2. Chemical Dispersing Agents. Because of the location of this well in a recognized
area of biological significance for Brown Pelican breeding, Union is attempting to take
additional measures to protect the species from the adverse impacts of 0il spills if they
occur. Union has requested the Regional Response Team (federal agencies and the State of
California that approve response procedures during oil spills) to develop measures to
expedite the approval process for the use of chemical dispersants to combat oil spills,
particularly spills from operations such as this one located in environmentally sensitive
habitats. In coordination with this effort, Union is currently revising its oil spill
contingency plan to include dispersant use procedures pursuant to Coast Guard and Minerals
Management Service requirements. Union has not submitted a complete version of its
revised oil spill contingency plan to the Commission for review, and has yet to receive
guidance form the Regional Response Team for procedures to expedite approval for
dispersant use. 0il spills pose the greatest threat to the Brown Pelican population on
Anacapa Island and all potential response procedures for their protection must be
presented to the Commission for adequate review of the proposal. Since these essential
elements of Union's spill response planning have not been presented, the Commission does
not have sufficient information to determine the consistency of this proposal with
California's Coastal Management Program.

If dispersant application procedures are developed and the approval process is expedited,
Union may improve their ability to combat oil spills in situations where the use of these
chemicals are warranted. However, these measures must be viewed as additional tools to
reduce the impacts of 0il spills on sensitive areas, not to eliminate the impacts. There
has never been a documented case of dispersants eliminating the impacts of large oil
spills.



The effectiveness and pgte”t,

oo u-n—

.._l
4
]
g
!
L]
a0
+
L
']
b
)
il
£
5

remains a source of debate.
However, if a large oil spill occurs in this location and he sp1]] is headed toward
shore, it is unlikely that the local o0il1 spill cooperative will be able to apply more than
one application of dispersants, if that, before the 0il would contact the island. The
Clean Seas o0il spill cooperative has acknowledged, in written comments to the Commission,
that one pass over an oil spill will disperse only 10 t0 30 percent of the 0il remaining
after evaporation. Mechanical cleanup methods such as booms and skimmers also have
limited effectiveness, and should be viewed as devices to reduce, but not eliminate
impacts. Thus, the combined efforts of mechanical and chemical cleanup techniques will
not eliminate the impacts to the brown pelican population, if that population is
threatened by a large oil spill.

Even if Union develops dispersant techniques and submits a completed 0i1 spill plan to
this Commission, it remains doubtful whether any mitigation can be considered adequate to
protect the environmentally sensitive resources at this location.

3. 0il Spill Risk and Trajectories. Union states that the chances for an oil spill arc
very small, due to the excellent safety record of the industry in drilling exploratory
wells. However, there is always the chance of an oil spill occurring, and this risk must
be weighed against the value of the resources that could be damaged. The largest oil
MJWWW lTocated in the Bahia de Campeche,
Mexico, wh1ch demonstrates that oi owouts from exploratory operations are
possible. (A summary of exploratory drilling risks is included in ‘Appendix A.) A risk of
a spill in this location is increased because the well site is proposed to be located in
the buffer zone of the Santa Barbara Channel Vessel Traffic Separation Scheme. Thus, the
combination of a well site located in an environmentally sensitive habitat and in a buffer -
zone of the VTSS substantially increases both the damage and risk of an oil spill.

Union is currently preparing oil spill trajectory data to be included in their oil spill
contingency plan. None of this information has been submitted to the Commission for
review. Attachment 2 is a letter from Commander L.A. Onstad, U.S. Coast Guard,
stipulating the data necessary for making decisions on the use of dispersants. This
information should be included in Union's contingency plan. The data request includes the
projected oil spill trajectories during the drilifng of the well, possible situations
where dispersant use is warranted, oil types, potential spill types, and so on. This data
is necessary for government agencies to adequately consider the use of chemical
dispersants to combat oil spills. In the absence of this data, the Commission is unable
to find that Union has adequately documented its anticipated response to a large spill
from this location.

4, Conclusion. Based on the above discussion, the Commission finds that Union has not
provided effective measures as required in Section 30232. Current state-of-the-art oil
spill containment and cleanup does not provide the level of effective protection required
by this policy. Because this POE is a coastal-dependent industrial facility, it
nonetheless requires a second Took under Section 30260 of the Coastal Management Program,
which allows special consideration for such facilities. (See Section J)

G. Vessel Traffic Safety

ection 30262 of the Coastal Act will not allow platforms to be sited where a substantial
hazard to vessel traffic might result from the facility or related operations, determined
in consultation with the United States Coast Guard and the Army Corps of Eng1neers The ;
Coast Guard has in the past argued that Section 30262 by its terms cannot apply to b
exploratory drilling due to its express reference to "platforms”. The Commission

disagrees and has applied the Section to exploratory drilling for the following reasons.

’
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First, the cumulative effects of numerous exploratory activities create substantial
increased hazards to vessel traffic and such effects must be dealt with even more
carefully than individual stationary platforms under numerous statutory requirements
(Section 30250, CEQA, and NEPA). Furthermore, Section 30260 requires the Commission to
adopt "maximum feasible mitigation" for any oil and gas development, including exploratory
drilling. Thus, in implementing Section 30260, the Commission can look to the specific .
legislative guidance of Section 30262 on vessel traffic safety.

The Commission has carefully examined the issue of vessel traffic safety in numerous past
actions. In January 1982, the Commission approved Chevron's POE for the nearby lease to
explore the Sockeye Field (CC-9-81). However, it expressly determined that existing data
did not justify placement of temporary structures in the buffer zone. The Commission
required extensive mitigation measures, and based its concurrence on Chevron's willingness
to implement them. The Commission also indicated that its concurrence was due in large to
its desire to obtain additional information from the implemented mitigation measures.
Chevron subsequently postponed the project and Union now proposes to undertake the same
measures. Because of the location of Union's project, as discussed below, the mitigation
measures are inadequate.

Chevron's project is located 4 miles northwest of the "dog leg", or bend in the VTSS.
Union's project is located less than half a mile northwest o% the same dog leg... In
concurring with Chevron's project, the Commission found:

A minimum of 3 miles from the dog leg is necessary as a margin of
safety to allow vessels to make late turns in the bend and still
return to the sealane before reaching the drillship.

This determination was based in part on expert testimony that the greatest navigational
risk is located at the dog leg. Due to the proposed project's location in relation to the
Vessel Traffic Separation Scheme, the Commission finds that it is not consistent with
Section 30262 and cannot be mitigated under Section 30260 of the Coastal Act.

H. Air Quality

As a part of its approved CCMP, the Commission must determine if the project affects the

‘air quality of the coastal zone. The Commission relies heavily on the technical expertise

of the California Air Resources Board (ARB) in making this determination, as it is
required to do so in numerous sections of the Coastal Act. Since 1981, ARB has
participated extensively in the review of POEs and has submitted numerous reports
documenting the coastal zone effects of offshore drilling. As to this particular project,
ARB submitted an analysis dated June 1982. In reliance on the ARB analysis, the
Commission finds that offshore exploratory drilling affects the coastal zone.

After a coastal zone effect has been demonstrated, the Commission examines the project for
consistency with Section 30253(3), which requires new development to be consistent with
ARB standards. ARB has determined as follows:

In our view, the applicant has not met the burden of showing that these projects are
consistent with the Coastal Zone Management program Program and disapproval of these
applicantions is warranted. However, ARB would not oppose the granting of consistency
provided that Union agrees to:

1. Implement injuction timing retard and any other mitigation measures on the Diamond M
General that are specifically identified by te task force's NOx emission study.
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2. Record and make available to ARR fuel usage and ¢
operating phase during well drilling activities.
verify the emissions estimates of the Radian study.)

for each
is needed to

3. Record wind speed, wind direction and temperature during the time period when‘the
Diamond M General is operating in the 0CS.

The ARB, in not opposing a consistency permit at this time, does not concede that the
project applicant has met the burden of mitigating potential adverse air quality impacts
resulting from this project, and this agency expressly reserves any and all legal rights
and remedies which it otherwise has in this matter.

Union has participated in the industry-government task force, developing mitigation
measures to address spiliover coastal zone impacts of offshore development and has agreed
to implement the measures described above., Therefore, the Commission finds the project
satig;&:s Section 30253(3) of the Coastal Act, and the requirements of Section 307(f) of
the . :

I. Public Access, Recreation, and Visual Resources

Background. Maximum public access and recreational opportunities consistent with the need
to protect natural resources from overuse must be provided under the requirements of
Section 30210 of the Coastal Act. Additionally, water-oriented recreation is a recognized
priority use of the coastal zone in Sections 30220 and 30221. Visual qualities of coastal
areas shall also be considered and protected as a resource of public importance. (Section
30251) National recognition of such policies can be found in the CZMA, the establishment
of the Channel Islands National Monument in 1938, and park expansion in 1980 (Exhibit 7).

The proposed project is closest to Anacapa Island, first protected nationally in 1938.
Anacapa consists of three small islets connected by narrow reefs. Totalling about 700
acres, the islets are collectively about 3 miles long, with perpendicular cliffs rising
250 feet above the sea. Recreational uses predominate on East Anacapa and at Frenchy's
Cove, while West Anacapa is set aside as a natural area for brown pelicans, discussed in
the Marine Resources section. Middle Anacapa is available for visitor use, but there are
no facilities or trails. According to the 1980 General Management Plan for the Channel
Islands National Park, only Anacapa is easily accessible to the public by scheduled
commercial boat service from Ventura. East Anacapa is also accessible from Oxnard and
Port Hueneme for day use trips by private boats. The Park Plan proposes a careful balance
of public access and recreation with protection of natural habitat. Some reduction of
public access to Anacapa will be necessary in the future.

Drillships Tocated on Leases 203 will be visible to boaters seeking access to any portion
of Anacapa from Ventura, Oxnard, or Port Hueneme. However, because exploratory drilling
is a temporary project lasting a maximum of 24 months, the Commission finds that the
project will not have any long-term adverse impact on recreational and public access uses.

I. Coastal Dependent Industrial Development

Coastal Dependent industrial development is first considered under all other applicable
policies of Chapter 3. If coastal dependent industrial development can meet the other
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applicable policies of Chapter 3, then the less strict standards of Section 30260 do not
apply. If coastal dependent industrial development cannot meet the other policies of
Chapter 3, then it may nevertheless be approved if it is consistent with all three
specific requ1rements of Section 30260. As indicated in the earlier findings, this
project fails to meet the requirements of Sections 30230, 30231, 30231, 30232, 30240,
30262, and\%@%ﬁ? of the Coastal Act.

The first requirement of Section 30260 allows coastal dependent industrial faCilities if
alternative locations are either infeasible or more environmentally damaging. Alternative
locations to drill the two wells require slant drilling at an angle considered unsafe, or
at a location within the sea lane presenting an even greater potential risk of collisions
between drillship and other vessels. Drilling any farther from the oil field being
delineated would not yield the data Union needs to determine whether sufficient oil and
gas reserves exist to justify installation of a platform. For these reasons, the
Commission finds that alternative locations are infeasible and less desirable.

The second requirement of Section 30260 concerns the public welfare. Clearly, it is in
the interest of the public welfare to search for domestic sources of oil and gas.

However, this is not the only consideration in determining whether the project meets the
public welfare test. As indicated earlier, the Commission equates its responsibility to
implement the public welfare to it responsibility to weigh the national interest in 0CS
projects. Protection of coastal resources, recreational opportunities and navigational
safety must be considered aspects of public welfare. The Commission has careful]y weighed
these competing factors in its decision as indicated below.

As discussed in detail in Sections B and D, the proposed project is located within a
federal and state designated sensitive habitat area. Less than 6 n. mi away on Anacapa
Island, is a breeding colony of endangered brown pelicans and numerous other unique
resources. The National Park Service plans to reduce public excess to Anacapa in order to
provide a more hospitable natural environment to the pelican and other species. Noise
from industrial development, risk of oil spills, and additional human intrusion are
inevitable with oil development. As discussed in Section G, navigational safety is
significantly adversely affected when drilling is located within the buffer zone of the
Vessel Traffic Scheme. The Commission's policy to discourage drilling within the VTSS
buffer zone unless extraordinary circumstances exist is based in part on the public
welfare to be served by navigational safety. If navigational safety alone were at issue,
the Commission could consider an approval based on overriding public welfare
considerations. It made such a decision in Chevron's Plan of Exploration for Lease 205,
However, additional factors tip the balance the other way for Union's projects. Turning
to the o1l spill analysis of Section F, the Commission found that oil spills headed toward
Anacapa Island cannot be stopped with today's technology. Although the 0il trajectories
for this location indicate a fairly lTow percentage chance of impact to the island; the
contamination if it does occur, will happen with fresh oil which is the most toxic.

~The Commission finds that approval of this project will not promote the public welfare due

to the need to protect the environmental sensitivity of the Channel Islands and its
offshore waters, navigational safety, and a sensitive area free from the risk of oil
spi]]s. This one project will not promote a pub]ic interest that can outweigh the other 3
major pub11c interest factors. The Commission's record of approva]s in the Santa Barbara
Channel in general and with pre-existing leases in the sanctuary in particular amply
demonsgrates its concern for the public 1nterest in energy self-sufficiently. (Exhibits 5
and 6

The third requirement of Section 30260 requires adverse impacts to be mitigated to the
maximum extent feasible. The Commission first examines the mitigation proposed to protect~
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the resources. Union's o071 spill containment and cieanup equipment and procedures will.
probably represent the maximum feasible mitigation consistent with Section 30260, but
Union has yet to submit a final oil spill contingency plan to the Commission for review.
Since this plan is currently being revised pursuant to Coast Guard requirements, the
Commission has inadequate information to make a determination. Regardless of the measures
taken, if a large 0il spill occurs and is headed toward Anacapa Island, no technology can
keep the oil from impacting the brown pelican population. If chemical dispersant
application methods are improved and government approval procedures expedited perhaps
.impacts could be reduced. However, even this is unclear because of the many unknowns
regarding the effectiveness and potential toxicity of chemical dispersing agents. While
Union may be able to provide the maximum feasible protection of the pelican using state-
of-the-art procedures and equipment, the brown pelican cannot be protected from the
adverse impacts of a large spill. Development could not be confined to a particular
season of reduced risk. (Section D). For these reasons, the Commission finds that the
project cannot be adequately mitigated to protect environmental resources.

Turning to the proposed mitigation for navigational safety, Union proposes to carry out
the mitigation that the Commission previously approved in Chevron's 205 Lease. The
Commission finds that such mitigation is not the maximum feasible due to the location of
this tract nearer to the "dog leg" of.the VTSS, within the sanctuary boundaries and,
closer to the safety fairway of Port Hueneme. The Commission therefore finds that the
project fails to meet the 3-pronged test of Section 30260.

K. NPDES Permit.

Union has submitted its NPDES permit as a part of its POE. The Commission encourages
consolidated review of related federal permits, as required by federal regulations
implementing the CZMA. Because the proposed location for the exploratory drilling is
beyond 1000 meters of the state's coastal zone, the Commission will not review the
consistency of the activities permitted by the Environmental Protection Agency's National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit. At March 21, 1980 meeting, and again at
the September 17, 1981 meeting, the Commission determined that discharges of drill muds
and cuttings from exploratory drilling operations conducted mere than 1000 meters from the
state's three-mile boundary cannot be be shown at this time to affect the coastal zone.
Therefore, no consistency review is required for the discharge activities in this
consistency certification.
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APPENDIX A

Onsite Equipment (First Line of Defense). 011 spill containment and cleanup equipment

stored on an exploratory drilling vessel or on a production platform is primarily designed
to provide a first line of defense for a major spill or to contain and clean up small
spills that may occur. This equipment must be able to surround the largest areas possible
within an acceptable period of time. If the equipment is too large and difficult to
handle, then its purpose is defeated. The following 1ist includes the equipment which the
Commission has established as minimum requirements for Plan of Exploration consistency
certifications in the past. The applicant has committed in its plan to include this
equipment onboard the drilling vessel:

1) 1,500 feet of open ocean oil spill containment boom;
2) one 0il skimming device capable of open ocean use;

3) bales of 0il sorbent material capable of containing 15
barrels of o0il;

4) a boat capable of deploying the o0il1 spill boom on the site at
all times or within fifteen minutes of the drilling vessel; and

5) oil storage capacity of 29 barrels, minimum, for recovered oil.

0i1 Spill Cooperatives {Major spills, second line of defense). Removal of spilled oil in
coastal or marine waters is undertaken by the party responsible for the spill, under the
supervision and, if necessary, the direction of the U.S. Coast Guard. Because of this
requirement, 0il production companies operating in the Outer Continental Shelf belong to
0il spill cooperatives which have oil spill cleanup equipment designed for open ocean use.
The o0il1 spill cooperative used for the Santa Barbara Channel and the Santa Maria Basin is

Clean Seas.

Dedicated 0i1 Spill Response Vessels. Clean Seas currently has a 136-foot oil spill
response vessel stationed in Santa Barbara harbor. The vessel, Mr. Clean, is outfitted
with equipment which is designed for response to o0il spills in the open ocean. Clean Seas
is continuing to investigate state-of-the-art equipment additions to the vessel, and the
Commission staff is currently working on potential improvements through the 0il Spill
Response Capability study. This vessel will provide the initial response from Clean Seas
to 0il spills in the Santa Barbara Channel from Point Conception to Point Dume, and beyond
the Channel Islands.

Clean Seas has recently acquired a second oil spill response vessel which will be fully
equipped with 01l spill containment and recovery equipment. This vessel, Mr. Clean II, is
located in Port San Luis to provide the initial response to o0il spills north of Point
Conception.

Personnel Training. An adequate 0il spill response training program must recognize the
different roles necessary to provide an acceptable response to an o0il spill. In general,
the program can be broken down to two categories: 1) training for supervisorial
personnel; and 2) training for workers charged with actually putting equipment into the
water. This training can be done by an individual oil company, or through the local oil
spill cooperative depending on the level of the training. .

Supervisorial Training. The Clean Seas oil spill cooperative conducted a two-day tra1ning'

program for suEerv1sor1a1 or management personnel operating in the Santa Maria Basin.
Chevron sent their,0il spill "Containment and Cleanup Coordinator, Offshore Containment
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and Cleanup Coordinator, Onshore Containment and Cieanup Coordinator, and other
individuals with management or supervisoriai functions to the training session. The
session focused on the supervisor's role in directing workers to use equipment properly,
interface with the Clean Seas organization, and making the supervisors aware of proper
coastal resource protect1on goals.

Equipment Use Tra1n1ng for Workers, Workers responsible for actual use of the oil spill
equipment must receive "hands on" training to use the equipment properly. Chevron has
inhouse training procedures that include full deployment of all offshore 0il spill
containment and cleanup equipment. The Clean Seas 01l spill cooperative puts on training
sessions that cover use of specific types of equipment. Member 0i1 companies shall send
personnel to these sessions.

Exploratory Drilling for Qi1 and Gas

Mobile explioratory drilling rigs have been operating offshore approximately 23 years.
Accidents associated with these rigs include, blowouts, collision and rammings,
overturning when moving or preparing to move, and problems coping with storm activities
onsite or during transit. The March 1977 issue of Ocean Industry stated that there were
70 reported accidents involving mobile rigs up to 197/, but most of these were asscciated
with the movement of the rigs and not the spillage of o0il. Since 1955 there have teen 18
blowouts from mobile rigs. However, in recent years safety has increased while the number
of rigs in operation has grown. This is the result of improvement of rig designs and new
training in recent years. Of the spills that have occurred as a result of exploratory
drilling, the USGS circular 741 published in 1975 states, "..., no spill in excess of 50
barrels has been recorded during exploratory drilling either on the Federal 0CS or, to our -
knowledge, in any other offshore area throughout the world." Representatives of bhe u.S
Geological Survey indicate that the 18 blowouts previously mentioned from mobile rigs he
been gas blowouts with no associated spillage of oil. However, on June 3, 1979, the Ixtoc
exploratory well in the Bahia de Campeche, Mexico had a major oil blowout. According to
the 0il1 Spill Intelligence Report (Boston), Ixtoc I was the largest oil spill ever
recorded. The o011 resources tapped by Ixtoc I are far larger than any oil field
anticipated offshore California.

The history of exploratory drilling shows it to be relatively safe in light of the
thousands of wells that have been drilled, however, the Ixtoc well blowout demonstrates
what can happen if a spill does occur.
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‘Table F-5, Potential o1l and gas development {mpacts mitigated
by NOAA's preferred sanctuary alternative

REGULATION

1. No future leasing within
6 rni (11.1km] of north-
ern Channel Islands and
Santa Barbara Island

2. Requirement of addi-
tional onsite oil
spill containment
equipment on exist-
ing leases

REASON FOR MITIGATION OF IMPACT

--Creates a buffer area providing
increased response time for ail
spi11 cleanup efforts;

-=Increases the di{stance between
potential spill/mllutant dis-
charge pint ({.e., rigs and plat-
forms) and sensitive resource areas
thereby allowing for weathering and
dilution of contaminants before'’
reaching important sarine 1ife con-
centration areas;

-=Provides a buffer between nofse and
visual disturbances and important
marine 1ife habitats;

--Reduces congestion by additional
supply vessels which would other-
wise frequent nearshore areas;

--Reduces potential visual intrusion
on aesthetic values of the National
Monument, the proposed marine
sanctuary, and the proposed National
Park;

--Reduces potential air pollution;

. ==Increases the probab{lity that, if a

spill occurs, it can be reached and
controlled before drifting to sen-
gsitive breeding ground and nesting
areas. )
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CHART OF COMMISSION ACTION

Plans of Exploration within or near 6 nautical miles of Channel Islands*

0CS lease 245

0CS lease 205

0CS lease 205

0CS lease 204

0CS lease 203

(1979) (1980) (1982) (1978)
Concurrence Objection Concurrence Concurrence
ﬁ Project 1 gas well 1 0il well 2 oil wells 1 0il well on 204 2 o1l wells
' Location [4.3 n.mi. south of 5.7 n. mi. north of 6.83 n. mi. north of {8 n. mi. north of 4.6 n. mi. north of
Santa Rosa Island Anacapa Island Anacapa Island Anacapa Island Anacapa Island
(surface location) .
0il 0i1 spill trajectory (Location of drillship |[Recognized risk near [Recognized risk, but [Increased risk due to
Spills low probability of oil|near shipping lane shipping lanes. state of art contain- |shipping lane location
movement in the increases risk of oil |Extensive mitigation |[ment included. Trajectory greatest
direction of Santa spill. Trajectory measures allowed risk in fall.
Rosa and gas lease presents greatest risk|{Commission to find
during fall when that project is
drilling could be approvable.
possible.
RespHrces Harbor seal and sea- |[Endangered species Not located within 6 Not located within Endangered species
- bird activty concen- {(Brown Pelican) breed |n. miles of Channel 6 n. mi. of Channel {(Brown Pelican) breed
trated in March to at Anacapa. No window|Islands Islands at Anacapa Island.
mid-June. "Window [can be established. No satisfactory
can be established.” window.
VTSS Not located in VTSS Located in buffer zone|located in buffer zone| navigation not located in buffer
3 or its buffer zones of northbound lane of [of northbound lane, 4 | reviewed because of a|zone of northbound
B VTSS mi. N of the "dog "vested right" prior |[lane within the dog
leg", or bend. 3 mi. | to approval of the leg. No margin of
, margin of safety CCMP, safety.
needed. '
A\
X.
is§* 0CS lease 202 Plan of Development, Platform Gina.

N,

No facilities located within 6 nautical miles of
Channel Islands or in VTSS.
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1, CC-1-78 Chevron USA, Inc. 1he CC=6~20 Union 041 POD

OCS P=204, 208, and 209 0C3 P=0216
Cormission Concurrence Dec. 13, 1978 Commission Concurrence June 19, 1920
2. CC=1-79 Zxxon Corporation 15. CC~-7-80 Chevron U".ATITE.\
s P-182, 193, 194, and 196 CCS P=0208
Commission Currence Feb. 21, 1979 Cormi ssion cbjccuon Aug, 19, y
3. CC=]-=79 Exxon Corperation ) e CC~9-20 Chevron USA, Inc.
0C3 Pe222, 223, 230, 231, 232, and 238 oc3 P-032L
Commission Concurrerce March i3, 1979 Commission Concurrence Sept. 15, 19€0
Le C(Cei=T9 Sun Praduction 17s CC=10=20 Texzaco, Iac.
s P-02.0 o3 P-J315%
Camission Concurrence Msy 16, 1979 Commission Concurrsnce Sept. 15, 1520
§, (C=3-79 Chevron USA, Inc. 18, CC~11-20 Challenger Minerals
ocs P-Q215 0CS P=02L3
Conmaission Concurrence Cet. 3, 1979 Commissicn Concurrence Sept. 15, 1980
£C-3=-30 Chevron USA, Inc, 19. CC-12-2Q foncca, Inc. et
CS P-0215% oCS P-J325
Comission Concurrence Sept. 14, 990 Commission Cencurrence Sept. 14, 192C .
6. CC-5=79 Union mm‘\ 20, CC-14=20 Conoca, Inc, ) '
0C3 P-202 0CS Piddl
Commission Concurrence lov, 7, 1979 / Commission Concurrsnce Nov. 18, 1980
7. CC=7=~79 Mobil Oil 21, CC=15-20 Chevron JSA, Imc.
Cs P32 oCs P=G317
Commission Concurrence Jec, 4, 1979 Commisaion Concurrence Mov, 132, 17%0
CC-2-80 Olamond/Gereral Orilling, 134 22, CC-14=20 Chevron USA, Inc.
0Cs P=0321 0C3 P-J3L8
Commiasion Concurrence Fwh, 21, 1920 Cormission Zoncurrence Jen. 27, 1531
8s GCmE=79 Chevren USA, Iac, 22, CC~17=30 Chevren U3A, Inc,
0CS P-2.L5 : OCS P=C3L3, 0350, and C351
-—gaMElssion Concurvence Fep. 2%, 1970 Cormission Concurrence Jan. 20, 1721
9, CCS=79 Crevron US\, Inc. 2. CC-18-20 Comocs, Iace
CCs P=352 0C3 P-J322
Commission Concurrence can. 2L, 1580 Commission Concurrence Jan. 22, 1981
{0, CC«1-30 Shell 041 25, CC~19-30 Champlin Petroiem Cc.
L3 P=0341 oS P-0333
Comaission Concurrsnce Feb. 21, 1730 Coramissicn Concurrencs Jan, 20, 19€1
11, CC-3~80 Texaco, Inc, 2%, CC~1-31 Challenger Minerais, Inc
. 0CS P-03ué, and C23L oCS P-Q2L8, and Q251
Commission Concusrence March §, 1630 Cormissisn Concurrsnce June 14, 1851
12, CC=4~20 Chevren USK, Inc. 27. 0=2-21 Thevron USA, Ine,
CCS P=0316 - - CS P=2335, O3LS, and G353
Commission Comsurrence April 15, 1920 Cemmissicn Scacurrence June 15, 1021
- 13, 0C=5=20 Chevran UX; Ine.
&5 Fooie EXHIBIT NO. 5
Commissicn Consurrence May 21, 1980
. APPLICATICON N
I 4 P
. | (L iQ
Scurce: Energy and Ocean Resources Division, é /g f
California Coastal Commission - 2_ |

.- - L f - -
L] s voanm .9 P
R (( Cahlormn Coastal Commission |
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OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES OF THE CZMA

SEC. 302. The Congress finds that =

(a) There is a national interest in the effective manage-
ment. beneficial use. protection. and development of the
coastal zone.

(b) The coasial zone is rich in a variety of natural.
commercial, resreational, ecological, industrial. and esthe
resources of immediate and potential value to the preseat
and future well-being of the Nation.

{¢) The increasing and competing demands upon the
lands and waters of our coastal zone vccasioned by pop-
ulation growth and economic development, including
requirements [or industry, commerce, residential
deveiopment, recreation, extraction of mineral resourcss
and fossil fuels, transportation and navigation, waste dis-
posal. and harvesting of fish. shellfish, and other living
marine resourcss, have resuited in the loss of living
marine resources. wiidlife, autrient-rich areas. perma-
nent and adverse changes (0 ecological systems, decreas-
ing open spacs for public use. and shoreline erasion.

(d) The coastal zone. and the fish, shetlfish. other living
marine resoucces. and wildiife therein. are ecologically

fragile and conseguently extremely vulnerable to destruc-
tion by man's alterations.

(e} Important ecological. cultural, historic, and es-
thetic values in the coastal zone which are essential to the
weil-being of all citizens are being irretrievably damaged
or iost.

4f) New and expanding demands for food, egergy, minerals, _ : )
cnse 2 d indus- (E) assistance in the redevelopment of deterioratisi;

defense needs, recreation, waste disposal. transportanon, an

ol activities in tne Great Lakes, territonal sea, and Outer Conti-
lacing stress on these areas and are creating the

need for resoiunon of serious conrlicts among important and compoet-

gental Shelf are p
ing uses and vaiuesin coastal and ocean Waters;

i€) Special natural and scenic characteristics are being

damaged oy ll-planncg development that threatens these
values.

By Lalight of competing demands and the urgent nesd
1o protect and 13 Jive high prionty to naturai systems 1
+he coastal zone. present state and local institutional
arrangements for planning and.regulating land and water
uses in such arcas ares inadequate.

(3) The key to more effective protection and use of the
land and wazter fesourcss of the coas:al zone is 0 en-
courage the states Lo exercise their fuil autharity over the
lands and waters in the coastal zone by assisting the
siates. in cooperation with Federal and local
governments and other vitaily aifected interests. in
jeveloping land and water use arograms for the coastdi
zone. including unified policies, criteria. standards.
methods. and processes for deaiing with iand and ~ater

- use decisions of more han local signmificance.

i3) The national objective of attaining a greater degree
of energy seif-sufficizacy would be advancsd 5y
providing Federal financiai assistance (o mest state and
local heeds resulting from new or expanded energy actuvi-
ty in or affecung the coastal zone.

DECLARATION QF POLICY
Sec. 303. The Congress finds and declares that it is the national

t1) to preserve, protect, deva!dp and where possib Testo
or enhance, the resources of the Nation’ st fe 10 e
suc:(:o)' B s coastal zone for this and
(2) to encourage and assist the states to exercise effectiv
their responsibilities in the coastal zone through the deve!glp}-,
ment and implementation of management programs to achieve
wise use of the land and water resources of the coastal zone
g:v;‘ng. full consideration to ecological, cultural, historie, and
esthetic values as well as to needs for economic development,
which nagmm) s should at [east provide for—
protection of natural resources, including wet.
cli?adis‘ gggp;gﬁ gbsmar'?ﬁ izgches. dunes, barrier is%agﬁs.
ish ang a - ) Ana
tha(cBo) : and e and their habitat, within
the management of ccastal development to minimize
%e fII«::scs1 of life and property caused by improper development
L | oeo -prone, storm surge, geological hazard, and erosion-
gio n areasd and in areas of subsigence and saltwater intru-
n, an by“the destruction of natural protective features
such as beaches, duces, wetlands, and barrieristands.
e“ttC) priority consideration being given to coastal-depend-
nt uses aad _crderiy processes for siting major facilities
related to national defense, energy, fisheries development.
recreation, ports and transportation, and the location, to the‘
x:;;:;ug:x;;tr:nt 1:::'::'ctxmb1;:;i of new commercial and'indux-
ents in j t t
development already exi:trs. jacent o areas Where sucs
D) public access to the coasts for recreation purpost

t:esrbanmraw:izg:ng?nmd 'ponéh and :fnsi;ive preservaticn and
4 e, tural, i '
restoradl Sto and esthetic coastal
(FY the coordination and simplification of procedures in
order %0 ensure expedited jovernmentai decisionmaking for
the g?nageme.:é of coastal resources,
«G) continued consuitation and coordination with
the giving of adequate considerati o of e
the _ on to the view
Federal agencies, 3 of affected
(H) the giving of timely and eifective notification of, and
opportunities for public aad local government participation
in, ci‘%asm.{ management decisionmaking, and
assistance to support ccmprehensive i
; I S L e planning, con:
servation, and management for Uving marine resog!:lr:e;
mcludmg planning for the siting of pollution control and
aquaculiure facilities within tke coastai zone, and improved
coordination between State and Federal coastal zone man-
_ agement agencies and Staze and wildlife agencies; and
| (3) to encourage the preparation of special area management
plans which provide for increased specificity in protecting sign:fi-
cant natural resources, reasonable coastal-dependent economic
growth, improved protection of life and property in hazardous
ia,;'ge.a.;s.;1 :3nd improved predictability in govermertal decisionmak-
) I:;f” to encournge the participatioa and cooperation of the
public, state and local governments, and interstate and other
regional agencies, as well as of the Federal agencies having
programs arfecting the coastal zone, in carryicg out th ;poses

of this title. .
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IN NEPLY REFZR TO: o - 'CHANNEL ISLANDS NATIONAL PARK
L7619-CHIS -~

; ;’ o f' ~ NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

. 1901 SPINNAKERDRIVE . =+ .7 0 .-
. VENTURA, CALIFORNIA 93001 = . . =

June 9, 1982

Memorandum

To: Deputy Manager, Field Opératicn, Pacific OCS Region, _fg-’:. N

Minerals Management Service, 1340 W. 6th ottcet. -
Los Angeles, California 900LZ-1297

Ffom:» ‘ Superlntendent. Channel Islands National Park ,
Subject: 655 DW 1 Rev1ew, Exploration Plan - OCS-P 0203 Nos. 5 anc 6 A;i:,:;

We note with 1nterest and some concern the faLt that Union 0il 1ncends RN
to drill two further exploratory wells in OCS~P 0203, one of those .. _
lease tracts which lies partially within the Channel Islands National , L
Marine Sanctuary. - In fact, the two wells wpuld be the first such - - = . « -
activity initiated within the sanctuary since its inception. Because ) A

of our responsibility for management of the sanctuary, as well as for. T
administration of Channel Islands Natlonal Park we wish to make the IO
following comments. o

Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary was established to protect

and preserve the extraordinary ecosystem surrounding the islands; the
resources of both the sanctuary and the park are nationally recognized
as outstanding. Therefore, while we acknowledge the legitimacy of

Union 0il's right to develop Tract No. 0203 (under 15 C.F.R. 935.6,
allowing hydrocarbon exploration within the sanctuary as the result

of any lease executed prior to the effective date of the regulations)

we were disappointed that Union's analysis of the various alternatives
rejected the possibilities of slant drilling from north of the shlpplng :
lanes, outside of the sanctuary boundary. We feel that such an.
alternative would have been safer' than developing the wells within . =~ I:"
the buffer zone (as is now planned), and would have best served to
protect the integrity of the sanctuary : S

B R

In addition, we are very specifxcally concerned that an oil spill would -
affect Anacapa Island, which remains the only viable nesting area for - -
the California brown pelican within the United States. This Lndangeréu'i‘:
specxes utilizes the island throughont the year for butn breeding and

EXHIBIT NO. 3
APPLICATION NO
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roosting; its nesting period alone might :unlffom December through o
September. In fact, there is no time period when there is not the
strong possibility of a Splll a;fectzng this b1rd s populatlon.»ja

For these same three reasons (1 e., planning to drill wlthxn the Sanctuarv,',
planning to drill within the shipping lane buffer zcne, and the possibillty
of harm to the Anacapa Island pellcan cclony), the California Coastal
Commission objected to Chevron, USA's plans to develop OCS 0205 in the
recent past. 1In spite of the conclusion found in Appendix D (''Coastal

‘ - Zone Management Consistency Certification") of Union Oil's Exploratory . . . =

-~ Report, that the preseut plan is consistent with the California Coastal’

' Zone Management Program, we remain very interested in the comments of the "™

California Coastal Commission with respect to this plang to see whethar
it agrees with such a conaistcnay det‘rmindtion. o Sl e

In addition, while it seems that the Diamond M. General has most of the
eyuipment called for in the above regulations, we request that you remind .
Union Cil of the obligation that there be 13 bales of o0il sorbent material-
cusite (15 C.F.R. 935.6(b)(3)), as well as that equipment which ‘was llsted e
on page 3 of the Safety and Contingency Plan. P , - o e

Thank you fcr the opportunity to comment. Please keep us auprlsed of
the fate of this partlcular exploratory plan. - - :

Yo7 911lfan 7. Threorg

William Y. Ehorn
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. COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT
CONSISTENCY CERTIFICATION - -

The provosed activities described in detail in the_Explor;;fk
at.on Plan and Environmental Report comply with and will be conduct-~
ed in a manner consistent with the California Coastal Management.

Program (CCMP). The policies of the CCMP which may relate to the
proposed exploration activities -are contained in Sections 30230,

30232, 30240, 30260, and 30262 of the California Coastal Act.

Section 30230, Protectlon of Marlne Resources o

Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where

feasible, restored. Special protection shall be given to
areas and swecies of swnecial biological or economic sig-
nificance. Uses of the marine environment shall be car-
ried out in a manner that will sustain the biological pro-
ductivity of coastal waters and that will maintain healthy
. populations of all species of marine organisms adequate

for long-term commercial, recreational, scientific, and

educational purposes.

ASSESSMENT: The entire Santa Barbara Channel aree con=-

_tains an abundance of important marine resources. Section III(E) of

this Report describes in detail the seabirds, marine mammals, fish

resources, and other flora and fauna of the area. The brown peli- .

~can, which breeds on Anacapa Island, is of special concern because

it has been identified as an endangered species.

Union's proposed ewoloratlon activities on lease OCS-P
0203, at a location 5.5 miles* north of Anacapa Island, will be car-
ried out in such a manner that the living marine resources of the

area will be adequately protected. The proposed project will. not

cause an unacceotable risk to these resources for the follow;ng
reasons:

1) The impacts of -routine drilling operations are slight,
temporary, and localized: A very minor impact on some living marine
resources within a small geographic area at the site of the proposed
activities may occur as a result of the discharge of drilling muds
and cuttings. However because benthic, planktonic, and nektonic
species will recolonize the area soon after the completion of the
drilling activities, no permanent adverse effect on the resources as
a result of these discharges is anticipated.

There is no evidence that cetaceans, pinnipeds, or sea-

-——ies

birde are adversely imvacted by routine drilling operations, especi- Sade

v et . bt et - il e+ ..

ally where the drilling site is over five miles from the areas where

o

* "Miles” means statute mlles unless otherw1se 1nd1cated /QﬁDQCJ/ﬂﬂfn//
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these animals are concentrated. Section IV(E)(2) of this Report .. -
contains a complete discussion of the scientific evidence concern1nq'~

the impact of drilling muds on marine resources.cf»v;t L Elniw

The U.S. Env1ronmental Protectlon Agency and the MMS
strictly regulate discharges into the marine environment, including -
the discharge of drilling muds and cuttings. The ocean disposal of .-
oil-contaminated waste is prohibited. 'The proposed well locations ~ =~ '~
are beyond 1,000 meters of State waters; according to a policy es-.

tablished by the Commission in 1980, discharges of drilling muds and

cuttlnqs from operations conducted more than 1,000 feet from the

State's 3-mile boundary do not affect the coastal zone.

2) The probability of a large 011-5p111 occurriﬁg as a re-"f
sult of Union's proposed temporary activities is extremely remote;
furthermore, even if such a spill occurred, the chance that it would

reach Anacapa Island is slight: Section IV(E) (3) of this Report
discusses the o0il spill risk probability associated .with the pro-
posed exploratory drilling operations. It points out that there has

never been a major oil spill in U.S. waters caused by exploratory ..
drilling and that oil spills are rarely associated with loss of well.- .
control events (blowouts) which occur very infrequently during ex- =

ploration.

The results of the oil spill trajectory analysis performed
for nearby Platform Gina (where the wind patterns, currents, and
other physical parameters are similar to those in the project area)
is also provided in Section IV(E)(3). It indicates that most wind
conditions experienced in the project area would move spilled oil
toward the mainland; oil spills would reach the northern Channel Is-

lands only during the relatively 1nfrequent Santa Ana w1nd condi-

tions experienced during the fall and winter.

These analyses support the conc1u51on that the chance of‘

an o0il spill occurrence is extremely remote, and that even if a

spill occurs, the chance of it reaching Anacapa Island is slight..

3) Union's exploration activities will be conducted. so

that, in the unlikely event that a spill does‘:occur, its impacts on

the marine resources of the area would be minimized: As discussed = .

in detail in Section IV(E) (3) of this Report, the State of Califor-

-za is particularly concerned about the impact of OCS exploration
activities on the endangered brown pelican which 1nhab1ts, breeds, |

and fledges on Anacaoa Island

The questlon of how the brown pellcan populatlon would be

affected by a major oil spill has not been definitively answered by.: 
the experts. There is general agreement, however, about the factors -

which could influence the magnitude of the impact of a spill on the

pelican. The most important of these factors is the tlme of thleuim

year when the oil spill occurs.7:~ S e

. e
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Union is proposing to conduct its activities in November,
December, and early January. This is the period when risks to the
pelican would be minimized because the population concentration is
lowest at this time of year and no breeding activities are occur-
ring. The estimated 75-day drilling period will be completed about
the time that the pelicans begin breeding activities. Thus, even in

the exceedingly unlikely event that a worst-case spill reached Ana-

capa Island, a minimum number of non-breeding adult pelicans would
be impacted.

Given the insignificant effects of routine drilling opera-
tions on marine resources, the extremely remote probability of an
oil spill, and the choice of a drilling schedule which coincides
with the brown pelican's "window of least vulnerability", it can be
reasonally concluded that no unacceptable #isk of harm would arise
from the pronosed exploration activities.

FINDING: No significant adverse impact on the marine re-
sources of the area is likely to occur as a result of Union's pro-
posed activities. The activities will not decrease the biological

productivity of the nearby area or endanger the health of any popu-.

lation of marine organisms, including the brown pelican.

Section 30231, Commercial Fishing

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal
waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropri-
ate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms
and for the protection of human health shall be main-
tained, and where feasible restored...

ASSESSMENT: Any conflicts between the proposed explora-
tory operations and fishing activities will be minor and short-term.

Lease 0OCS-P 0203 is located within Fish Blocks 683 and 684
and in the vicinity of 664 and 665. Although commercial fishing ac-
tivities take place throughout these blocks, fish catch data indi-
cate that £fishing activities are heavier in the shallower water of
the Oxnard Shelf and the Channel Islands Platform north and south of
laase OCS-P 0203 than in the deeper waters on the lease. Thus, the
estimated 650 acres (0.76 square nautical miles) of fishing space
that will be removed during the short-term drilling operations is
not in an intensely fished area.

FINDING: No significant adverse impact on commercial
fishing will occur as a result of Union's proposed exploratory ac-
tivities.

Section 30232, Protection Against Spills

Protection against the spillage of crude oil, gas petrol-
eum products, or hazardous substances shall be provided in

-~
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relation to any develooment or transvortation of such ma-
terials. Effective containment and cleanup facilities and
procedures shall be provided for accidental spills that do

occur.

ASSESSMENT: - The best available o0il spill containment and
cleanup equipment will be aboard the DIAMOND M GENERAL as the "first
line" of defense for a major spill or to contain and clean up small
spills that may occur. The onboard equipment will comply with all
MMS requirements and with the requirements imposed by the California
Ccnstal Commission in the past. On-board equivment will include:

-~ one Vikoma Sea-Pack Deployment Containment System
- 1,600 feet of open ocean oil spill containment boom

- one oil sklmmlng device capable of open ocean use, with
transfer pipe and hose

- bales of 0il sorbent material capable of containing 15
barrels of oil

- - a 21' Boston Whaler with a 125-HP motor capable of de-

ploying the oil spill boom on the site

- container capable of storing a minimum of 29 barrels of
oil

Denloyment time for this equipment would be immediate,
utilizing either the crewboat or the onboard boom deployment boat.

It is also important to note that Union has immediate ac-
cess to oil spill containment and cleanup equipment, including boom
deployment boats, located on Platform Gina (3.3 miles away) and
Platform Gilda (8.1 miles away). This equipment, which is described
in Union's Exploration Plan, could be transported to the area immed-
iately and deployed in 45-60 minutes depending on equipment loadout
time and weather conditions. For a more detailed description of the
response times, see II.J(3) of the Environmental Report.

The second line of defense, which would be employed if a
spill of 50 barrels or more bccurs, is mobilization of the 0il Spill
Cooperatives and then, as indicated, also the federal, State, and
local agencies. The 0il Spill Coonerative for the Santa Barbara
Channel is Clean Seas. The 0il Spill Cooperatives for the water
south of Ventura include the Southern California Petroleum Contin-
gency Organization (SCPCO) and Clean Coastal Waters (CCW). These
cooperatives will be notified immediately in the event of a spill
and will be called to the site if the spill is beyond the capability
of the onsite equipment. The 0il Spill Response Vessel, MR. CLEAN
I, could be onsite in under 5 hours in typical weather conditions.
The Tide-Mar VII barge, which has a caracity of 7,840 barrels, could
respond to a request for assistance in approximately 8 hours.
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It is difficult to launch the small boom-deployment boat
during periods of adverse sea conditions exceeding 6 to 8 feet. On
an average, wave heights greater that 6 feet occur only 7% of the
time in the eastern Channel.

The procedures for preventing and reacting to oil spills
are described in detail in Union's 0il Spill Contingency Plan. The
0il spill containment and cleanup equipment provides maximum feasi-
ble mitigation of o0il spill risks.

FINDING: The provosed activities are consistent with the
vnlicy to protect against oil spills because: 1) all possible pro-
tective measures will be taken to prevent accidental spills; and
2) in the unlikely event that an o0il spill occurs, all available
means will be taken to mitigate its impacts and to insure that it
does not adversely impact the 1living marine resources of the area.

Section 30240, Environmentally Sensitive Habitats

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be pro-

tected against any significant disruption of habitat --

values, and only uses dependent on such resources
shall be allowed within such areas.

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sen-
sitive habitat areas and wnarks and recreation areas
shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which
would significantly degrade such areas, and shall be
compatible with the continuance of such habitat
areas.

ASSESSMENT: There are no known environmentally sensitive
areas on or immediately adjacent to lease OCS-P 0203. The proposed
drill site is approximately 1.4 miles within the Channel 1Islands
Marine Sanctuary and 5.5 miles from Anacapa Island.

The importance of Anacapa Island as a habitat area for the
brown pelican is discussed under Policy 30230. As explained in that
discussion, Union proposes to conduct its exploration activities
during the period of the year when brown pelicans are oresent in low
nur~ers (November and Decembér). This will insure that, in the re-
mote event that an oil spill occurs which reaches Anacapa Island,
the impact on the pelican population will be minimized. Drilling at
this time of the year will also minimize any possible adverse impact
on the harbor seal population which breeds on Anacapa Island in
March and May and the California sea lion, which may breed on aAna-
capa in June and July.

Other important habitat areas are described in Section
(E) of this Report. They also will not be degraded by the pro-
ed activities.
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FINDING: The proposed exploration activities will be con-
ducted so that adverse environmental impacts on important habitat
areas will be avoided. The habitats in the area of the project area
will not be significantly degraded.

Section 30262, Oil and Gas Development

0il and Gas development shall be permitted in accordance
with Section 30260, if the following conditions are met:

(d) Platforms or islands will not be sited where a sub-
stantial hazard to vessel traffic might result from.
the facility or related operations, determined in
consultation with the United States Coast Guard and
the Army Corps of Engineers. -

ASSESSMENT: Union's proposed surface location is 500 feet -
‘south of the northbound vessel traffic lane. ' Other, more desirable
surface locations have been identified by Union; however, Union has
modified its drilling plan so that the proposed location is as far

outside the northbound shipping lane as is technically possible and

still_allow the company. to reach its geologic objectives.

The proposed location is within the 500-meter buffer zone
of the lane. In past consistency determinations, the Coastal Com-
mission has expressed reservations about exploration activities con-

ducted in the buffer zone.

In 1980, the Commission contracted with the National Mari-
time Research Center (NMRC) to conduct a Risk Management Program for
the Santa Barbara Channel to determine means to minimize risks to
facilities and to the environment resulting from offshore oil and
gas resource recovery activities and vessel traffic in the Channel.
The express purpose of the study was to develop a basis for Califor-
nia Coastal Commission use in making federal consistency determina-
ticns relative to offshore drilling and production activities and
construction. A complete descriotion of the results of the study is
presented in Séction IV(D) (1) of this Report. One of the important
conclusions of +the study is tHat temporary exploration activities
within the buffer zones of the vessel traffic lanes do not pose an

-~nacceptable navigational «risk if there is open sea in  adjacent
areas for maneuvering (Santa Barbara Channel Risk ManageméHElTﬁfF’

gram, 1981; Chapter 9, Conclusions and Recommendations). The Coast
Guard has indicated that such maneuverlng space is available if the
mobile exploratory drilling unit is separated by at least two miles
algng_the.ax1s ©of_the TSS_ from_-any- other rig;--temporary or perma-
nent, which is within 1000 meters.of._the traffic lane on the oppo-
_site side-of the lane. Union will cooperate fully with MMS, other
regulatory officials, and lessees of adjacent tracts to insure that
the recommended open sea is provided while temporary drilling activ-
ities are being conducted on lease 0OCS~P 0203.

Union also will take the additional mitigating measures
listed in Section IV(D) (1) of this Report. These measures go beyond

D-6
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the conditions imposed by the U.S. Coast Guard to enhance safety to
navigation and include all the features accepted by ship operators
in the Santa Barbara Channel in the joint "White Paper" recently
signed by the Pacific Merchant Shipping Association, the Los Angeles
Steamship Association, and the Western 0il and Gas Association. In
that paver, the shipving industry took the position that exploratory
structures should be allowed in all areas of the Channel except in
the sea lanes and the fairway approach to Port Hueneme, provided the
safeguards which Union agrees to are taken.

The Coast Guard believes that exploratory drilling can
s~fely take place within the 500-meter buffer zones of the shipping
lanes if its conditions for safe navigation are met. The mitigating
measures Union proposes exceed the Coast Guard requirements because

Union proposes to maintain 24-hour radar observation with radio cap-

ability to communicate with approaching vessels.,

Now that the results of the Risk Management Study are
available and the positions of the Coast Guard and shipping industry
are well-articulated, the Commission has the information necessary
for concluding that temporary activities within the buffer zone are
consistent with Section 30232 of the Coastal Act, which requires the
protection of coastal resources against the spillage of oil, and
Section 30262(d), which prohibits drilling activities in areas of
substantial navigational risks,

FINDING: The location of the temporary exploration activ-

ities within tne buffer zone of the northbound Santa Barbara vessel
traffic lane does not pose unacceptable navigational risks and is
therefore consistent with the California Coastal Program.

Section 30260, Industrial Development Location on Expan-

sion Policy

Coastal-dependent industrial facilities shall be encour-
aged to locate or exvand within existing sites and shall
be permitted reasonable long-term growth where consistent
with this division. However, where new or expanded coast-
al-dependent industrial facilities. cannot feasibly be ac-
commodated <consistent with other policies of this divi-
sion, they may be permitted in accordance with this sec-
tion and Sections 30261 and 30262 if (1) alternative loca-
tions are infeasible or more environmentally damaging;
(2) to do otherwise would adversely affect the public wel-
fare; and (3) adverse environmental effects are mitigated
to the maximum extent feasible.

ASSESSMENT: In the past, the Coastal Commission has gen-
erally opposed o1l and gas exploration and development activities
within six nautical miles of the northern Channel Islands. However,
the Commission has created an exception for exploration activities
on leases such as lease OCS-P 0203 which were issued prior to the
establishment of the Marine Sanctuary in the area. To fit-jnto this
exception the following conditions must be met:

. D=7




1) The lease tract must first have been explored from ad-
jacent leased areas outside the six nautical mile buffer
zone and the likelihood of an o0il or gas field extending
underneath the buffer zone demonstrated by such explora-

tion;

2) The applicant must have demonstrated that the most
favorable hydrocarbon bearing structure can only be ex-
plored from within the buffer zone;

3) The well proposed for the buffer zone must be a deline~
ation well to determine the extent of the demonstrated hy-
drocarbon field; '

4) The lessee must provide maximum feasible mitigation
measures; and _

5) The public welfare would be adversely affected if the
proposed activities are disallowed.

If these conditions are met, the Commission may find a
prorosed exploratory drilling project within the six-nautical mile
boundary consistent with the coastal program even if, in the opinion
of the Commission, the requirements of Sections 30230 (Protection of

Marine Resources), 30232 (Protection Against Spills), 30240 (Envir-

onmentally Sensitive Areas), and 30262(d) (0il and Gas Development)
are not met.

The Union proposal fits squarely into the exception creat-
ed by the Commission for pre-existing leases because:

l) Lease OCS=-P 0203 has been explored from adjacent leases
outside the six-nautical mile buffer zone and the likelihood that
the Hueneme o0il field extends under a substantial portion of the
lease has been demonstrated: Lease OCS-P 0203 was awarded to Union
and Mobil in 1969, long before the idea for the establishment of a
marine sanctuary around the Channel Islands was conceived. Four ex-
ploratory wells were drilled on the lease by Mobil in 1968. These
four wells, in conjunction with five™ additidnal wells on "adjacent
lease 0OCS-P 0202 (four by-Mobil and one by Humble) and extensive
geophysical data, established the existence of the Hueneme Field--a
northeast-southwest trending anticlinal structure with nearly 200
feet of vertical closure. A high angle reverse fault supplies clo-

sure to the south.

Mobil's lease OCS-P 0203 No. 2 penetrated 86 feet of pro-
ductive basal Miocene sands on the northeast nose of this structure.
Exxon's well OCS-P 0199-~1, drilled about two miles southeast of this
anticline, had about 350 feet of basal Miocene sand of which at
least 300 feet appears to be good reservior rock. Humble's well
OCS-P 0205-1 well to the west shows good Sespe and Eocene sand de-
velopment. -
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Based on this evidence, Union believes that the Hueneme
oil field may extend under a substantial portion of lease OCS=P
0203. 1In fact, the most current geclogical interpretations indicate
that the 1largest hydrocarbon trap within this structure probably
lies wholly within the six-nautical mile boundary.

2. The Hueneme Field extending under lease 0CS=-P 0203 can
be explored only from within the six-nautical mile buffer =zone:
Union's current geologic interpretation shows the potentially larg-
est hydrocarbon trap of the Hueneme Field to be wholly within the
Marine Sanctuary. Mobil's OCS-P 0203 No. 2 well penetrated a pro-
ductive, oil-bearing sand on the end of this structure nearest the
Sanctuary boundary. Unfortunately, the sand encountered was not
thick enocugh to contain enough o0il to merit field development. The
purpose of this exploratory drilling is to ‘determine the extent and
thickness of this sand on the other end of the structure to further
delineate the field and define the exact magnitude of the deposit.
This unexplored end of the structure is in the southwest corner of
the lease and cannot be reached by directionally drilling even a
very high angle hole from outside the Marine Sanctuary.

3. Proposed wells 0CS=-P 0203-5 and 0203-~6 will be delinea~-
tion wells, designed to delineate the sedimentology cf the southwest
portion of the Hueneme Field: The previously drilled exploratory
wells have established the structure and the existence of reservoir
quality sands and hydrocarbon saturations. in noncommercial quanti-
ties in the general Hueneme Field area. Mobil's well 0OCS-P 0203-2
confirmed the existence of a producible reservoir sand in the struc-
tural trap of interest. The intent of the proposed wells is to de-
termine the extent of the sand within the structure in order to de-
fine the resource and the economic viability of future development
operations. Pronosed well OCS-P 0203-5 lies almost directly between
Mobil's well OCS-P 0203-2 and Exxon's well OCS-P 0199-1. The inter-
pretation of the results of these two wells strongly suggest the ex-
istence of a vproductive sand across the geologic structure. The
purpose of Union's well OCS-P 0203-5 would be to determine if this
is a continuous sand of increasing thickness, or if it exists only
in lenticular devosits. It is possible that a reservoir of suffici-
ent size and productive capacity exists to merit development opera-
tions, lncludlng the utilization of Broductlon facilities located
outside the six-nautical mile boundary.

4. The possible adverse environmental impacts of the pro-
posed activities will be mitigated to the maximum extent feasible;
as a result of this mitigation, the proposed activities do not pose
an unacceptable risk to the environment: As indicated in the previ-
ous discussion in this Appendix and in Section IV(E) of this Report,
the only substantial adverse environmental impact that could arise
from the temporary exploratory activities proposed by Union would be
from a major cil spill that reached Anacapa Island. The probability
of such an o0il spill occurring is extremely remote; nevertheless,
Union has further minimized the vossible adverse impact associated
with such a spill by proposing a drilling date which corresponds to
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the period when the most sensitive population residing on Anacapa--
the brown pelican--would be least affected. By doing this Union has
adequately mitigated the very small risks associated with the pro-
posed drilling activity.

5. The public welfare will be adversely affected if the
exploration activities are not allowed: The information which would
be derived from the drilling of the proposed wells is vitally impor-
tant to establish the economic viability of potential future field
development. If Union is deprived of the opportunity to undertake
the very temporary exploration activities it proposes, the critical
resource information which is necessary to determine the feasibility
of oproduction operations will remain unavailable. This will ad-
versely affect the public welfare by depriving the public of defin-
ing an additional domestic energy resource and its possible contri-
bu_ion to domestic energy self-sufficiency.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The information provided in this Environmental Report sup-
ports Union's position that the proposed drilling activities on

lease. OCS-P 0203 do not pose unacceptable risks to the environment™’

of the project area or to nearby environmentally sensitive habitat
areas. The already small risk probabilities associated with an oil
spill which would impact Anacapa Island are further minimized by
Union's drilling schedule, which calls for drilling during the
months when the pelican population of Anacapa would be least vulner-
able to oil spill impacts. Accordingly, Union believes that the
proposed activities are consistent with all relevant coastal poli-

cies.

Regardless of the Commission's concurrence with Union's
conclusion that the proposed activities are consistent with the
policies calling for protection of marine resources and environmen-
tally sensitive habitats and protection against oil spills and navi-
gational hazards, it should nevertheless approve the project under
Section 30260 of the California Coastal Act. This policy is appli-
cable because the pronosed activities require a site on or adjacent
to the sea to he able to function, and meet both the three condi-
tions for aporoval set out in the policy and the conditions created
by the Commission for exploration on pre-existing leases in the
Channel Islands Marine Sanctuary.
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007251362
Ms, Jane Cohen © CALIFORNIA
Union 0il Company of California :
9645 S. Santa Fe Springs Road COASTAL COMMISSION

Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670
Dear Ms. Cohen:

This letter confirms your discussion omn 21 October 1982 with the Region IX RRT
dispersant working group. The objective of this letter is to assist you in pro-
viding information which will assist the RRT and EPA in speeding up the dispersant
use decision. In summary we requested you submit with or as a part of your 0il
Spill Plan the data listed below:

1. 0il Movement data - Trajectories for surface currents and wind conditions
(combinations of velocities and directions) which would reasonably be expected
to occur during the proposed drilling period. If there is question concerning
the drilling period, that data should be expanded to include those uncertainties.
This should include incremental projections up to 48 hours for oil alone as well
as dispersed oil for each wind case defined.

2. Resource Information - For situations where dispersant use would be indicated,
provide a comparison of senstive resources and habitats which would be exposed

to oil alone or dispersed oil for two cases; (1) if dispersants are not used, and
(2) if dispersants are used.

3. Detailed information on the composition and characteristics of the o0il antici-
pated from the delineation wells. A description/rationale concerning the type of
dispersant selected and its expected effectiveness as applied over time.

4., Detailed description of dispersant. application systems planned for use with
response times, application techniques and strategles and coverage capability.
)

5. Discussion of potential spill sizes and what spill response situations would
lead to the request to use dispersants.

The Region IX RRT dispersant use quidelines categorize the information needed to
make dispersant use decisions. I encourage you to submit as much of that data
as possible in a format which is manageable. We are prepared to act on your
submission as quickly as possible. As we have discussed, there has never been

a plan which we have been able to recommend for approval without at least ome
iteration.
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22 October 1982

In order to speed our dispersants review process, please send pertinent sections
of the draft Oil Spill-Plan and the data above to each of the dispersants working
group member listed below.

cerely,

Commander, U.S. Coast Guard
Executive Secretary
South Coastal Response Team

Copy: (1) CDR George Brown, Twelfth Coast Guard District(m), Government Island,

Alameda, CA 94501

(2) David Mowday, EPA Region IX, 215 Fremont Street, San Francisco, CA 94105

(3) Randall Smith, Pollution Response Coordinator, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, 2800 Cottage Way, Rm E-2727 Sacramento, CA 95825

(4) Robert Pavia, NOAA Hazardous Materials Response Project, 7600 Sand Point
Way NE. Bin C15700, 'Seattle, WA 98115

(5) LCDR L. E. Keisler, OMPA Pacific Office, RD/MPF 25 - Bin C15700, 7600
Sand Point Way NE., Seattle, WA 98115

(6) Ed Simons, State Agency Coordinator, California Department of Fish &
Game, 1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

7) Brian Baird, California Coastal Commission, 631 Howard St., 4th Floor,
San Francisco, CA 94105

(8) Patricia S. Port, Regional Environmental Officer, Department of the
Interior, P.0. Box 36098, San Francisco, CA 94102

(9) Harry Cypher, Pacific OCS Region, Minerals Management Service, 1340
West Sixth Street, Los Angeles, CA 90017
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State of California

Memorandum

To : Tom Tobin Date : Noyember 4, 1982

Subject; Union Exploratory
Wells 203-5, 203-6

Richard McCarthy, Geologist
From : California Coastal Commission

On October 26, 1982, I met with exploration staff from Union 0i1 Company to
review the plans of exploration for proposed wells 203-5 and 203-6. During this
three hour meeting, I reviewed drilling data, c¢ross sections, seismic sections,
cost projections, Togs of existing wells, reservoir information, and subsurface
structural information depicting the entire play. (prospect) A summary of the
technical data presented in this meeting is as follows:

o

[+
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_Two exploratory wells to be drilled from the same surface location are proposed.

.The_petro1eum'n1ay is located entirely within the marine sanctuary and appears

to 1ie beneath the northbound shipping lane.

The formation to be tested is the Hueneme sand located at a depth of approxi-
mately 5000 feet below sea level.

The proposed drilling site is located in the buffer zone on the south side
of the northbound shipping lane.. .

The depth of water at the proposed drilling site is 780 feet.
No submarine slumping exists on the sea floor at the proposed drilling Tocation.

Platform Gina is located approximately three miles northeast of the prospect.
This distance combined with the depth of the zone to be tested prohibits
exploration or production of the play from platform Gina.

Drilling angle buildup for the two wells will occur at a rate of 4 degrees per
hundred feet drilled up to a maximum hole deviation of 30 degrees and then drop
angle to 20 degrees within the Hueneme sand. Drilling angles within the Hueneme
sand are critical due to the tendency for borehole caving. A high angle bore
hole within the Hueneme sand will be difficult to maintain and could make logging
operations extremely difficult.

Mobil well 203-2, drilled in 1969, tested the eastern section of the play. The
Hueneme sand produced 388 bbls per day of 14 gravity oil.

Exxon vell 199-1, located approximately 3.2 miles southwest of Mobil 203-2 was a
dry hole. However, a large section of hueneme sand was logged at this location
indicating a thickening trend in a southwesterly direction from Mobil well 203-2.

o~
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Memorandum
TOM TOBIN
Page Two

° The purpose of the two proposed exploratory wells is to define the limits of the
0il water contact and determine the thickness of the Hueneme sand between the
two previously drilled wells. Not only must the 1imits of the reservoir be
delineated, but an average thickness of the produc1ng zone is needed to calculate
the economic potential of the entire reservoir.

° Any feasible surface location within the buffer zone north of the northbound

shipping lane is within the marine sanctuary. A surface location in this area

is not as technically desireable due to this distances and drilling angles involved.
In addition, structural data indicate that information obtained from approaching
the play from the north will be much more Timited, thus almost ensuring the need
for the second exploratory well. There is a distinct possibility that the reser-
voir may be completely evaluated as to its production potential by drilling one
exp]oratory well from the south. However, the decision as to whether the second
well is to be drilled can only be made based on the data gathered from the first

exploratory well.

° The estimate of 75 to 90 days to complete both exploratory wells is a reasonab1e
time est1mate .

° Technically, production from a portion of this reservoir could be accomplished
from a platform located outside the marine sanctuary. The whole field could not be
developed from outside the sanctuary, The economic feasibility of producing from
outside the marine sanctuary would need to be determined by drilling one or two
exploratory wells to properly evaluate the Hueneme sand.

° Any economical production from this prospect will require a waterflood program.
Both production and injection wells must be drilled for proper development of

the field.



L . NOTED - BALLANTYNE
State of California, George Deukmejian, Governor h :

California Coastal Commission
631 Howard Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, California 94105
(415) 543-8555

December 1, 1983

Timothy R. Thomas

Union 0il Company of California
Union 0il Center

Los Ange%§§4§CA 90017

o
FigLp OpERRYe
Los ANGEY

ey e
Dear My¥.. Thonas:

The California Coastal Commission hereby confirms that on
November 15, 1983 the California Coastal Commission objected

to Union's Consistency Certification for the OCS Plan of
Exploration for OCS P-0203 in the Santa Barbara Channel.

This notice is given pursuant to 15 CFR 930.79(c). The attached
Revised Findings provide a detailed discussion of the objection
under relevant sections of the California Coastal Management
Program, describing how the proposed activity is inconsistent.
Unfortunately, the report indicated that there are no
alternative measures that would permit the activity to be
conducted in a manner consistent with the CCMP.

Union has a right to appeal this objection to the Secretary of
Commerce on the grounds described in Subpart . H-of 15 CFR 930.
S (/
X Sincerely,

-
\ . PN
- o i

: i
YAl
Vi

i MICHAEL L. FISCHER
‘Executive Dirfctor

/

Attachment
.
cc: Assistant Administrator, NOAA
Area 0il and Gas Supervisor, Minerals
Management Service



http:s+,\nCeJ3~.ly

;o7 o

Sta.e of California, George Deukmeijian, Governor File Numberﬁ CC-12-82
Date Receijved: 9/23/83
P e 3 Months Period Ends: 12/22/83
Calif Coastal C
631 Howard Street. 4th Floor Hearing Date/Item No.: —TI/I5/83.7a

San Francisco, California 94105
{415) 543-8555

P MANAGEMEN'*“
Michael L. Fischer, Executive Director . . .. , g W \F1C OCS Ri o SEN
William Travis, Deputy Director NOTED-DUNAWAY &» RECEIVED %

APPLICANT: Union Qi1 Company of California

FEDERAL PERMITS THAT RE%UIRE
CONSISTENCY 1 :

Amended 0CS Plan of Exploration

Exploratory Drilling Permit

U.S. Coast Guard Approval of U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers Permit

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Permit
Environmental Protection Agency NPDES Permit

$

PROJECT LOCATION: OQuter Continental Shelf, 0CS-Parcel 0203 in the
Hueneme Field, approximately 4.8 nautical miles
north of Anacapa Island, in the buffer zone of
the northbound traffic lane of VTSS, approximately
11 nautical miles south of the City of Ventura
(Exhibits 1, 2, 3)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Two exploratory wells from same surface location
using an anchored driliship, Diamond M General.
Total Project Duration - 45-75 days.

STAFF REPORT

1. Staff Note

The Commission objected to Union's Plan on November 17, 1982. Union appealed the
objection to the Department of Commerce but has withdrawn the appeal to allow Union
to submit an amended Plan to the Commission. In an effort to determine if there were
any possible alternatives to objection, the staff has met with Union on numerous
occasions, beginning with consultation on October 19, 1981, over two years ago.
Union has been cooperative and positive in trying to resolive problems that led to
the Commission's objection to the initial POE.The staff recommendation is based on
the amended Plan. Under the federal consistency regulations the Commission has
three months in which to act on this Plan.

II. Applicant's Consistency Certification and Findings. The applicant has
submitted a ietter to the Minerals Management Service, dated September 22, 1983,
that it intends as an equivalent to a consistency certification for its amended OCS
Plan. The letter, Appendix B, includes commitments not to propose any platform
within the Marine Sanctuary even if oil is found within the Sanctuary, to drill in
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wintar from November to mid-January when risk to the Brown Pelican population is

lowest, to conduct a vessel traffic study and equip its drill rig with any safety
features identified in the study or Chevron's similar study on OCS P-0205, to
conduct its drilling operations "in the shortest feasible time," and to "rely on the
judgment of the Coastal Commission" to settle the issue of disposal of drill muds
and cuttings.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

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

The Commission finds and declares as follows:
I. Objection:

The Commission objects to the Consistency Certification made by Union 0i1 Company of
California because the amended Plan of Exploration affects the coastal zone and does
not meet the policies of the approved California Coastal Management Program (CCMP)
and is therefore inconsistent with the CCMP. Specifically, the Commission finds
that Union's Plan of Exploration fails to meet the enforceable policy requirements
of Sections 30230, 30231, 30232, 30240(a), 30250, 30260, and 30262 of the California
Coastal Act (Section 30,000 et seq. of the California Public Resources Code). The
Commission further finds that the amended Plan of Exploration fails to implement the
national interest as specified in Chapter 11 of the CCMP and Sections 302 and 303 of
the CZMA. The Findings and Declarations that follow explain in detail the effects
that this proposed activity has on the coastal zone, how the activity is
inconsistent with the specific mandatory provisions of the CCMP, and what
alternative measures exist (if any) for Union to achieve its purpose of developing
the o0il field in a manner consistent with the CCMP. Union has the right to appeal
this objection within 30 days to the Secretary of Commerce on the grounds described
in 15 CFR Part 930, Subpart H.

IT. Findings and Declarations

A. Project Description

Union 011 Company of California proposes to drill two exploratory wells on lease 0CS
P-0203 located in the eastern Santa Barbara Channel 504 feet from the northbound
shipping lane within the VTSS buffer zone and within the boundaries of the Channel
Islands National Marine Sanctuary. (Exhibits 1, 2, 3) The wells will be drilled
from the same surface location, extending a maximum depth of 6,000 feet. The bottom
hole location will extend under the shipping lane. The results of the first well
affect plans for drilling the second well. The proposed well-site is 3.3 miles
southwest of Platform Gina, currently producing oil from the Hueneme Field. In
1969, Mobil drilled four exploratory wells on the lease between the proposed
well-site and platform Gina. Exxon has drilled 1 explioratory well southwest of the
drill-site on an adjacent lease. Union originally proposed to drill within the sea
lane itself but revised the drili-site location after consultation with the
Commission staff, Commerce Department, MMS and U.S. Coast Guard. The present
proposed Tocation requires directional drilling angles up to 40°. Information from
this exploratory drilling will be used to decide whether to develop the Hueneme
Field and where to install a platform. In all likelihood, Platform Gina will not
handle production from this field. (Exhibit 4)



B. Background

1. Channel Islands Prior to Designation as a Marine Sanctuary

The Commission and the State of California have long recognized and protected the
environmental resources of the Channel Islands and its offshore waters. The
Commission's own involvement began in 1977 when it prepared a resource evaluation of
10 prospective California marine sanctuary sites. The Channel Islands area ranked
among the top two because it possessed all necessary criteria for federal protection
as a Marine Sanctuary under the Marine Sanctuaries Act of 1972. The Commission has
previously documented its involvement in the federal program in comments, chronology
and bibliography dated July 30, 1981 and submitted to NOAA. A1l substantive file
documents, including the references cited therein are hereby incorporated as a part
of these findings.

California, in addition to the Commission, protected, recognized, and promoted the
environmental resources of the Channel Islands and its offshore waters prior to the
creation of the Coastal Commission and prior to the passage of the 1972 federal
Marine Sanctuaries Act. The Legislature protected the State offshore waters when it
established an 01l and gas sanctuary around the islands in 1955. Likewise the
resources have been recognized by the Department of Fish and Game as an Ecological
Reserve (California Fish and Game Code 1580). Also, California Water Resources
Control Board has designated the state waters as an area of Special Biological
Significance (ASBS), prohibiting discharges into the waters. Similarly, in 1975,
the Governor recommended to the federal government a 6 nautical mile exclusion area
for o0il and gas operations.

2. Commission Position on Channel Islands Sanctuary

The sanctuary, bounded by ocean waters extending outward six nautical miles around
San Miguel, Santa Rosa, Santa Cruz, Anacapa and Santa Barbara Islands, was formally
designated on September 22, 1980, after receiving Presidential approval that
proh1b1ted new oil and gas 1eases within its boundaries. Union's lease was executed
in 1968 prior to revisions in federal 0CS laws that recogn1zed state part1c1pat1on
in the federal leasing process and hence is termed a "pre-existing lease".

According to the Minerals Management Service, there are a total of 5 1eases
similarly affected. The implementing federal regulations prohibiting oil and gas
development do not extend to the 5 pre-existing leases. Very small portions of 3
tracts leased in 1978 are in the Sanctuary (0348, 0356 and 0357) but do not have
"pre-existing lease" status allowing oil and gas activities withing the Sanctuary
boundaries. After Union's 1969 oil spill, the federal government suspended o0il and
gas exploration and development in the Channel, thereby preventing companies from
expeditiously exploring and developing. Union has obtained numerous time extensions
to the lease having shown "due diligence” to the federal government.

In January, 1980, the Commission developed a position on this matter as a part of
its DEIS and FEIS comments summarized as follows:

1. No o0il or gas exploration shall be permitted within six nautical miles
unless the lessee has first explored adJacent leased area outside the six
nautical mile area.

2. Prior exploration outside the sanctuary must indicate a likelihood of an
0il or gas field extending within the six nautical mile area.



3. No oil and gas develiopment and production shali be permitted within the
six nautical mile area, even if a tract is Tocated entirely within the six
nautical mile area.

Union's consistency certification described the comments as "exceptions" to the
Coastal Act. Union concluded that its project was approvable because it met the
"exceptions" of the Coastal Act. Union, however, failed to discuss exception #3.
The Commission submitted the "exceptions" to NCAA in DEIS comments as suggested
federal regulations governing the sanctuary. NOAA rejected the Commission's
comments, as well as the Commission's recommendations that the sanctuary boundary
extend outward from the island for 12 nautical miles. In its final comments to
NOAA, the Commission responded that it would continue to exercise consistency review
over the 5 existing leases. Thus, the "exceptions" are not binding in any way on
the Commission, since the federal government rejected them. Companies are advised
that the "exceptions" should not be viewed as a relaxation of the consistency review
standards of the Coastal Act.

Even if it is assumed that the exceptions apply to this project, Union has failed to
establish an approvable project. Turning to #1, Union has met this requirement
having explored Lease 0202 to the east. (Exhibit 4) As to #2 and #3 Union has not
demonstrated that the field extends within the sanctuary boundary. Present
information indicates that the field "probably lies wholly within the six-nautical
mile boundary." (Union's Consistency Certification, p. 9.) Union requests
exploratory drilling because the unexplored portion of the geologic structure cannot
be reached by directional drilling from a location outside the Marine Sanctuary.
However, the explored portions to the east establish a structure most likely
confined within sanctuary boundaries. There is no evidence from any exploratory
driliing that establishes the existence of an o0il resource extending beyond the
boundaries of Lease 0203 outside the sanctuary. In fact, existing geologic faults
which would hold the oil to specified boundaries corroborates the Commission
finding that the oil resource lies wholly within sanctuary boundaries. (Exhibit 4)
For Union to produce economically from cutside the sanctuary boundary, the resource
would have to be exceedingly rich to justify the technical problems that must be
ogercome. Union has committed to produce outside of the Sanctuary. (Appendix B, p.
2

3. Previous Commission Consistency Reviews

A comparison of the Commission's past position on POE's in or near six nautical
miles of the Channel Islands is presented in Exhibit 5. The Commission has
concurred in three instances, objected in one. The Commission objected to Chevron's
lease 0205, located one parcel west of Union's lease, a distance of three nautical
miles, Lease 0205 was also located in the Sanctuary and in the VTSS buffer zone.

Chevron revised its POE, moving the well site outside of the Sanctuary, out of the
southern buffer zone of the northbound sea lane into the northern buffer, and
sponsoring a study of vessel traffic responses to the location of a drill rig in the
buffer zone. The Commission concurred in Chevron's resubmittal (CC-9-81). Exhibits
6 and 7 compare Chevron's first submittal, its amended POE, and Union's POE now
under review. Union's resubmittal for 0203 does not include a change in location.

Union's plan differs from Chevron's approved POE in the following ways: (1) it is
within the Marine Sanctuary; (2) it is within the southern buffer zone of the
northbound sea lane, requiring supply and crew boats to cross the sea lane to
service the drill rig; and (3? the oil field "probably 1ies wholly within the Marine
Sanctuary", according to Union geologists.
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C. Coastal Zone Management Act and Consistency Review

1. Commission Consideration of the National Interest

The Commission considers the national interest when it reviews federal licenses and
permits in the following manner. The Commission's approved CCMP includes not only
the Coastal Act but also a separate chapter (Chapter 11) that describes the process
for consideration of the national interest. In summary, it determines that the
California coast is a resource of national significance comprising more than half
the western coastline of the contiguous 48 states. Nine out of ten of the
objectives listed in Section 302 of the CZMA recognize the critical need to protect
coastal zone environmental resources. (Exhibit 6.?

The Commission, however, recognizes that trade-offs must be made with respect to the
allocation of land and water resources and carefully balances such trade-offs when
it considers whether an o0il and gas project meets the "public welfare" test of
Section 30260. Thus, the Commission decision under section 30260 of the Coastal Act
represents a balance of national interests in resource protection and energy
self-sufficient development as is required under the CZMA. The Commission also
believes its record of concurrence on 69 Plans of Exploration, partial objection to
5 POEs, and full objection to only 3 POEs, since obtaining consistency authority in
1978 demonstrates that the Commission has adequately considered the national
interest to promote oil development. Section K elaborates on the national interest
discussion.

D. Marine and Coastal Resources

Sections 30230 and 30231 are the policies of the Coastal Act applicable to effects
of 0i1 and gas exploration on marine and coastal resources. The sections provide
the following:

Section 30230. Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced,
and where feasible, restored. Special protection shall be given
to areas and species of special biological or economic
significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carried
out in a manner that will sustain the biological productivity of
coastal waters and that will maintain healthy populations of ail
species of marine organisms adequate for long-term commercial,
recreational, scientific, and educational purposes.

Section 30231. The biological productivity and the quality of
coastal waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes
appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms
and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and,
where feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing
adverse effects of waste water discharges and entrainment,
controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water
supplies and substantial interference interference with surface
water flow, encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining
natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats,
and minimizing alteration of natural streams.




1. Documentation of the Resources

Introduction

As indicated in the Background, the marine environment surrounding the Channel
Islands and the offshore waters are unique coastal resources. The State has
designated these waters both an Ecological Preserve and an Area of Special
Biological Significance, to protect the living resources and preserve the water
quality in the area. And the Federal government has created a National Marine
Sanctuary, extending 6 nautical miles around the northern Channel Islands.
California's coastal zone includes the offshore islands and all surrounding state
waters so that such resources can be protected. (Section 30103) Thus, this project
has been examined for effects on coastal resources located both on the mainland
coastline including surrounding state waters and on the offshore islands including
surrounding state waters,

The Channel Islands are sufficiently isolated from the mainland and from one another
to permit the development of numerous endemic populations of marine flora and fauna.
This isolation also provides a refuge for over 80 species of resident and migrant
seabirds, as well as breeding and pupping areas for five species of seals and sea
lions. The rich, offshore waters of the Channel Islands serve as a significant
foraging area for 13 breeding seabird species including the endangered California
Brown Pelican, as well as large numbers of migrants. These migrants include
shearwaters, loons, grebes, albatross, storm-petrels, fulmars, and many others.
Collectively, the islands constitute a major seabird breeding area of the eastern
north Pacific, the largest such area south of the Farallon Islands.

a. Califarnia Brown Pelican

The California Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus) was classified as
endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 1970. Subsequently, in 1971,
the California Fish and Game Commission designated the California Brown Pelican
endangered under the California State Endangered Species Act of 1970. The
California Brown Pelican is one of six recognized subspecies of the Brown Pelican
(Wetmore 1945). Only the Brown Pelican population located along the Pacific coast
of the United States and Mexico and the Gulf of California is considered a part of
the California sub-species.

Anacapa Island, one of the California Channel Islands and located 4.8 nautical miles
from the proposed Union well sites, is the only stable breeding colony of the
California Brown Pelican in the United States. Brown Pelicans have been recorded
nesting on four of the Channel Islands and their associated isles: Anacapa, Santa
Cruz (Scorpion Rock), Santa Barbara Island (including Sutil), and San Miguel Island
(including Prince Island)). Anacapa supports, by far, the largest Brown Pelican
breeding population. Anacapa Island has the only colony which is active every year.
A1l other historic Brown Pelican breeding areas in Ca]1forn1a are ephemeral and
active only occasionally.

West Anacapa, where the pelicans usually nest, has steep, heavily vegetated slopes.
It has been designated as a research and natural area and is therefore closed to
pubiic visitation to protect the nesting habitat of the Brown Pelican. A state
ecological reserve boating closure zone has been established on the north side of
West Island to further prevent disturbance to breeding and feeding pelicans.
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The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service divides the California Brown Pelican into four
general breeding populations: (Note: these populations are able to interbreed, but
typically return to the colony of their birth)

0 Southern California Bight Population: This consists of the
breeding colonies of the Channel Islands and the islands off
the northwestern coast of Baja, California as far south as
Isla San Martin. Anacapa Island and Los Coronados {off northern
Baja, California) have historically been the most important
preeding areas 1n the Southern California Bight.

0 Gulf of California Population: This group breed mainly on the
desert islands in the middle portion of the Gulf of California.

0 Southwest Baja, California Coastal Population: This group nests
on the various islands 1n the Bahia Sebastian Viscaino and Bahia
Magdalena area.

0 Mexican Mainland Population: The pelicans in this group breed
mainly on mangrove istands and in mangrove trees in wetlands in the
Sinaloa area off mainland Mexico and the nearby offshore islands.

The Southern California Bight (SCB) breeding population has been estimated to
comprise from 6 - 10 percent of the entire breeding population of the California
Brown Pelican. Although the Southern California Bight population forms the northern
extreme of the pelican breeding range, researchers believe the population to be
quite viable. The Brown Pelican has a long-term historical presence in the Southern
California Bight. "SCB pelicans may be expected to have higher (or at last equal)
long term reproductive rates and , furthermore, might also be genetically less
variable (as a result of different selection pressures) than populations in the Gulf
of California in the center of the subspecies range. As such, the SCB population
might be somewhat genetically distinct." (page 14, The California Brown Pelican
Recovery Plan, by Gress and Anderson for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
approved draft/unpublished, February 1983)

b. Other Significant Sea Bird Populations

Anacapa, as a part of the Channel Islands, is also an important breeding location
for numerous other seabirds. A1l three islands (East, Middle, and West) that make
up Anacapa are characterized by precipitous sea cliffs pocketed by numerous sea
caves and burrows that provide habitat for seabirds. Anacapa supports the largest
western gull colony in the Channel Islands. Also, breeding on this isiand are
populations of Xantus' murrelet, pigeon guillemot, double-crested cormorants, black
oystercatchers and occasionally brandts and pelagic cormorants.

2. Potential Impacts of 0il Spills on Pelicans and Other Seabirds: Section 30232

The Coastal Act requires protection from oil spills in Section 30232, quoted in the
0i1 Spill section of this recommendation. Its specific applicability to the
environmentally sensitive habitat is highlighted here. An 0il spill from Union's
currently proposed exploratory project and potential development proposal could
significantly impact Brown Pelicans and other seabirds. The following discussion
focuses on the habitat values of Anacapa and the surrounding waters for Brown
Pelicans and the effect of oil on the birds.
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As previously discussed, California brown pelicans observed in the Channel Islands
area are a combination of the Southern California Bight breeding population and
members of the Mexican breeding populations. Except when a bird is exhibiting
breeding behavior, there is no way an observer can discern whether an individual
pelican is a member of either the California Bight or Mexican breeding populations,

The Brown Pelican breeding season on Anacapa and the other Channel Islands is
unpredictable. The onset and completion of pelican breeding can change from year to
year depending on food availability and oceanographic conditions. The Southern
California Bight Brown Pelican breeding population may begin to concentrate on
Anacapa Island and nearby Scorpion Rock as early as December. Pelican breeding can
begin on Anacapa from the end of December to the end of May. Eggs are layed and
incubate for approximately 30 days, and the young fledge around 12 weeks after
hatching, so young can be found on the nests through September.

Numbers of nesting pairs have varied from year to year. In 1976, 417 nests were
counted. In 1977, only 76 pairs of pelicans nested, but for the last three years
(1979 - 81) Anacapa has been the largest colony in the Southern California Bight.

In 1978, 335 pairs nested, and in 1979, 1,258 pairs were counted on nests and in
1981 3000 pairs were observed. Reproductive success has varied over the years
because of food availability, and pollution of ocean waters. During the late 1960's
and early 70's, large drops in the Brown Pelican populations occurred as a result of
eggshell thinning due to pesticide contamination (DDT & DDE) off California ocean
waters., After cessation of the main source of DDT input intc Southern California
waters, reproductive success of the Brown Pelican improved.

California brown pelicans breed in Mexico earlier than they do in the Southern
California Bight. The pelicans from the Mexican popuiation disperse after breeding
and usually move northerly into California during summer and fall as they search for
food. The peak population of both resident and Mexican breeding groups is dependent
on food availability. While fluctuating yearly, pelican numbers usually increase as
the summer progresses, reaching annual popuiation highs in the fall. Maximum
Channel Island counts of 10,600 and 10,400 individuals were observed in September
and October 1877 by BLM researchers. BLM researchers estimated the combined
population of all pelicans in the Bight area in October of 1977 to be 94,000
individuals, representing a large segment of the entire world population of this
subspecies. When most abundant, brown pelicans were particularly concentrated in
the eastern Santa Barbara Channel, Santa Monica Basin, and around shallow island
shelves--including those of Anacapa, Santa Cruz, and Santa Barbara Islands.

Pelicans are considered by experts to be especially vulnerable to oil. Studies have
shown that pelicans may plunge through oil slicks when feeding and are not as likely
to avoid oil as certain other birds so. 0i1 can cause health problems or death when
encountered at any stage of the pelican's life cycle. Birds can ingest oil when
preening feathers, oil can enter the body through the skin, and certain types of oil
can disrupt the natural oils on the feathers. Heavily oiled birds would be
poisoned, unable to eat or fly and would probably die.

Adult pelicans from the Mexican and Anacapa breeding populations can be found
roosting on Anacapa Island and feeding in the surrounding waters at any time of the
year. Therefore, adult non-breeding birds would be under some risk year-round from
0il spills near Anacapa and throughout the Santa Barbara Channel. The Anacapa
breeding population is most at risk from the time the birds begin breeding (as early
as December) until all the young birds have fledged (usually by the end of
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September). When resident pelicans are building nests, breeding, and raising young
on Anacapa, their foraging is concentrated in waters near the island, as long as
food is available. During breeding and nesting, both male and female adults leave
Anacapa every day to feed and bathe. If the birds encounter 0il while bathing or
feeding, they will carry that oil back to the nesting colony on feet and feathers.
Pelicans incubate their eggs with their feet. 0il on an egg is lethal to the
embryo. After the eggs hatch, the young birds are fed by the parents and would be
injured if their parents brought o0il to the nests. When the young birds are
fledging they sit on rocks and bathe and feed in the waters very near the island.
While growing their flight feathers and learning to fly and feed, these young birds
are especially susceptible to injury and death from oil contact.

As discussed earlier, the presence of pelicans and the timing of the breeding season
is dependent on oceanographic conditions and food availability. During the breeding
season, depending on food availability, Brown Pelicans feed within about a 50
kilometer range of Anacapa. When food is available, the heaviest concentration of
pelican feeding is usually within 30 kilometers of Anacapa. If food is very
difficult or impossible to obtain, pelicans may not breed, postpone breeding, or
even abandon eggs or hatched young.

The recent changes in oceanographic conditions, termed E1 Nino, have reduced the
availability of food for pelicans. This caused a fairly high rate of nest
abandonment in the Anacapa colony during the 1983 breeding season. There is no way
to predict the oceanographic conditions and food availability for 1984. Some
experts feel that the warming effects of E1 Nino may continue through 1984 and could
cause the movement of anchovies (a major pelican food source) further offshore and
into deeper water away from the breeding colony. This could effect the timing and
reduce the success of the 1984 breeding season. An o0il spill, in addition to Tow
food availability, could eliminate all successful production of pelican young on
Anacapa for a breeding season. The full impact that this would have on the Southern
California Bight population of the "endangered" Brown Pelican is unknown.

Under Section 30240 of the Coastal Act, cited and discussed in more detail below,
the Commission must protect "environmentally sensitive habitat areas" and adjacent
areas. Because the Brown Pelican is an endangered species, the pelican habitat on
and around Anacapa is an "environmentally sensitive habitat area”. The Coastal Act
clearly states the "environmentally sensitive habitat area shall be protected
against any significant disruption of habitat values; and only uses dependent on
such resources shall be allowed within such areas." The drilling of Union's
exploratory well is clearly not a use appropriate within an "environmentally
sensitive habitat area" and the project poses a significant risk to the endangered
Brown Pelican throughout the year.

Section 30230 of the Coastal Act requires that special protection be given to areas
and species of special biological significance. The endangered California Brown
Pelican is clearly a species of biological significance and must be afforded all
reasonable protection. The Commission has a long-standing policy prohibiting any
drilling activities within 6 miles of Anacapa and the other Channel Islands. This
has proven to be a sound policy. Although the Anacapa pelicans could still be
damaged by o1l spills occurring outside of the 6 mile buffer area, the pelicans are
afforded a special level of protection in the very critical area surrounding their
only U.S. breeding colony.
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Therefore, in conclusion, the Commission finds that this project places an undue
risk on the endangered California Brown Pelican and is inconsistent with Section
30230, 30231, and 30240 of the Coastal Act. Analysis under Section 30260 (Section
K) finds that although the project's impacts on marine resources are mitigated to
the maximum extent feasible and there is no alternative location, it fails to meet

the publicwelfare test and is therefore inconsistent with the Coastal Act.

3. Drilling Fluids and Cuttings

As discussed above, Coastal Act Sections 30230 and 30231 require that the biological
integrity of coastal and marine resources to be maintained and enhanced. Section
30231 states:

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams,
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of
marine organisms and for the protection of human health shall be maintained
and, where feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse
effects of waste water discharges and entrainment ...
Union's project is located within a biologically sensitive area, approximately 4.8
nautical miles from Anacapa Island. Even before the area's designation as a Marine
Sanctuary, the Commission had established a policy that there should be no 0il
exploration or production activities within six miles of the Channel Islands.

The Commission finds, as discussed below, that the offshore disposal of drilling
fluids and cuttings releases substances to the marine environment which may be
either toxic to marine organisms or may have deleterious sublethal effects on these
organisms. While there is insufficient data to definitely determine whether the two
Union exploratory wells discharge enough toxic substances to significantiy damage
the marine environment, the evidence clearly shows that such discharge is not
conducive to the maintenance of "optimum populations" of marine organisms, contrary
to Section 30231. The Commission finds that the area is an especially productive
marine habitat area. Section 30230 specifically requires that "special protection"
be given to areas and species of "special biological or economic significance." The
express language of these two sections requires that the Commission adopt an
exceptionally cautious approach to approving uses which may have an adverse effect
on this area.

The current NPDES generalpermit which allows ocean disposal of muds and cuttings on
this lease will expire on December 31, 1983. The EPA is currently considering
extension of the permit until June 30, 1984, However, the Commission finds that
issuance of the NPDES permit is based upon the erroneous premise that one permit can
effectively regulate muds and cuttings over the entire California coast. Therefore,
the Commission finds that it must assert its consistency review authority over the
current NPDES permit for this project to assure the maintenance of optimum
populations of marine organisms.,

The Effects of Drilling Fluids and Cuttings on the Marine Environment. The Channel
Isiands were selected as a Marine Sanctuary in large part because of the
extraordinary concentration of the following resources: 1) marine mammals; 2)
seabirds; 3) fish, shellfish, and kelp resources; 4) intertidal organisms; and, to a
lesser extent; 5) archaeologic/historic resources. Of these resources, muds and
cuttings are most likely to affect fish.




- 11 -

The proposed Union wells are to be Tocated in open waters beyond the island shelves
which are generally characterized by offshore pelagic areas. In these areas, the
small schooling species such as the northern anchovy, Pacific saury, sardine,
mackerel, and squid are particularly important because of their vital role in the
marine food chain. The nutrient rich waters fed by regional upwellings support
exceptionally abundant populations of these species which in turn are fed upon by
other fish, the seabirds, marine mammals, and humans. The abundance of these fish
is undoubtedly a significant factor in supporting the large concentrations of marine
mammals and seabirds in the area (FEIS on the Proposed Channel Islands Marine
Sanctuary, May 1980).

Therefore, if drilling fluids and cuttings were to negatively affect 1larval forms
of fish (when they would probably be most susceptible to toxic substances), or adult
forms, this could in turn negatively affect both recreational and commercial
fisheries as well as the birds and mammals which consume the fish. However, the
effects of these substances and their constituent elements on marine organisms is
far from clear. Nonetheless, the Department of Fish and Game, in a report on
drilling muds prepared for the Commission (J. Steele, 1983), recommended that until
definitive information on the effects of discharges is available, the Commission
should be very concerned about the possible accumulative impacts to California's
coastal resources from drilling in the 0CS.

In addition, the Commission has conducted its own review of the 1iterature and
concurs with the Department's concerns. For example, Tagatz et al (1980) found that
the presence of high mud concentrations on the sediments can inhibit settlement and
recolonization by many types of organisms. Schatten (1982) found that barium
interfered with the fertilization and early development or sea urchin embryos.
Sweeney (1981 testimony before the EPA) has stated that small amounts of copper and
other heavy metals in sea water are exceedingly toxic to phytoplankton; these tiny
plants are the basis of the food chain on which many other organisms depend.

Brannon and Rao (1979) investigated sublethal responses of organisms to used
drilling muds and observed decreased growth rates in oysters, grass shrimp larvae,
oppossum shrimp, and killifish embryos, developmental anomalies in fish embryos,
impairment of osmoregulation in shrimp, and hypoglycemia in crabs, at concentrations
similar to or slightly lower than those that were acutely toxic.

Composition and Fate of Drilling Fluids and Cuttings Proposed for Use in Union's
Project. According to the Hooks, McCloskey and Associates environmental report (May
10, 1082) for this project, Union will use plain seawater to drill the 36-inch hole
for the 30-inch drive/structural casing. This water will be returned to the ocean
floor. The mud used beyond the 30-inch casing shore is a low-solids mud which is
similar in quality to the drilling characteristics of water, It will be a
freshwater gel consisting of fresh water and the following components: bentonite;
Benex; Cypan or Drispac; calcium hydroxide; sodium carbonate, and sodium
bicarbonate; barite; lignite; and special purpose additives, including MICA, ground
nut hulls, vegetable oils, and defoamers, such as aluminum stearate. Neither
biocides nor chrome lignosulfonate will be used. Total discharges from the two
wells proposed by Union includes 17, 950 cubic feet of cuttings and 423,500 gallons
of drilling fluids.

Union argues that that impact of the proposed activities on water quality will be
minor and short term, and that toxic substances, such as heavy metals, will
generally be present in very Tow concentrations. Furthermore, Union argues, since
the proposed activities will take place at a depth of approximately 800 feet, the
muds and cuttings will be dispersed within the water column and very little
concentrated settling on the ocean floor will occur.
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However, although the Commission believes that these arguments have merit, it has
found above that Sections 30230 and 30231 require that the marine resources in the
project area be afforded special protection as a biologically sensitive area. As a
result, the Commission cannot find, absent additional information to the contrary,
that the discharge of the drilling fluids and cuttings will promote optimum
gogulations of marine organisms (that is, the maintenance of natural species

jversity, abundance and composition). Therefore, as proposed, the Commission finds
Union's project to be inconsistent with the above sections. Section K addresses
mitigation of the adverse impacts of discharge of drill muds and cuttings and finds
Union's project meets the test of 30260 with respect to effects of drill muds and
cuttings.

4, Environmentally Sensitive Habitats and Biological Productivity: Sections
30107, 30231, 30240({a)

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas., Section 30107 defines an environmentally
sensitive area as "any area 1n which pfant or animal 1ife or their habitats are
either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an
ecosystem, and could easily be disturbed or degraded by human activities and
developments.”

Union's consistency certification states that "there are no known environmentally
sensitive areas on or immediately adjacent to the lease". The Commission disagrees.
The well sites are in fact located 1.2 miles within the boundaries of the Channel
IsTands National Marine Sanctuary, and within 4.8 nautical miles of Anacapa Island,
which is a part of the Channel Islands National Park. As was established in the
Background and Documentation sections, this project is located in an environmentally
sensitive habitat. The State waters surrounding the [siands are designated as an
Ecological Preserve

and Area of Special Biological Significance.

If development is located in an environmentally sensitive habitat, the requirements
of Section 30240 apply:

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be
protected against any significant disruption of habitat
values, and only uses dependent on such resources shall be
allowed within such areas.

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally
sensitive habitat areas and parks and recreation areas
shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would
significantly degrade such areas, and shall be compatible
with the continuance of such habitat areas.

The key first requirement is whether o0il exploration and possible later development
is a "significant" disruption of habitat value. O0il development's associated risks
would seriously disrupt, if not destroy, the wildlife resources required tc be
protected under Section 30240{(a). Due to the extreme sensitivity of the marine
resources, the risk of a spill, (discussed in Section F) and the helicopter and
vessel traffic associated with the project, the Commission finds that the project

poses "significant" disruption to resources.
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The second requirement of Section 30240(a) allows only resource dependent uses in
environmentally sensitive areas. "Resources" refers to environmentally sensitive
habijtat areas, that is, living plant and animal resources, not petroleum. As stated
above, rare species, such as the endangered Brown Pelican, is disturbed by human
activities and developments, as the past 10 year fluctuation in its breeding rate
has demonstrated. Uses dependent on these resources would include, for example,
fishing, if such activity can be properly regulated so as not to interfere with the
wildlife, The Commission finds that this project does not propose a resource

dependent use.

Even if the project meets 30240(a), it would not satisfy the requirements of
30240(b). The project is clearly adjacent to an environmentally sensitive habitat
area: it is within the National Marine Sanctuary, and within 1.8 miles of the State
waters, designated as an Area of Special Biological Significance and an Ecological
Preserve, As discussed above, the Commission has found the waters within 6 miles of
the Channel Islands to be a unique biological area, even before designation of the
Marine Sanctuary.

The Commission finds that there is no feasible way in which Union could site or
design its project to avoid impacts on the environmentally sensitive habitat areas.
Although Union is trying to protect the area by drilling in the time of year of
least vulnerability to the Brown Pelican, has proposed an 0i1 Spill Contingency
Plan, and would barge its drill muds to the mainland for disposal, the Commission
finds the project still would not be compatible with the continuance of the habitats
and could, in fact, degrad these sensitive areas. Therefore, the Commission finds
that the project does not satisfy the two requirements of Section 30240 of the
Coastal Act.

Analysis under 30260 finds the project inconsistent with that section also.

Biological Productivity. The Coastal Act requires protection of biological
productivity in the foliowing mandatory policy:

30230: Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and,
where feasible, restored. Special protection shall be given to
areas and species of special biological or economic signifi-
cance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a
manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal
waters and that wili maintain healthy populations of all species
of marine organisms adequate for long-term commercial,
recreational, scientific, and educational purposes.

Union concludes that the entire channel contains an abundance of important marine
resources and that the impacts of routine drilling operations are slight, temporary,
and localized. This observation fails to recognize that the Coastal Act requires
special protection of the areas of special biological significance. For the reasons
previously enumerated, the Commission finds that this section is not met by this
proposal,

E. Commercial Fishing

Sections 30230 and 30231 also require management of coastal waters to assure
biological productivity and maintenance of optimum populations of marine life,
including fisheries. The Commission also finds that commercial fishing is an
important element of the coastal economy which must be protected under Section 30234
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of the Act. In addition to money earned directly by the fishermen, the industry is
considered a "primary industry," which generates many additicnal secondary Jjobs for
seafood processors, brokers, dock workers, truck drivers, and boat yard crews.
Revenues for the rent and the purchase of housing, food, and equipment are also

generated by commercial fishing.

Commercial fishing is also a coastal-dependent industry and is therefore further
protected as a priority use in the coastal zone in Section 30255 of the Act and in
the CCMP. These enforceable policies provide development standards to assure
priority of commercial fishing and can be implemented only with continued biological
productivity of the fisheries resources.

Offshore 0il and gas exploratory activities can have economic and biological effects
on the commercial fishing industry. Economic losses to the fishing industry can
occur by (1) tainting marine organisms by direct coating or ingestion of
hydrocarbons; (2} reducing the total available catch; (3) contaminating fishing gear
and vessels, requiring either cleaning or replacement of the gear and cleaning of
the vessels; and (4) preventing fishermen from leaving port due to placement of oil
containment booms. Additional discussion of impacts from oil spills is provided in
Section F,

Biological impacts can result from oil spills, a remote but continual threat of
offshore oil operations and from discharge of drill muds. Commercial fishermen and
the Commission have expressed concern about the short-term and long-term effects of
drill muds on commercially recoverable fish in previous considerations of
development and exploration plans. The Commission continues to be concerned because
of the uncertainty of the impacts, as expressed by the scientific community. The
previous section in this report provides further analysis of the fates and effects
of drill muds on marine biota,

Lease P-0203 is within a trawling and purse-seining commercial fishing area and is
within Fish Blocks 683-684., Spot prawns and anchovies are the primary targets of
the trawling and purse-seining., Most of the fishing activities occur within three
to six miles offshore the north side of Anacapa Island. The Department of Fish and
Game has recommended objection to this project.

During preparation of the staff report, Union, in cooperation with the U.C. Marine
Advisor's office in Santa Barbara, sent locational information to numerous
commercial fishing representatives to advise them of the proposed activities. Two
trawlers have responded to notices sent out by the Marine Advisor. They stated that
although Union is drilling in an English sole trawling area, an insignificant impact
on the sole fishery will occur if Union drills in the winter, as it proposes to do.

Because exploratory activity on OCS P-0203 will not conflict with commercial fishing
activities, the Commission finds the project consistent with those portions of
Coastal Act policies protecting commercial fishing operations.

F. Protection Against the Spillage of Crude Qil.

1. Introduction. Regardless of the precautions taken against well blowouts and
other accidents resulting in spills of crude oil in the open ocean, there is always
a risk of oil spills occurring at a drill site. Such a spill may reach the coast of
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California and the offshore islands and damage marine 1ife, scenic areas, and
recreational areas. Because of this risk, the proposed drilling operations must be
consistent with Section 30232 of the Coastal Act, incorporated in Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Management Program, which states:

Protection against the spillage of crude oil, gas petroleum
products, or hazardous substances shall be provided in relation
to any development or transportation of such materials.
Effective containment and cleanup facilities and procedures
shall be provided for accidental spills that do occur.

Union has provided onsite equipment and personnel training, and works with oil spill
cooperatives, which have dedicated 0il spill response vessels (See Appendix A). The
Clean Seas dedicated oil spill response vessel, Mr. Clean I, can arrive at the site
within 5 to 6 hours.

2. Chemical Dispersing Agents. Because of the location of this well in a
recognized area of biological significance for Brown Pelican breeding, Union is
attempting to take additional measures to protect the species from the adverse
impacts of oil spills if they occur. Union has requested the Regional Response Team
(federal agencies and the State of California that approve response procedures
during oil spills) to develop measures to expedite the approval process for the use
of chemical dispersants to combat oil spills, particularly spills from operations
such as this one located in environmentally sensitive habitats. In coordination
with this effort, Union is currently revising its oil spill contingency plan to
include six new sections designed to help improve their response. The sections will
cover the following topics:

A. Expected 0il Composition/Dispersant Characteristics;
B. 0§l Spill Analysis;

C. Resource Information;

D. Dispersant Response Strategies;

E. Conclusions;

F. Reference Materials.

Union has yet to complete this work and therefore has not submitted a complete
version of its revised oil spill contingency plan to the Commission for review.

0i1 spills pose the greatest threat to the Brown Pelican population on Anacapa
Island and all potential response procedures for their protection must be presented
to the Commission for adequate review of the proposal. Since these essential
elements of Union's spill response planning have not been presented, the Commission
does not have sufficient information to determine the consistency of this proposal
with California's Coastal Management Program's requirement for "effective cleanup
facilities.".

Union is currently conducting laboratory tests to determine the potential
effectiveness of dispersants on the oil expected to be found during exploratory
driliing. This oil is heavy (API gravity 14.5°) and dispersants probably would not
be as effective on it as they would on lighter o0ils. The data from the tests will
help determine the most effective ratios of dispersant to oil for use in dispersing



- 16 -

this type of oii. In addition to the effectiveness testing program, Union is
working with the Commission staff and the Department of Fish and Game to develop a
toxicity testing procedure to help determine the hazards of dispersant use. If
dispersant application procedures are developed and the approval process is
expedited, Union may improve its ability to combat 0il spills in situations where
the use of these chemicals are warranted. However, these measures must be viewed as
additional tools to reduce the impacts of oil spills on sensitive areas, not to
eliminate the impacts. There has never been a documented case of dispersants
eliminating the impacts of large oil spills.

The effectiveness and potential toxicity of dispersants remains a source of debate.
However, if a large oil spill occurs in this location and the spill is headed toward
shore, it is unlikely that the local 0il spill cooperative will be able to apply
more than one application of dispersants during daylight hours, before the oil would
contact the island. The Clean Seas oil spill cooperative has acknowledged, in
written comments to the Commission, that one pass over an oil spill will disperse
only 10 to 30 percent of the 0il remaining after evaporation. Mechanical cleanup
methods such as booms and skimmers also have limited effectiveness, and should be
viewed as devices to reduce, but not eliminate impacts. Thus, the combined efforts
of mechanical and chemical cleanup techniques will not eliminate the impacts to the
Brown Pelican population, if that population is threatened by a large o0il spill.

Even if Union develops dispersant techniques and submits a completed 0i1 spill plan
to this Commission, it remains doubtful whether any mitigation can be considered
adequate to protect the environmentally sensitive resources at this location.

3. 0il Spill Risk and Trajectories. Union states that the chances for an oil
spill are very small, due to the excellent safety record of the industry in driiling
exploratory wells., However, there is always the chance of an o0il spill occurring,
and this risk must be weighed against the value of the resources that could be
damaged. The largest o0il spill in history was from the Ixtoc exploratory well,
located in the Bahia de Campeche, Mexico, which demonstrates that oil well blowouts
from exploratory operations are possible. (A summary of exploratory drilling risks
is included in Appendix A.) A risk of a spill in this location is increased because
the well site is proposed to be located in the buffer zone of the Santa Barbara
Channel Vessel Traffic Separation Scheme.

Thus, the combination of a well site located in an environmentally sensitive habitat
and in a buffer zone of the VTSS substantially increases both the damage and risk of
an 0il spill. Union has submitted oil spill trajectory data which is included in
the upcoming revisions to their 0i1 Spill Contingency Plan. This information is not
based on site specific weather data because no long-term data is available for the
site itself. Therefore, the 0il spill trajectory analysis must make some
assumptions regarding the weather conditions at this specific site as well as
assumptions regarding the seasonal currents, and other weather factors. Even if
site specific data is developed, the following excerpt from a paper of the Minerals
Management Service entitled "Physical Oceanography and Meteorology of the California
Quter Continental Shelf", emphasizes the problems with attempting to predict oil
movement in the nearshore environment. It states:

Nearshore currents are extremely variable and compiex. They may
be driven by any of the forces which cause deep ocean currents,
Winds, tides, density variations within the water column and the
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earth's rotation are certainly important. The nearby oceanic
currents are also an important influence on the shelf., There
are additional factors which further complicate nearshore
circulation.

The data presented by Union indicates that the probability of shoreline impact is
small during the months from November through January. However, a spill which does
not contact the island but reaches the surrounding waters can have devastating
impacts on the Brown Pelican population which uses the waters as a feeding area.

4, Conclusion. Based on the above discussion, the Commission finds that Union has
not provided effective measures as required in Section 30232, Current state-of-
the-art oil spill containment and cleanup does not provide the level of effective
protection required by this policy. Because this POE is a coastal-dependent
industrial facility, it nonetheless requires a second look under Section 30260 of
the Coastal Management Program, which allows special consideration for such
facilities. Section 30260 analysis finds the project inconsistent because of
Union's failure to submit a final 0i1 Spill Contingency Plan. (See Section K)

G. Vessel Traffic Safety

Union's proposed exploratory wells are located within the southern buffer zone of
the northbound traffic lane (Exhibit 2). Section 30262 of the Coastal Act will not
allow platforms to be sited where a substantial hazard to vessel traffic might
result from the facility or related operations, determined in consultation with the
United States Coast Guard and the Army Corps of Engineers. The Coast Guard has in
the past argued that Section 30262 by its terms cannot apply to exploratory drilling
due to its express reference to "platforms". The Commission disagrees and has
applied the Section to exploratory drilling for the following reasons. First, the
cumulative effects of numerous exploratory activities create substantial increased
hazards to vessel traffic and such effects must be dealt with even more carefully
than individual stationary platforms under numerous statutory requirements (Section
30250, CEQA, and NEPA). Furthermore, Section 30260 requires the Commission to adopt
"maximum feasible mitigation" for any oil and gas development, including exploratory
drilling., Thus, in implementing Section 30260, the Commission can look to the
specific Tegislative guidance of Section 30262 on vessel traffic safety.

The Commission has carefully examined the issue of vessel traffic safety in numerous
past actions. In January 1982, the Commission approved Chevron's POE for the nearby
lease to explore the Sockeye Field from the buffer zone of the YTSS (CC-9-81).
However, it expressly determined that existing data did not justify placement of
temporary structures in the buffer zone. The Commission required extensive
mitigation measures, and based its concurrence on Chevron's willingness to implement
them. The Commission also indicated that its concurrence was due in large part to
its desire to obtain additional information from the implemented mitigation
measures. Union now proposes to undertake the same measures. Because of the
location of Union's project, as discussed below, the mitigation measures are
inadequate.

Chevron's Sockeye project was located four miles northwest of the "dog leg", or bend
in the VTSS. Union's project is located less than half a mile northwest of the same
dog leg. In concurring with Chevron's project, the Commission found:

A minimum of three miles from the dog leg is necessary as a
margin of safety to allow vessels to make late turns in the bend
and still return to the sealane before reaching the drillship.
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This determination was based in part on expert testimony that the greatest
navigational risk is located at the dog leg.

Chevron has drilled its well on OCS P-0205, and while drilling, worked with the
California Maritime Academy (CMA) to develop data on vessel hazard and mariners'
responses to the presence of a drilling vessel in the buffer zone of the VTSS.
Chevron agreed to track by radar every vessel passing the drill ship while it was
on location in the buffer zone, to determine the maneuvers necessary to clear the
rig by a safe distance. A questionnaire was distributed to all captains leaving the
southern California ports to travel north through the Channel. Preliminary
discussions have occurred between the Commission staff and the CMA regarding the
results of and responses to the study. CMA has not yet completed its analysis.

In examining the raw data, Commission staff has determined that over 38 percent of
the vessels that passed by the drilling rig (306 out of 793) veered out of the
traffic lane into the Separation Zone between the lanes when passing the rig on the
opposite side of the lane. The IMCO resolution "General Provisions of Ship's
Routing" (1977) recommends that course alterations in a VTSS should be as few as
possible. The resolution suggests that the normal flow of traffic, once determined,
should proceed along as straight a path as possible. The International Steering and
Sailing Rules; Rule 10, Traffic Separation Schemes, which are the international
“"ruies of the road", state:

A vessel other than a crossing vessel or a vessel joining or leaving
a lane shall not normally enter a separation zone or cross a separation
line except:

(i) 1in cases of emergency to avoid immediate danger;
(ii) to engage in fishing within a separation zone.

Because the 306 vessel captains who left the lane to put a greater distance between
their vessels and the rig were not fishing; it must be assumed that they considered
the rig an immediate danger. Eighty-two mariners out of the 793 who passed in the
northbound lane responded to Chevron's survey. Sixty-eight percent of the mariners
responding said a hazard existed where visibility was reduced and 63 percent
disagreed with the contention that the rig served as an aid to navigation.
Thirty-five percent (29) said they had to pass closer to the drilling vessel than
they considered safe. Out of these 29, 19 said the drill rig presented a hazard in
clear weather, while 23 said a hazard existed only where visibility was reduced.

In addition to its location close to the dog leg, Union's proposed project would be
near the area where ships entering and leaving Port Hueneme would cross and enter
the VTSS. Unlike Chevron's location in the northern buffer of the northbound lane,
Union's rig would be located in the southern buffer of the northbound lane. This
Tocation would require crew and supply boats to cross the northbound lane to service
the rig, which adds to the navigational hazard presented by the project.

Due to the proposed project's location in relation to the Vessel Traffic Separation
Scheme and new additional information from Chevron's study, the Commission finds
that the project creates an unacceptably high risk to vessel safety, is
inconsistent with Section 30262 and cannot be mitigated under Section 30260 of the
Coastal Act.
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Ho Air Quality

As a part of its approved CCMP, the Commission must determine if the project affects
the air quality of the coastal zone. The Commission relies heavily on the technical
expertise of the California Air Resources Board (ARB) in making this determination,
as it is required to do so in numerous sections of the Coastal Act. Since 1981, ARB
has participated extensively in the review of POEs and has submitted numerous
reports documenting the coastal zone effects of offshore drilling. As to this
particular project, ARB submitted an analysis dated June 1982. In reliance on the
ARB analysis, the Commission finds that offshore exploratory drilling affects the
coastal zone.

After a coastal zone effect has been demonstrated, the Commission examines the
project for consistency with Section 30253(3), which requires new development to be
consistent with ARB standards. ARB has determined as follows:

In our view, the applicant has not met the burden of showing that these

projects are consistent with the Coastal Zone Management program Program
and disapproval of these applicantions is warranted. However, ARB would
not oppose the granting of consistency provided that Union agrees to:

1. Implement injection timing retard on the Diamond M General
identified by the task force's NOx emission study. The American
Bureau of Shipping has approved a 4° retardation on General Motors
EMD engines, which are used on the Diamond M General.

2. Record and make available to ARB fuel usage and electromotive demand
for each operating phase during well drilling activities. (This
inform?tion is needed to verify the emissions estimates of the Radian
study.

3. Record wind speed, wind direction and temperature during the time
period when the Diamond M General is operating in the OCS,

The ARB, in not opposing a consistency permit at this time, does not concede
that the project applicant has met the burden of mitigating potential adverse
air quality impacts resulting from this project, and this agency expressly
reserves any and all legal rights and remedies which it otherwise has in this
matter.

Union has participated in the industry-government task force, developing mitigation
measures to address spillover coastal zone impacts of offshore development and has

agreed to implement the measures described above. Therefore, the Commission finds

the project satisfies Section 30253(3) of the Coastal Act, and the requirements of

Section 307(f) of the CZIMA,

I. Public Access, Recreation, and Visual Resources

Background. Maximum public access and recreational opportunities consistent with
the need to protect natural resources from overuse must be provided under the
requirements of Section 30210 of the Coastal Act. Additionally, water-oriented
recreation is a recognized priority use of the coastal zone in Sections 30220 and
30221. Visual qualities of coastal areas shall also be considered and protected as
a resource of public importance. (Section 30251) National recognition of such
policies can be found in the CZMA, the establishment of the Channel Islands National
Monument in 1938, and park expansion in 1980. The National Park Service has
expressed its concern over this project. (Exhibit 8)
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The proposed project is closest to Anacapa Island, first protected nationally in
1938. Anacapa consists of three small isles connected by narrow reefs. Totalling
about 700 acres, the islets are collectively about three miles long, with
perpendicular cliffs rising 250 feet above the sea. Recreational uses predominate
on East Anacapa and at Frenchy's Cove, while West Anacapa is set aside as a natural
area for brown pelicans, discussed in the Marine Resources section. Middle Anacapa
is available for visitor use, but there are no facilities or trails. According to
the 1980 General Management Plan for the Channel Islands National Park, only Anacapa
is easily accessible to the public by scheduled commercial boat service Trom
Ventura. East Anacapa is also accessible from Oxnard and Port Hueneme for day use
trips by private boats. The Park Plan proposes a careful balance of public access
and recreation with protection of natural habitat. Some reduction of public access
to Anacapa will be necessary in the future.

Drillships located on Lease P- 0203 will be visible to boaters seeking access to any
portion of Anacapa from Ventura, Oxnard, or Port Hueneme. However, because
exploratory drilling is a temporary project lasting a maximum of 24 months, the
Commission finds that the project will not have any long-term adverse impact on
recreational and public access uses.

J. Cumulative Impacts

Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to evaluate the
cumulative, as well as individual, impacts of a project:

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

Union's project raises serious concerns over cumulative effects on the marine and
coastal resources living near Anacapa Island. Viewed alone, the exploratory
driliing would affect the Brown Pelican population (Section D), vessel traffic
safety ?Section G), and air quality (Section H). Although the project is expected
to last no longer than 75 days, risk to the pelican population remains significant
and is intensified by the interference with vessel traffic,

Viewed with other projects in the area, Union would drill in a part of the eastern
Channel near Anacapa which has undergone rapid development in the past few years.
Union's drilling would follow close on the heels of Chevron's 5-month exploration on
0CS P-0205. Chevron completed delineation of its Sockeye Field and intends to
produce from a platform on 0205. Union is producing from its Hueneme Field on 0CS
P-0202 (Platform Gina) and from Platform Gilda on OCS P-0216. Chevron is producing
on O0CS P-0217 from Platform Grace. .

Marine species, air and water quality, spill risk, vessel traffic safety and
commercial fishing operations are all adversely affected by the proliferation of oil
activities in this area. Union has committed to producing ocutside of the Sanctuary
if it finds sufficient amounts of oil and gas on 0203, however, both the proposed
exploration, and possible production immediately adjacent to the Sanctuary boundary,
would further stress the adaptability of the species whose livelihoods depend on the
islands and surrounding waters,
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The Commission finds the total risks to the resources from additional drilling
within the Sanctuary, nationally recognized for its biologic value, to be
unacceptable. Therefore, the Commission finds Union's project inconsistent with
Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act. Analysis under Section 30260 finds the project
inconsistent with the policies of that section.

K. Coastal Dependent Industrial Development

Coastal dependent industrial development is first considered under all other
applicable policies of Chapter 3. If coastal dependent industrial development can
meet the other applicable policies of Chapter 3, then the less strict standards of
Section 30260 do not apply. If coastal dependent industrial development cannot meet
the other policies of Chapter 3, then it may nevertheless be approved if it is
consistent with all three specific requirements of Section 30260. As indicated in
the earlier findings, this project fails to meet the requirements of Sections 30230,
30231, 30232, 30240, 30250 and 30262, of the Coastal Act.

The first requirement of Section 30260 allows coastal dependent industrial
facilities if alternative locations are either infeasible or more environmentally
damaging. Alternative locations to drill the two wells require slant drilling at an
angle considered unsafe, or at a location within the sea lane presenting an even
greater potential risk of collisions between drillship and other vessels. Drilling
any farther from the 0il field being delineated would not yield the data Union needs
to determine whether sufficient o0il and gas reserves exist to justify installiation
of a platform. For these reasons, the Commission finds that alternative locations
are infeasible and less desirable.

The second requirement of Section 30260 concerns the public welfare. Clearly, it is
in the interest of the public welfare to search for domestic sources of o0il and gas.
Union has not given an estimate of the amount of oil and gas it believes the field
contains. This, however, is not the only consideration in determining whether the
project meets the public welfare test. As indicated earlier, the Commission equates
its responsibility to implement the public welfare to it responsibility to weigh the
national interest in OCS projects. Protection of coastal resources, recreational
opportunities and navigational safety must be considered aspects of public welfare.
Exhibit 6, particularly language from Section 303, demonstrates the strong national
interest in protecting "wildlife and their habitat" (Section 303(2)(A). The
Commission has carefully weighed these competing factors in its decision as
indicated below.

As discussed in detail in Sections B and D, the proposed project is located within a
federal and state designated sensitive habitat area. Less than six nautical miles
away on Anacapa Island, is a breeding colony of endangered brown pelicans and
numerous other unique resources. The National Park Service plans to reduce public
access to Anacapa in order to provide a more hospitable natural environment to the
pelican and other species. Noise from industrial development, risk of oil spills,
and additional human intrusion are inevitable with oil development. As discussed in
Section G, ‘navigational safety is significantly adversely affected when drilling is
located within the buffer zone of the Vessel Traffic Scheme. The Commission's
policy to discourage drilling within the VTSS buffer zone unless extraordinary
circumstances exist is based in part on the public welfare to be served by
navigational safety. .If navigational safety alone were at issue, the Commission
could consider an approval based on overriding public welfare considerations. It
made such a decision in Chevron's Plan of Exploration for Lease 0205, although, as
mentioned above, Chevron's well site was in the northern buffer zone of the sea
lane, which did not require supply boats to cross the sea lane to service the rig.
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However, additional factors tip the balance the other way for Union's project,
Turning to the oil spill analysis of Section F, the Commission found that oil spills
headed toward Anacapa Island cannot be stopped with today's technology. Although
the oil trajectories for this location indicate a fairly low percentage chance of
impact to the island; the contamination if it does occur, will happen with fresh oil
which is the most toxic.

The Commission finds that Union's proposed mitigation measures do not provide
adequate protection to the resocurces in the surrounding environment: the endangered
Brown Pelican, the 80 species of resident and migrant seabirds, the pupping and
breeding areas of seals and sea lions, and the numerous endemic populations of
marine flora and fauna. Infact, no oil exploration activity on this site could be
adequately mitigated., Therefore, the Commission finds that approval of this project
will not promote the public welfare due to the need to protect the environmental
sensitivity of the Channel Islands and its offshore waters, commercial fishing,
navigational safety, and a sensitive area free from the risk of oil spills. This
one project cannot outweigh the other major public interest factors. The
Commission's record of approvals in the Santa Barbara Channel in general and with
pre-existing leases in the sanctuary in particular amply demonstrates its concern
for the public welfare in energy self-sufficiency.

The third requirement of Section 30260 requires adverse impacts to be mitigated to
the maximum extent feasible. The Commission first examines the mitigation proposed
to protect the resources. Union's oil spill containment and cleanup equipment and
procedures will probably represent the maximum feasible mitigation consistent with
Section 30260, but Union has yet to submit a final oil spill contingency plan to the
Commission for review. Since this plan is currently being revised pursuant to Coast
Guard reguirements, the Commission has inadequate information to make a
determination. Regardless of the measures taken, if a large oil spill occurs and is
headed toward Anacapa Island, no technology can keep the o0il from impacting the
Brown Pelican population. If chemical dispersant application methods are improved
and government approval procedures expedited perhaps impacts could be reduced.
However, even this is unclear because of the many unknowns regarding the
effectiveness and potential toxicity of chemical dispersing agents, While Union may
be able to provide the maximum feasible protection of the pelican using state-
of-the-art procedures and equipment, the Brown Pelican cannot be protected from the
adverse impacts of a large spill. Development could not be confined to a particular
season of reduced risk. %Section D).

Union has proposed mitigation for drill muds discharges. In a letter from J. S.
Attebery, District Land Manager, Union 011 Company of California, to William Grant,
Acting Regional Manager, Pacific OCS Region, Minerals Management Service (September
22, 1983), Union states as follows:

Union has a genuine desire to cooperate with concerned agencies
and will rely on the judgment of the Coastal Commission at the
hearing to settle the questicn of the means of muds and cuttings
disposal for this drilling Tocation. Union proposes to do a
study to determine the nature and extent of marine 1ife in the
water column in the vicinity of the surface location. The study
should indicate if additional protection can be achieved through
dilution and/or shunting of the muds and cuttings. Union will
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agree to implement whatever measures may be suggested by the
study. However, if the Commission finds that land disposal is
the best environmental approach for this location, we will agree
to land disposal as a stipulation within the Commission's
consistency concurrence. (pp. 2-3)

In an attempt to find a solution for the disposal of drilling fluids and cuttings,
Union asked the Environmental Protection Agency whether it could move the drilling
fluids and cuttings by barge to Union's Platform Gina (0CS P-0202) or to Platform
Gina (OCS P-0216). However, EPA advised Union that this would not be permissible
(Gene Bromley, personal communication).

Other alternatives include shunting, to direct the discharge, and land disposal.
Shunting would probably not be practical since the Commission believes all muds
should be carried away from the Marine Sanctuary, and the project site is some
distance inside the sanctuary boundaries. Under these circumstances, land disposal
would appear to be the alternative which would mitigate adverse environmental
effects to the maximum extent feasible. Since Union has agreed to these
stipulations in its September 22, 1983 letter, quoted above, the Commission finds
that the disposal of the drilling fluids and cuttings is mitigated to the maximum
extent feasible and therefore is consistent with Section 30260.

Turning to the proposed mitigation for navigational safety, Union proposes to carry

out the mitigation that the Commission previously approved in Chevron's 0205 Lease.

The Commission finds that such mitigation is the maximum feasible, meeting this test
of 30260.

However, because the risks to the California Brown Pelican and the safety of vessel
traffic cannot be reduced to a level the Commission finds acceptable in the
interests of the public welfare, as discussed above, the Commission finds that the
project fails to meet the 3-pronged test of Section 30260.
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Substantive File Documents:

1.

Union Amended Exploration Plan, Environmental Report, MMS Environmental
Assessment for Exploratory Wells Nos. 5 and 6, OCS P-0203 and all comments
therein, 0i1 Spill Contingency Plan and Addendum.

Prior Consistency Certifications and Complete File for Leases 0204, 0205, and
245,

Administrative Record of Establishment of Santa Barbara Channel Islands Marine
Sanctuary, and Subsequent Comments on NOAA's 1981 Suspension of Implementing
Regulations.

The California Islands: Symposium (1980)

ed. by D.M, Power, Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History

General Management Plan for Channel [slands, 1980 Naticnal Park Service

Final Report, Santa Barbara Channel Risk Management Program, National Maritime
Research Center and Complete Commission File on Vessel Traffic Safety, Position
Statement adopted July 28, 1982.

September 22, 1983 letter from Union to William Grant at the Minerals
Management Service,

Responses to questionnaires, Environmental Data Record, and Target Data Record,
developed by the California Maritime Academy.



APPENDIX A

Onsite Equipment (First Line of Defense). 0i1 spill containment and cleanup
equipment stored on an exploratory drilling vessel or on a production platform is
primarily designed to provide a first Tine of defense for a major spill or to
contain and clean up small spills that may occur, This equipment must be able to
surround the largest areas possible within an acceptable period of time. If the
equipment is too large and difficult to handle, then its purpose is defeated. The
following Tist includes the equipment which the Commission has established as
minimum requirements for Plan of Exploration consistency certifications in the past.
The applicant has committed in its plan to include this equipment onboard the
drilling vessel:

1) 1,500 feet of open ocean oil spill containment boom;
2) one o0il skimming device capable of open ocean use;

3) bales of o0il sorbent material capable of containing 15
barrels of o0il;

4) a boat capable of deploying the oil spill boom on the site at
all times or within fifteen minutes of the drilling vessel; and

5) o0il storage capacity of 29 barrels, minimum, for recovered oil.

0il1 Spill Cooperatives (Major spills, second line of defense). Removal of spilled
01! in coastal or marine waters is undertaken by the party responsible for the
spill, under the supervision and, if necessary, the direction of the U.S. Coast
Guard. Because of this requirement, oil production companies operating in the Outer
Continental Shelf belong to 0il spill cooperatives which have o0il spill cleanup
equipment designed for open ocean use. The oil spill cooperative used for the Santa
Barbara Channel and the Santa Maria Basin is Clean Seas.

Dedicated 0i1 Spill Response Vessels. Clean Seas currently has a 136-foot oil spill
response vessel stationed in Santa Barbara harbor. The vessel, Mr. Clean, is
outfitted with equipment which is designed for response to o0il spills in the open
ocean. (Clean Seas is continuing to investigate state-of-the-art equipment additions
to the vessel, and the Commission staff is currently working on potential
improvements through the 0il Spill Response Capability study. This vessel will
provide the initial response from Clean Seas to oil spills in the Santa Barbara
Channel from Point Conception to Point Dume, and beyond the Channel Islands.

Clean Seas has recently acquired a second oil spill response vessel which will be
fully equipped with o0il1 spill containment and recovery equipment. This vessel, Mr,
Clean II, is located in Port San Luis to provide the initial response to oil spills
north of Point Conception.

Personnel Training. An adequate 0il spill response training program must recognize
the different roles necessary to provide an acceptable response to an oil spill. In




general, the program can be broken down to two categories: 1) training for

supervisorial personnel; and 2) training for workers charged with actually putting
equipment into the water. This training can be done by an individual oil company,
or through the local oil spill cooperative depending on the level of the training.

Supervisorial Training, The Clean Seas oil spill cooperative conducted a two-day
training program for supervisorial or management personnel operating in the Santa
Maria Basin. Chevron sent their o1l spill "Containment and Cleanup Coordinator,
Offshore Containment and Cleanup Coordinator, Onshore Containment and Cleanup
Coordinator, and other individuals with management or supervisorial functions to the
training session. The session focused on the supervisor's role in directing workers
to use equipment properly, interface with the Clean Seas organization, and making
the supervisors aware of proper coastal resource protection goals.

tquipment Use Training for Workers. Workers responsible for actual use of the oil
spi!l equipment must receive "hands on" training to use the equipment properly.
Chevron has inhouse training procedures that include full deployment of all offshore
0i1 spill containment and cleanup equipment. The Clean Seas o0il spill cooperative
puts on training sessions that cover use of specific types of equipment. Member oil
companies shall send personnel to these sessions.

Exploratory Drilling for 011 and Gas

Mobile exploratory drilling rigs have been operating offshore approximately 23
years. Accidents associated with these rigs include, blowouts, collision and
rammings, overturning when moving or preparing to move, and problems coping with
storm activities onsite or during transit. The March 1977 issue of Ocean Industry
stated that there were 70 reported accidents involving mobile rigs up to 1977, but
most of these were associated with the movement of the rigs and not the spillage of
0il, Since 1955 there have been 18 blowouts from mobile rigs. However, in recent
years safety has increased while the number of rigs in operation has grown. This is
the result of improvement of rig designs and new training in recent years. Of the
spills that have occurred as a result of exploratory drilling, the USGS circular 741
published in 1975 states, "..., no spill in excess of 50 barrels has been recorded
during exploratory drilling either on the Federal OCS or, to our knowledge, in any
other offshore area throughout the world." Representatives of the U.S. Geological
Survey indicate that the 18 blowouts previously mentioned from mobile rigs have been
gas blowouts with no associated spiilage of oil. However, on June 3, 1979, the
Ixtoc exploratory well in the Bahia de Campeche, Mexico had a major oil blowout.
According to the 011 Spill Intelligence Report (Boston), Ixtoc I was the largest oil
spill ever recorded. 1ine 01l resources tapped by Ixtoc I are far larger than any
0il field anticipated offshore California.

The history of exploratory drilling shows it to be relatively safe in light of the
thousands of wells that have been drilled, however, the Ixtoc well blowout
demonstrates what can happen if a spill does occur.



Union Qil and Gas Division: Western Region

Union Oil Company of California

Southern California District

1835 Knoil Drive, P.O. Box 6176, Ventura, California 93006
Telephone (805) 656-7600

uni=n

J. S. Attebery September 22, 1983

Qistrict Land Manager

Mr. William Grant

Acting Regional Manager

Pacific OCS Region

Minerals Management Service

1340 West 6th Street

Los Angeles, California 90017 .

Re: OFFSHORE CALIFORNIA
Santa Barbara Channel
0Cs P-0203
Plan of Explora*ion
Consistency Certification

Dear Mr. Grant:

Union 0il Company of California hereby requests that you
resubmit our Exploration Plan for Proposed Wells P-0203-5
and 6 to the California Coastal Commission for consistency
review. The Exploration Plan is essentially the same as
that previously approved by your office effective June 16,
1982. The only addition to the Exploration Plan is the
completion of certain data accumulation contemplated by the
0il Spill Contingency Plan as part of the expedited disper-
sant approval mechanism. Drilling is still planned for

the November-mid-January time frame.

Union has been engaged in discussions with the staff of

the California Coastal Commission and with reprasentatives
of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
National Ocean Service, ovar the past nine months. These
efforts were directed to resolution of some of the conflicts
which resulted in the Commission's November 17, 1982 objsc-
tion to Union's consistency certificaticn for our approved
Exploration Plan for OCS P-0203, and Union's subsequent
appeal thereof. Representatives of the MMS and the U. S.
Coast Guard participated in several of these meetings.

As the result of these discussions, Union has decided to
ask that you resubmit the Exploration Plan and accompanying

APPENDIX B



Mr. William Grant Page 2
Minerals Management Service September 22, 1983

documents to the California Coastal Commission for consistency
certification concurrence. Please be advised that Union

has made certain additional commitments to the Commission
which we believe should enhance the prospect of Commission
concurrence.

1) Union has agreed that it will only seek to develop
the field proposed to be confirmed by this delineation
drilling from a platform located outside the boundary
of the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary.

N

Union has agreed to conduct a Vessel Traffic Safety
Study similar to the one conducted earlier this year
by the California Maritime Academy in conjunction
with Chevron's drilling on OCS P-0205 in the starboard
buffer zone of the northhound VTSS lane. The study"
is expected to cost -£375,000. Union believes that
the study is justified due to the difference between
the surface locations of the drilling on OCS P-0205
and OCS P-0203. Union's surface location is on the
port side of the northbound VTSS lane, at a point
where vessels should logically be involved in a turn
which would move them away from Union's operation.

3) Union is also willing to equip the drillship with
any additional safety features that may be recom-
mended by the study conducted in conjunction with
drilling on P-0205.

4) Union has advised Commission Staff that the drilling
operation will be conducted in the shortest feasible
time. We have estimated that OCS P-0203-5 will
involve a total time of exposure to oil bearing
formations of twenty-two days; this estimate is
shortened to eighteen davs for the redrill (0OCS
P-0203-6), assuming 1t is necessary.

(91}
—

Union has a genuine desire to cooperate with
concerned agencies and will r=lv on *he judgment of
the Coastal Commission at the hearing to settle the
question of the means of muds and cuttings disposal
for this drilling location. Union propcoses to do

a studv to determine the nature and extent of marine
life in the water column in the vicinity of the
surface location. The study should indicate if addi-
tional protection can be achieved through dilution



Mr. William Grant Page 3
Minerals Management Service September 22, 1983

and/or shunting of the muds and cuttings. Union
will agree to implement whatever measures may be sug-
gested by the study. However, if the Commission
finds that land disposal is the best environmental
approach for this location, we will agree to land
disposal as a stipulation within the Commission's
consistency concurrence.

Union has asked Commission staff to place this regquest for
consistency certification concurrence on the Commission's
agenda for the second meeting in October. Accordingly,

we urge that the MMS resubmit this Exploration Plan to

the Commission as soon as possible.

Ci:;:;yéizuly 7
. S. Atteb%

District Land Manager
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Plans of Exploration within

OF

COMMISSION ACTION

CHART

or

near 6 nautical miles of

Channel Islands

2 S

Unon Resui TR

0CS lease 245

0CS lease 205

0CS lease 205

0CS lease 204

OCS(fease 203
I

or its buffer zones

of northbound lane of
VTSS

of northbound lane, 4
mi. N of the "dog
leg", or bend. 3 mi.
margin of safety
needed.

reviewed because of a
“vested right" prior
to approval of the
CCHP.

(1979) (1980) (1982) (1978) Q352
Concurrence Objection Concurrence Concurrence queﬁjlﬁ
Project 1 gas well 1 0il well 2 01l wells 1 oil well on 204 2 0il wells
Location {4.3 n.mi. south of 5.7 n. mi. north of 6.83 n. mi. north of |8 n. mi. north of 4.6 n. mi. north of
Santa Rosa Island Anacapa Island Anacapa Island Anacapa Island Anacapa Island
(surface location)
B o )
0i1 011 spill trajectory |Location of drillship |Recognized risk near |Recognized risk, but |Increased risk due to
Spills low probability of oil{near shipping lane shipping lanes. state of art contain- |shipping lane location
movement in the increases risk of uil |Extensive mitigation |ment included. Trajectory greatest
direction of Santa spiil. Trajectory measures allowed risk in fall.
Rosa and gas lease presents greatest risk|Commission to find
during fall when that project is
drilling could be approvable.
possible.
Resources | Harbor seal and sea- |Endangered species Not located within 6 Not located within Endangered‘species
N bird activty concen- |(Brown Pelican) brued |n. miles of Channel 6 n. mi. of Channel |(Brown Pelican) bread
trated in March to at Anacapa. No window|Islands Isiands at Anacapa Island.
mid-dune. "Window can be established. No satisfactory
can be established." viindow.
V1SS Not located in VTSS Located in buffer zonejlocated in buffer zone| navigation not located in buffer

zone of northbound

lane within the dog
leg. No margin of

safety.

S 118 HXA
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OBJECTIVES AND

SEC. 302. The Congress finds that —
(a) There 1s a national intersst ia the sifective manage-

ment. Seneficial use. pratesuon, and development af the
coastal zone.

(b) The caastal zone s sich in a variety of natural.

commerdal. recreational, ecological, industrial, and esthe

resourcss of immediate and pateatial value 1o the preseat
and future weil-betng ol the Nauon.

{¢) The increasing and competing Jemands upon the
1ands and waters of our coastai zone gccasioned by pop-
glation growth 1nd economic daveiopment. including
sequirements for ndustry, <ommerces. residential
development, recrzation, extraciion of meneral resourcss
1nd fassil fuels. iransporiation and aavigation, waste dis-
sosal. and hacvesung af fish. shetlfish, and other living
muarine resources. have resuited an e loss of living
maniae resources. wiidlife, autnient-aen 1reas. perma-
nent and adverse changes (o ecological systems. decreas-
ing upen ipacs for judhc use. and shoareline crosion.

(d) The coastal zane. und the fish, shetifish. ather living
marine resources. and wildiife theran. are <colugicaily
{ragile and consequently =xizemely vulnerable Lo destruc-
yion by man’s diterauons.

(et imporiant =coiogical, cultural, histaric. and es-
theyic values in the coastal zone which arg zssential to the
weil-being of ail citizens are Seing irretrievably damaged
ar lost.

) New and e¢xpaning demapds far food, 2gergy.

dafense nesds, merealldd. waste diigesal, Fransgoracion.
rpal jotivities nine (Geeat Lakes, fermt

oung sTred ol Lo

~aad {or coesincon of se
1ng uses dnd viuues 1 COaSTAL A0 Seean ~ale
9 Sgecai adwural apd sean
damaged 3y :il-olunned yeveiopment it id
v3iuas. _ )
by 1 light of competiag semands and the urgent oLIu
10 orotect and 13 2ve mgh prraniey Lo natural systems a
vent state and tocal iastitational

the coastal zone. ares i
arrangements for ~ianning 2nd regulatng land and ~vatzr

uses i such areas are ipadequats. )

{}) The key to more efective protection and use cf the
jangd amd water fasouress af the coastal zone 1s 0 un-
courdue the states (0 exergise taelr fuil autharity uver the
linds and waters in the spastal zone ny assisuag e
states. in <ooperaton with Federai .and focal
guvernments ind ather vitally affected interests. 10
ieveloping land and waler use programs for tne cqasm
sons. .aciuding amiied polices. critera. standaros.
methods. ard orocesses for Jealing with jand snd water
Lse demsions f more nan lecal sigmiricance,

i3) The natiunal objestive f attaining 1 greatsr degree
of energy self-suthciency would 2¢ advunced 2
sroviding Federal (inancial assistancs i0 mest $Late Jag
local needs rasuiting from new of expanded cnergy LCuvI-

tv 1w ur affecuny the coastal zone.

™
L

¢ oenaracianslie

1
-
re

farmrom e, and O

oup arens 2og ire ~raging tne

- 41 =1 eif 0@ . -
seaca, =2 e r.gus copulicrs amony LT pOreant s comoet- N .

POLICIES OF THE CZMA

DECLARATION OF POLICY

pﬂu:é:erc. 303. The Congress finds and declares that it i3 the national

11) to preserve, protect, develop, and where possible. o restore
or enhance, the rescurces of the Nation's csastai zone for this and
succeeding geaerarions;

{2) 0 encourage and assist the states to exercise erfectively
their responsibilities in the coastal zone through the develop-
meat and implementation of Managemant QrogTams 0 achieve
wse use of the iand and water resources of the coastal zone
giving fuil consideration to ecological, cuitural, histonw, and
esthetic values a3 well as w0 needs for economic development,
wruch orograms should at least provide for— )

o (A) the orotection of natural resources, including wet-
;gnrgis _.'ggg#p;gms‘: escuaries, beaches, dunes, barrer isiands.
e v q 13 1 i ag hel DILs witht
cara, e, and b and wildlife and their habitat, within
" (’B) th'qznnngement of coastal development to minimize
the loss ot life and property caused by improper development
in {lood-prone, storm surge, geological hazard, and erosion-
prone areas And io areas of subsidence and saltwater intru-
siont. and by the destruction of natural protective features
suc: as beaches, dunes, wetlands, and barrier islands.

(C) priority consideration being gZiven to coastal-depend-
ent uses and orderiy processes for siticg major faciities
refated 10 natwonal defense, eneryy, fisheries development
recreation, pacts and transportation, and the location, '."xé
in;‘jxrg:‘:’r;ex:enc practicable, of new commercial and' indrxs-
wmal < iorments (n or adjacent ¢ Wi ?
devalopment already exists, Adjacent 0 areas whers sucs

' ‘n : i il i » - -
ainerals. E} puahc access o the coasts {or recreacion purposes
and indus- Ei assistance n he redevelopment of deteriorating
atar Contle  WrSAn watertronts and forts, and seasilve preservation and

restornQion of  lustaric, cuitural, and  esthetic coastal

AL e
ragures,

tT tha angrdinarian wnd :dimplificadion 2f srocedures iz
Croer T ensure exgeqiisd Joverninentd ::e:z;-;:gnm::]{;;‘gdfg;
the management of coastal rescurces, ’
(& conunued consuizacon i coordination wit!
the giving of adequate conszde:fat?o[‘n g;ocz::e?;"sg ;ﬂ f Liecmeg
Federal agencies, o et
(H) the qiving of timely and effective notifi
opportunities for public 2ad iccal zovernmen
in, cqasul management Jecisionmaking, and
{I) assistaace 0 support compreneasive slanning, 2an-
servation, and managamen: for Uwning marine resm'xr"‘e;
w.ciuau'ug planning for the aiing of pollutien control 5:121
aquacuiture ‘actlities within the coastal zone, and improved
coordination between State and Fedarai coastal zone man-
| agement agencies and Siate ind wildlife agencies; and
. (3) to encourage the preparation of special area management
.plans which provide for increased specificity in proteciing signill- -
cant natural resources, reasonable coastai-lependent ecan%‘;r‘uc
growth, improved protection of life and pmo«;r:v in hazardous
areas, and wumproved gredictability in govermental decisicnmak- |
ingy and .
t4} to encourage the participation and cooperation of the.
public, state und iocal gavernments, and interstate and other
regronal agencies, as weil as of the Federal agencies Harmg
programs arfecting the coastal zone, .o carrying ous the-swyposes - -

of thus title.
- EXHIBIT NO. &
APPLICATION NO.
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Separation Zone 2 n. mi.
Vessel Traftic Lane 1 n. mi.
Buffer Zone 800 m.

- €. nautical miles from Channel lslands
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
CHANNEI [SLANDS NATIONAL PARK
1901 SPINNAKFER DRIVE
VENTUKA, CALIFORNIA 23001

1% REPLY REFER TO:

L7619~CHIS

June 9, 1982

Memorandum

To: Deputy Managey, Field Operation, Pacific 0CS Region,
Minerals Management Scrvice, 1340 W. 6th Street,
Los Angeles, California 90017-1297

From: Superintendent, Channel Islands National Park

Subject: 655 DM 1 Review, Expluration Plan - CC3-? 0203 Nos. 3 aud 6

We note with interest and some concern the fact that Unicn 0il intends .
tu drill two further exploratory wells in 0CS-~P 0203, one aof those

lease tracts which lies partially within the Channel Islands National

Marine Sanctuary. In fact, the two wells would be che {irst such

activity initiated within the sanctuary since its inception. Because

of our responsibility for managemeut of the sanctuary, as well as for
administration of Channel lsliands MNatiocaal Purk, wa wish o wake the

fellowing cuomments,

Channel [slands National Marine Sanctuary was established to protace
and preserve the extruecrdinary ecosystem surrounding the islands; the
resources of both the sanctuary and che park are nationally recoznized
as outstanding. Therefore, while we acknowledge the legitimacy of
Unicn Oil's right to develop Tract No. 0203 (under 15 C.F.R. %33.6,
allowing hydrocarbon ewploration within the sanctuary as the resule

of any lease executed prior to the effective date of the regulaticns)
we were disappointed that Unloun's analysis of the varions alzernat ives
rejected the possibilities of slant driliing frow north of the shipping
lanes, cutside of the sanciuary boundary. We feel that such an
alternative would have been safer- than develuping che wells within

the tuffer zone (as is now planned), and would have best served -o
protect che integrity of the sanctuury.

In addition, we are very specifically concerned that an oil spill woild
affect Anaceapa Island, which remains the only viable nesting area for. -
the California bruwn pelican withiu the United Stutes. This endangered
species utilizes the island throughout the year for both breeding and

EXHIBIT NO. ¥

APPLICATION NO.

L eo

e -12-87_

@ .
& Calitarnia Caastal Cammissien
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roosting; its nesting period alone might run from December threough
f

September.

td
I act, there ls no time period when there 13 not the
strong possibilicvy of a spill alfecting this bird's populatien.

-

For thesc same three reasous {(i.e.. planning to drill wichia the Sancruary,
planning to drill within the shipping lane buffer zone, and the possibility
of harm to the Anacapa Island pelicau colony), the California Coascal
Commission objected to Chevreon, USA's plans to develop OCS 220§

recent past. In spite of zhe conclusion found in Appendix U {""Cous:
Zone Management Ccuasistency Certification’) of Uanion 0il's Exploratory
Report, that the preseut plah is consistens with the Califorria Cea:

ooyt
BRI ORI

in the

Zone Management Progrom, we remain very interestad in the comments oi fiw
Caiitorniag Cosstal Commission with respect to this plan, to see whelher

a
it voves with such a consistency determination.

In addition, while it s$cems that the Diamond M. General
equipment called for in the sbove regulations, we ruquest t
Unirn 01l of cthe ubligartion that there be 13 bales of oil s
cusite (15 C.F.R. 235.6(b){(3)), as well as that eaui

i 3 of the Sutety and Contingency Plan.

has most of the

hat you remind
orbent mataerial

roenc which waos Listoed

tihe foate of thils pa

Thank vou for the opportunity o commenc. Please keep us apprised
rricular exploratory plan.

Fu7 Hillfnn 0™

Pl S L T
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Cahforma Coastal Commission
631 Howard Street, 4th Floor
San #rancnsco California 94105
(415)54}8555
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File Number: CC-12-82
Date Received: 9/23/83
3 Months Period Ends: 12/722/83
Commission Action: Adopted staff
recommendation, (-8

November 15, 1983

Fumg hone ,f’
3 Losofﬁa S -

Michael L. F1scher. Executive Director
William Travis, Deputy Director

REVISED FINDINGS ON CONSISTENCY CERTIFICATION

APPLICANT: Union 0i1 Company of California

FEDERAL PERMITS THAT REgUIRE

Amended OCS Plan of Exploration
Exploratory Drilling Permit
- U.S. Coast Guard Approval of U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers Permit
! - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Permit
Environmental Protection Agency NPDES Permit

Quter Continental Shelf, 0CS-Parcel 0203 in the
Hueneme Field, approximately 4.8 nautical miles
north of Anacapa Island, in the buffer zone of

the northbound traffic lane of VTSS, approximately
11 nautical miles south of the City of Ventura
(Exhibits 1, 2, 3)

PROJECT LOCATION:

Two exploratory wells from same surface location
using an anchored drillship, Diamond M General.
Total Project Duration - 45-75 days.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

PREVAILING COMMISSIONERS: McCarthy, Grossman, King, MacElvaine, McMurray,

McNeil, Shipp, and Nutter

FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

The Commission finds and declares as follows:

I. Objection:

The Commission objects to the Consistency Certification made by Union 0i1 Company of
California because the activities described in the amended Plan of Exploration

affects the coastal zone and does not meet the poliicies of the approved California
Coastal Management Program {CCMP) and is therefore inconsistent with the CCMP,
Specifically, the Commission finds that Union's Plan of Exploration fails to meet

the enforceable policy requirements of Sections 30230, 30231, 30232, 30240(a),

30250, 30260, and 30262 of the California Coastal Act (Sect1on 30, 000 et seq. of the
California Public Resources Code). The Commission further finds that the amended

Plan of Exploration fails to implement the national interest as specified in Chapter

11 of the CCMP ard, Sections 302 and 303 of the CZMA and several federal statutes

set forth in Section J of this report. The Findings and Declarations that follow
explain in detail the effects that this proposed activity has on the coastal zone,

how the activity is inconsistent with the specific mandatory provisions of the CCMP,
and what alternative measures exist (if any) for Union to achieve its purpose of
exploring develeping the oil field in a manner consistent with the CCMP., Union has the
right to appeal this objection within 30 days to the Secretary of Commerce on the grounds
described in 15 CFR Part 930, Subpart H.




IT. INTRODUCTION

The Commission objected to Union's Plan on November 17, 1982. Union appealed the
objection to the Department of Commerce but has withdrawn the appeal to allow Union
to submit an amended Plan to the Commission. In an effort to determine if there were
any possible alternatives to objection, the staff has met with Union on numerous
occasions, beginning with consultation on October 19, 1981, over two years ago.
Union has been cooperative and positive in trying to resolve problems that led to
the Commission's objection to the initial POE.The staff recommendation is based on
the amended Plan., Under the federal consistency regulations the Commission has
three months in which to act on this Plan.

The applicant has submitted a Tetter to the Minerals Management Service, dated
September 22, 1983, that it intends as an equivalent to a consistency certification
for its amended OCS Plan. The letter, Attachment B, includes commitments not to
propose any platform within the Marine Sanctuary even if oil is found within the
Sanctuary, to drill in winter from November to mid-January when risk to the Brown
Pelican population is lowest, to conduct a vessel traffic study and equip its drill
rig with any safety features identified in the study or Chevron's similar study on
0CS P-0205, to conduct its drilling operations "in the shortest feasible time," and
to "rely on the judgment of the Coastal Commission" to settlie the issue of disposal
of drill muds and cuttings.

ITI. Findings and Declarations

A. Project Description

Union 0i1 Company of California proposes to drill two exploratory wells on lease 0CS
P-0203 located in the eastern Santa Barbara Channel 504 feet from the northbound
shipping lane within the VTSS buffer zone and within the boundaries of the Channel
Islands National Marine Sanctuary. (Exhibits 1, 2, 3) The wells will be drilled
from the same surface location, extending a maximum depth of 6,000 feet. The bottom
hole location will extend under the shipping lane. The results of the first well
affect plans for drilling the second well. The proposed well-site is 3.3 miles
southwest of Platform Gina, currently producing oil from the Hueneme Field. In
1969, Mobil drilled four exploratory wells on the lease between the proposed
well-site and platform Gina. Exxon has drilled 1 exploratory well southwest of the
drill-site on an adjacent lease. Union originally proposed to drill within the sea
Tane itself but revised the drill-site location after consultation with the
Commission staff, Commerce Department, MMS and U.S. Coast Guard. The present
oroposed location requires directional drilling angles up to 40°, Information from
this exploratory drilling will be used to decide whether to further develop the
Hueneme Field and where to install a platform. In all likel7hood, Platform Gina
will not handle production from this field. (Exhibit 4)

B. Background

1. Channel Islands Prior to Designation as a Marine Sanctuary

The Commission and the State of California have long recognized and protected the
environmental resources of the Channel IsTands and its offshore waters. The
Commission's own involvement began in 1977 when it prepared a resource evaluation of
10 prospective California marine sanctuary sites. The Channel Islands area ranked
among the top two because it possessed all necessary criteria for federal protection
as a Marine Sanctuary under the Marine Sanctuaries Act of 1972, The Commission has
previously documented its involvement in the federal program in comments, chronology
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and bibliography dated July 30, 1981 and submitted to NOAA. A1l substantive file
documents, including the references cited therein are hereby incorporated as a part
of these findings.

California, in addition to the Commission, protected, recognized, and promoted the
environmental resources of the Channel Islands and its offshore waters prior to the
creation of the Coastal Commission and prior to the passage of the 1972 federal
Marine Sanctuaries Act. The Legislature protected the State offshore waters when it
established an 0il and gas sanctuary around the islands in 1955. Likewise the
resources have been recognized by the Department of Fish and Game as an Ecological
Reserve (California Fish and Game Code 1580)., Also, California Water Resources
Control Board has designated the state waters as an area of Special Biological
Significance (ASBS), prohibiting discharges into the waters. Similarly, in 1975,
the Governor recommended to the federal government a 6 nautical mile exclusion area
for 0il and gas operations. These actions demonstrated that the area must be
considered an environmentally sensitive habitat area and an area of special
biological signiticance.

2. Commission Position on Channel Islands Sanctuary

The sanctuary, bounded by ocean waters extending outward six nautical miles around
San Miguel, Santa Rosa, Santa Cruz, Anacapa and Santa Barbara Islands, was formally
designated on September 22, 1980, after receiving Presidential approval that
prohibited new oil and gas leases within its boundaries. Union's lease was executed
in 1968 prior to revisions in federal 0CS laws that recognized state participation
in the federal o0il leasing and development process and hence is termed a
"pre-existing lease". According to the Minerals Management Service, there are a
total of 5 leases similarly affected. The implementing federal regulations
prohibiting oil and gas development do not extend to the 5 pre-existing leases.
However, this does not affect the Commission's right to review exploration and
deveiopment plans under these ieases pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act.
Very small portions of 3 tracts leased 1n 19/8 are in the Sanctuary (Ogﬂg, 0356 and
0357) but do not have "pre-existing lease" status allowing 011 and gas activities
within the Sanctuary boundaries. After Union's 1969 o0il spill, the federal
government suspended oil and gas exploration and development in the Channel, thereby
preventing companies from expeditiously exploring and developing. Union has
obtained numerous time extensions .to the lease having shown "due diligence" to the
federal government.,

In January, 1980, the Commission commented on the DEIS and FEIS to the Department of
Commerce on the proposed sanctuary designation. The comments were:

1. No oil or gas exploration shall be permitted within six nautical miles
unless the lessee has first explored adjacent leased area outside the six
nautical mile area.

2. Prior exploration outside the sanctuary must indicate a 1ikelihood of an
0il or gas field extending within the six nautical mile area.

3. No oil and gas development and production shall be permitted within the
six nautical mile area, even if a tract is located entirely within the six
nautical mile area.
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Union's consistency certification and testimony before the Commission described the
comments as "exceptions" to the Coastal Act. Union concluded that its project was
approvable because it met these so-called "exceptions".-ef-the-Ceastal-Aetr -briens
hewevers-failed-to-disetss-exception-#3--fhe-Commission-submitted~-the-texceptionst
to-NOAA-in-DEIS-comments-as-suggested-federal-regulations-governing-the-sanetuarys
However, NOAA rejected the Commission'™s comments, as well as the Commission's
recommendations that the sanctuary boundary extend outward from the island for 12
nautical miles. In its final comments to NOAA, the Commission responded that it
would continue to exercise cons1stency review over the 5 ex1st1ng Teases and
therefore gave notice that projects in such leases could receive objections if
warranted by special circumstances., Thus, since the federal government rejected the
testimony," except1ons" are not b1nd1ng in any way on the Commission, and Gempanies
are-agvised-that-the-texceptions? should not be viewed as a relaxation of the
consistency review standards of the Coastal Act or as definitive standards that
should be applied to the Union POE. Furthermore, these comments on the EIS were not
intended to commit the Commission to a particuiar POL, especialiy one located in a
hazardous vessel traffic safety scheme buffer zone,

Even-if-it-is-assumed-that-the~-execeptions-apply-te-this-projeets-Union-has-failed-te
establish-an-approvable-prejeets--Furning-to-#1s-Union-has-met-this-requivement
having-explered-Lease-0202-te-the-easts~-(Exhibit-4}--As-te-#R-and-#3-Union-has-net
demenstrated-that-the-field-extends-within-the-sanetuary-boundarys--Present
infermatien-indicates-that-the-F+etd-Cprobabty-ties-whetly-within-the-six-nautical

mite-beundaryst-~-{Urionis-Consistency-certificationy-pr-9r}--Union-requests
expleratery-drilling-because-the-unexplored-particn-of-the-geologie-structure-cannet
be-reached-by-directionat-drilling-from-a-tocation-outside-the-Marine-Sanetuarys
Hewevers-the-explered-pertions-te-the-east-establish-a-strueture-mast-1ikely
eonrfined-within-sanctuary-beundariess---There-is-ne-eyidence-£rom-any-expleratery
dritling-that-establishes-the-existence-of-an-eil-reseuree-extending-beyond-the
beundaries-ef-Lease-0203-eutside-the-sanetuarys---Iin-facty-existing-geelogic~-fautts
which-woeutd-held-the-o+}-to-specified-boundaries--correborates-the-Commission
finding-that-the-oil-reseurce-lies-whelly-within-sanctuary-boundariess-(Exhibit-4}
Fer-Unien-te-produce~economically~-from-outside-the-sanctuary-boundarys-the-reseuree
wenld-have-to-be-execeedingly-rich-to-justify-the-teechnical-problems-that-must-be
e;eveemer—-Unéen—has-eemmitted-te-ppeduee-au%s#de-ef—the-Sane%uaPyr-éApaendix-Bg-p:
2

3. Previous Commission Consistency Reviews

A comparison of the Commission's past position on POE's in or near six nautical

- miles of the Channel Islands is presented in Exhibit 5. Plans of Exploration on 0CS
P-0245 and 0204 differ substantially from Union's proposal. The Commission approved
Chevron's project on ULS P-0245, even though 1t was located in the Marine Sanctuary,
because (1) Chevron was drilling for gas only, (Z) even 1f o1l was found, the spill
trajectories showed o1l travelling away trom the i1sianas, and (3) there was a
clearly defined window of Tow risk to the harbor seal population. 0OCS P-0204
proposed drilling 2 miles outside of the Sanctuary boundaries.

Chevron's POE for 0205 was the most similar to Union's proposal. ¥he-Gemmissien-has
coneurred-in~-three-instancesy-ebjected-+n-gnes he Commission objected to Chevron's
lease 0205, located one parcel west and three nautical miles from Union's lease, a
distance of three nautical miles. Lease 0205 was also located in the Sanctuary and
in the VTSS buffer zone.
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Chevron revised its POE, moving the well site outside of the Sanctuary, and out of
the southern buffer zone of the northbound sea lane into the northern buffer. It
also sponsored a study of vessel traffic responses to the location of a drill rig in
the buffer zone. The Commission concurred in Chevron's resubmittal (CC-9-81).
Exhibit 5 compares Chevron's first submittal, its amended POE, and Union's POE now
under review. Union's resubmittal for 0203 does not include a change in location.
Union's plan differs from Chevron's approved POE in the following ways: (1) it is
within the Marine Sanctuary; (2) it is within the southern buffer zone of the
northbound sea lane, requiring supply and crew boats to cross the sea lane to
service the drill rig; and (3? the 0il field "probably 1ies wholly within the Marine
Sanctuary", according to Union geologists.

C. Marine and Coastal Resources

Sections 30230 and 30231 are the policies of the Coastal Act applicable to effects
of oil and gas exploration on marine and coastal resources. The sections provide
the following:

Section 30230, Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced,
and where feasible, restored. Special protection shall be given
to areas and species of special biological or economic
significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carried
out in a manner that will sustain the biological productivity of
coastal waters and that will maintain healthy populations of all
species of marine organisms adequate for long-term commercial,
recreational, scientific, and educational purposes.

Section 30231, The biological productivity and the quality of
coastal waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes
appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms
and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and,
where feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing
adverse effects of waste water discharges and entrainment,
controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water
supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow,
encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural
vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and
minimizing alteration of natural streams.

1. Documentation of the Resources

Introduction. As indicated in the Background, the marine environment surrounding
the Channel Islands and the offshore waters are unique coastal resources
constituting an environmentally sensitive habitat area and an area of special
biological signiticance. Ihe State has designated these waters both an Ecological
Preserve and an Area of Special Biological Significance, to protect the living
resources and preserve the water quality in the area. And the Federal government
has created a National Marine Sanctuary, extending 6 nautical miles around the
northern Channel Islands. California's coastal zone includes the offshore islands
and all surrounding state waters so that such resources can be protected. (Section
30103) Thus, this project has been examined for effects on coastal resources
located both on the mainland coastline including surrounding state waters and on the
offshore islands including surrounding state waters.




The Channel Islands are sufficiently isolated from the mainland and from one another
ine

to permit the development of numerous endemic populations of marine flora and fauna.
This isolation also provides a refuge for over 80 species of resident and migrant
seabirds, as well as breeding and pupping areas for five species of seals and sea
lions. The rich, offshore waters of the Channel Islands serve as a significant
foraging area for 13 breeding seabird species including the endangered California
Brown Pelican, as well as large numbers of migrants. These migrants include
shearwaters, loons, grebes, albatross, storm-petrels, fulmars, and many others.
Collectively, the islands constitute a major seabird breeding area of the eastern
north Pacific, the largest such area south of the Farallon Islands.

a. California Brown Pelican.The California Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis
californicus) was classitied as endangered by the U,S. Fish and WiTdlife Service in

1970. Subsequently, in 1971, the California Fish and Game Commission designated the
California Brown Pelican endangered under the California State Endangered Species
Act of 1970. The California Brown Pelican is one of six recognized subspecies of
the Brown Pelican (Wetmore 1945). Only the Brown Pelican population located along
the Pacific coast of the United States and Mexico and the Gulf of California is
considered a part of the California sub-species.

Anacapa Island, one of the California Channel Islands and located 4.8 nautical miles-
from the proposed Union well sites, is the only stable breeding colony of the
California Brown Pelican in the United States. Brown Pelicans have been recorded
nesting on four of the Channel Islands and their associated isles: Anacapa, Santa
Cruz (Scorpion Rock), Santa Barbara Island (including Sutil), and San Miguel Island
(including Prince Island)). Anacapa supports, by far, the largest Brown Pelican
breeding population. Anacapa Island has the only colony which is active every year.
A1l other historic Brown Pelican breeding areas in California are ephemeral and
active only occasionally.

West Anacapa, where the pelicans usually nest, has steep, heavily vegetated slopes.
It has been designated as a Research Natural Area and is therefore closed to public
visitation to protect the nesting habitat of the Brown Pelican. A State Ecological
Reserve boating closure zone has been established on the north side of West Island
to further prevent disturbance to breeding and feeding pelicans.

In the California Brown Pelican Recovery Plan (by Gress and Anderson for the U.S.

Fish and Wildi1fe Service), approved dratt/unpublished, February 1983), the U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service divides the Calitornia Brown Pelican into four general
breeding populations: (Note: these populations are abie-te-interbreedcapable of
interbreeding, but typically return to the colony of their birth)

) Southern California Bight Population: This consists of the
breeding colonies of the Channel Islands and the islands off
the northwestern coast of Baja, California as far south as
Isla San Martin. Anacapa Island and Los Coronados (off northern
Baja, California) have historically been the most important
breeding areas in the Southern California Bight.

v Gulf of California Population: This group breeds mainily on the
desert 1siands 1n the middle portion of the Gulf of California.

0 Southwest Baja, California Coastal Population: This group nests
on the various 1siands 1n the Bahia Sebastian Viscaino and Bahia
Magdalena area.
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0 Mexican Mainland Population: The pelicans in this group breed
mainly on mangrove islands and in mangrove trees in wetlands in the
Sinaloa area off mainland Mexico and the nearby offshore islands.

The Southern California Bight (SCB) breeding population has been estimated to
comprise from 6 - 10 percent of the entire breeding population of the California
Brown Pelican, Altheugh-the-Seuthern-6alifernia-Bight-peputatien-forms-the-nerthern
extreme-of-the-pelican-breeding-rangey-researchers-believe-the-poputation-te-be
quite-yviables "The Brown Pelican has a long-term historical presence in the Southern
California Bight. It should not, therefore, be considered a founder population
because of its location at the periphery of the subspecies range. SCUB peiicans may
be expected to have higher (or at least equal) long term reproductive rates and ,
furthermore, might also be genetically less variable (as a result of different
selection pressures) than populations in the Gulf of California in the center of the
subspecies range. As such, the SCB population might be somewhat genetically
distinct." (page 13, The California Brown Pelican Recovery Plan).s-by-Gress-and
Ardersen-ferrthe-HsSs-k3ish-and-W1+d+3fe-derviees-approved-draftfunpubtisheds
February-1083}

b. Other Significant Sea Bird Populations. Anacapa, as a part of the Channel
Islands, 1s also an important breeding location for numerous other seabirds. All
three islands (East, Middle, and Westg that make up Anacapa are characterized by
precipitous sea cliffs pocketed by numerous sea caves and burrows that provide
habitat for seabirds. Anacapa supports the largest western gull colony in the
Channel Islands, Also breeding on this island are populations of Xantus' murrelet,
pigeon guillemot, double-crested cormorants, black oystercatchers and occasionally
brandts and pelagic cormorants.

2. Potential Impacts of 0i1 Spills on Pelicans and Other Seabirds: Section 30232

The Coastal Act requires protection from oil spills in Section 30232, quoted in the
011 Spill section of this recommendation. Its specific applicability to the
environmentally sensitive habitat is highlighted here. An o0il spill from Union's
currently proposed exploratory project and potential development proposal could
significantly impact Brown Pelicans and other seabirds. The following discussion
focuses on the habitat values of Anacapa and the surrounding waters for Brown
Pelicans and the effect of o0il on the birds.

As previously discussed, California brown pelicans observed in the Channel Islands
area are a combination of the Southern California Bight breeding population and
members of the Mexican breeding populations. Except when a bird is actually nesting
exhibiting-breeding-behavier, there is no way an observer can discern whether an
individual pelican is from a-member-ef either the California Bight or Mexican
breeding populations.

The Brown Pelican breeding season on Anacapa and the other Channel Islands is
unpredictable. The onset and completion of pelican breeding can change from year to
year depending on food availability and oceanographic conditions. The Southern
California Bight Brown Pelican breeding population may begin to concentrate on
Anacapa Island and nearby Scorpion Rock as early as December. Pelican breeding can
begin on Anacapa from the end of December to the end of May. Eggs are layed and
incubate for approximately 30 days, and the young fledge in areund 12-13 weeks after
hatching, so young can be found on the nests through September or earTy October.
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umbers of nesting pairs have varied from year to year. In 1976, 417 nesis were
counted. In 1977, only 76 pairs of pelicans nested, but for the last five three
years (1979 - 83) Anacapa has been the largest colony in the Southern Talifornia
Bight. In 1978, 335 pairs nested, and in 1979, 1,258 pairs were counted on nests
and in 1981 3000 pairs were observed, and in 1982, 1,862 pairs nested.

Reproductive success has varied over the years primarily because of food
availability, and pollution of ocean waters. During the late 1960's and early 70's,
large drops in the Brown Pelican populations occurred as a result of eggshell
thinning due to pesticide contamination (BB¥-& DDE) in southern eff California ocean
waters. After cessation of the main source of DDT input into Southern California

waters, reproductive success of the Brown Pelican improved.

California Brown Pelicans breed in Mexico earlier than they do in the Southern
California Bight. The pelicans from the Mexican population disperse after breeding
and usually move northerly into California during summer and fall as they search for
food. The peak population of both resident and Mexican breeding groups is dependent
on food availjability. While fluctuating yearly, pelican numbers usually increase as
the summer progresses, reaching annual population highs in the fall. Maximum
Channel Island counts of 10,600 and 10,400 individuals were observed in September
and October 1977 by BLM researchers. BLM researchers estimated the combined
population of all pelicans in the Bight area in October of 1977 to be 94,000
individuals, representing a large segment of the entire world population of this
subspecies. When most abundant, Brown Pelicans were particularly concentrated in
the eastern Santa Barbara Channel, Santa Monica Basin, and around shallow island
shelves--including those of Anacapa, Santa Cruz, and Santa Barbara Islands.

Pelicans are considered by experts to be especially vulnerable to oil. (Letter to
Commission from Gress and Anderson, November 5, 1982) Studies have shown that
pelicans may piunge through o1l siicks when feeding and are not as likely to avoid
0il as certain other birds do. (Staff interpretation of data from an unpublished
draft final report Seabird-0i1 Spiil Behavior, Nero and Associates for the Bureau of
Land Management, May 1987, ppP. 96-88) 011 can cause health problems or death when
encountered at any stage of the pelican's life cycle. Birds can ingest oil when
preening feathers, oil can enter the body through the skin, and certain types of oil
can disrupt the natural oils on the feathers. Heavily oiled birds would be
poisoned, unable to eat or fly and would probably die.

Adult pelicans from the Mexican and Anacapa breeding populations can be found
roosting on Anacapa Island and feeding in the surrounding waters at any time of the
year. Therefore, adult non-breeding birds would be under some risk year-round from
0il spills near Anacapa and throughout the Santa Barbara Channel. The Anacapa
breeding population is most at risk from the time the birds begin breeding (as early
as December) until all the young birds have fledged (usually by the end of
September). When resident pelicans are building nests, breeding, and raising young
on Anacapa, their foraging is concentrated in waters near the island, as long as
food is available. During breeding and nesting, both male and female adults Teave
Anacapa every day to feed and bathe, If the birds encounter oil while bathing or
feeding, they will carry that oil back to the nesting colony on feet and feathers.
Pelicans incubate their eggs with their feet. O0il on an egg is lethal to the
embryo, After the eggs hatch, the young birds are fed by the parents and would be
injured if their parents brought oil to the nests. When the young birds are
fledging they sit on rocks and bathe and feed in the waters very near the island.
While growing their flight feathers and learning to fly and feed, these young birds
are especially susceptible to injury and death from oil contact.
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As discussed earlier, the presence of pelicans and the timing of the breeding season
is dependent on oceanographic conditions and food availability. During the breeding
season, depending on food availability, Brown Pelicans feed within about a 50
kilometer range of Anacapa. When food is available, the heaviest concentration of
pelican feeding is usually within 30 kilometers of Anacapa. If food is very
difficult or impossible to obtain, pelicans may not breed, postpone breeding, or
even abandon eggs or hatched young.

The recent changes in oceanographic conditions, termed (E1 Nino) have reduced the
availability of food for pelicans. This caused a fairly high rate of nest
abandonment in the Anacapa colony during the 1983 breeding season. There is no way
to predict the oceanographic conditions and food availability for 1984. Some
experts feel that the warming effects of ET Nino may continue through 1984 and could
cause the movement of anchovies (a major pelican food source) further offshore and
into deeper water away from the breeding colony. This could effect the timing and
reduce the success of the 1984 breeding season. An oil spill, in addition to low
food availability, could significantly reduce eliminate-al} successful production of
pelican young on Anacapa for a breeding season. The full impact that this would
have on the Southern California Bight population of the "endangered" Brown Pelican
is unknown.

Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 requires a Biological
Opinion by the U.,S. Fish and Wildlife Service for a project that could jeopardize
the continued existence of Endangered or Threatened species or result in the
destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat of such species. Because of
the proximity of Union's project to the Anacapa Brown Pelican colony, this "Section
7" consultation is a requirement. iIn November of 1979, the U.5. Frish and Wildlite
Service prepared a Biological Opinion Regarding 011 and Gas Exploration and
Development Activities in Southern California. Although the subject "Section 7"
consultation covered the 01l and gas expioration activities for those tracts leased
prior to OCS Lease Sale 35, and those leased in OCS Sale 35 and 48, 1t did not
specifically address Union's project.. Ihe consultation (pages / and 8) points out
that there 1s risk to the Anacapa pelicans from o1l spills on tract 0203 and other
nearby tracts. The Biological Upinion suggested specific o1l spill measures that
were necessary SO that exploratory project would not "jeopardize the pelicans’,
RAccording to MMS, all of these requirements have been tulfilled by Union. A new
"§ection;“'consu1tation tor Union's current proposal was not prepared by USFWS and
the original 19/9 opinion still covers exploratory drilling on 0203,

However, the USFWS and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) both reviewed a
1982 environmentai document by the Minerals Management Service on Union's project.
The USFWS submitted a letter to MMS on June U, 1982 which expressed concern about
Union's project and requested additional o1l spiil contingency conditions. Ihe June
4, 1987 Tetter from NMFS expressed strong concern over drilling within the sanctuary
close to Anacapa. Although both letters recognized that activities on pre-existing
Teases were technically exempt from marine sanctuary rules, both agencies stressed
that the biological resources would best be protected by siting outside of the
vessel buffer zone and the Sanctuary area. It 1s obvious from the letters that both
agencies objected to the Union project but were constrained by the Marine Sanctuary
regulations exempting pre-existing leases. (see Attachments C and U)., However,
under the C/MA, the Commission 1S not constrained by these exemptions and may jJudge
each project on 1ts merits as it relates to the CCMP,

The specific concerns of the NMFS, USFWS and National Park Service provide
sutficient evidence that the risks to the Brown Pelican population are unacceptable
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We are very concerned with the proposed location of the wells, which are
approximately one mile within the existing boundary of the Santa Barbara
Channel Isiands Sanctuary... While we recognize that activities on existing
leased tracts are technically exempt Trom such a ban, we would still recommend
that when expioring and develioping an existing lease, to the extent possible,
all work be conducted trom outside sanctuary boundaries. ihis need to maintain
the Tull sanctuary buffer zone 1s especially important in this instance since
the Channel Island nearest the proposed site for exploratory drilling is Last
Anacapa isiand, whose north shore has been designated not only part of a State
Ecological Reserve, but a "Natural Area” of particular bioiogical and
geclogical signiticance.

We also have some concern with the proximity of the proposed drilling sites to
the designated vessel traftic lanes. Santa Barbara Channel is heavily
travelied and there remains the threat of a vessel colliding with the drilling
structure, possibly resulting 1n a spiil situation.

In a June 9, 1982 letter to the MMS regarding Union's 0203 project, the USFWS
stated:

The location of these proposed exploratory wells is within the marine sanctuary
around Anacapa iSland of the Channel .lIslands National Park and at the southern
boundary of the northbound shipping lanes. The proposed exploratory weils
provide the potential for an oil spill in environmentally sensitive habitats.
Previously FWS has expressed concern for endangered species and sensitive
habitats near P-0203 expioratory wellis due to their encroachment into the
shipping lanes and the proximity of the wells to the then proposed (hannel
Islands Marine Sanctuary and National Park., These comments still have some

validity,

Biological concerns associated with development of this OCS tract are due to
the nearness of Federal and Stated tndangered California brown pelican nesting
and roosting habitats on Anacapa lsland and the potential for o1l spiil
trajectories directed by seasonal currents and storm surges which may carry a
syrface spi!l onto State of California designated Areas of Biclogical
Significance at Mugu Lagoon and Point Mugu to Latigo Point. In addition. the
site 15 near irawl and gilinet risheries located in the ventura "Tiats’ ang
1s within the known migration routes for endangered marine mammals (gray and
sei whales, pinnipeds, and cetaceans). All of these biological 1ssues are
discussed in the EK, However, the ER relies on an o1l spili trajectory
analysis based on studies tor Platiorm "Gina" which is located closer to the
mainland. 1he "Gina" study may not be relevant tfor if 1s located in an area
which has reduced tidai civcuiation.

Although Congressional action authorized oil/gas activities to continue in
already leased tracts, it cid not permit expansion of these activities into the
boundaries of the Marine Sanctuary. Technically, P-0203 1s a lease granted to
Union 011 Company prior to formal declaration of the Marine Sanctuary.
Restrictions were placed on driiiing activities, specifying the need for
special o011 containment equipment and supplies as specitied in 45 CFK,
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Due to the proposed timing of the work {late fall and winter storm season) and
1ts close proximity to shipping lanes, environmentally sensitive habitats,
endangered marine mammal migration corridors, and commercial trawling areas,
additional environmenta! protections are needed. .

Furthermore, the National Park Service provided the following statements to MMS on
Union's project. (Attachment t) The June 9, 1982 letter states:

We are very specifically concerned that an oil spill would affect Anacapa
Isiand, which remains the only viable nesting area tor the Lalifornia brown
pelican within the United States. This endangered species utilizes the i1siand
throughout the year for both breeding and roosting; 1ts nesting period alone
might run from December through September, In fact, there 1s no time period
when there 1s not the strong possibility of a spill aftecting this bird's
population,

E4
For these same three reasons (i.e., planning to drill within the Sanctuary,
planning to drill within the shipping lane buffer zone, and the possibility of
harm to the Anacapa lsland pelican colony), the California Coastal Commission
objected to Lhevron, U.S,A.'s plans to develop OLS 0205 in the recent past. In-
spite of the conciusion tound in Appendix D ("Coastal Zone Management
Lonsistency Certification”) of Union O11's Exploratory Report, that the present
pltan 1s consistent with the Calitornia Coastai Zone Management Program, we
remain very interested in the comments of the California Coastal Commission
with respect to this plan, to see whether it agrees with such a consistency
determination.

Under Section 30240 of the Coastal Act, cited and discussed in more detail below,
the Commission must protect "environmentally sensitive habitat areas” and adjacent
areas. Because the Brown Pelican is an endangered species, the pelican habitat on
and around Anacapa is an "environmentally sensitive habitat area". The Coastal Act
clearly states the "environmentally sensitive habitat area shall be protected
against any significant disruption of habitat values; and only uses dependent on
such resources shall be allowed within such areas." The drilling of Union's
exploratory well is clearly not a use appropriate within an "environmentally
sensitive habitat area" and the project as proposed in the vessel traffic buffer
zone poses a significant risk to the endangered Brown Pelican throughout the year.

Section 30230 of the Coastal Act requires that special protection be given to areas
and species of special biological significance. The endangered California Brown
Pelican is clearly a species of biological significance and must be afforded all
reasonable protection. The Commission has a long-standing policy prohibiting any
drilling activities within 6 miles of Anacapa and the other Channel Islands. This
has proven to be a sound policy. Although the Anacapa pelicans could still be
damaged by oil spills occurring outside of the 6 mile buffer area, the pelicans are
afforded a special level of protection in the very critical area surrounding their
only U.S. breeding colony. The Department of Fish and Game recognized the need for
this special level of protection and stated that they believe this project to be
inconsistent with the CCMP, In their June 16, 1982 letter to the Commission, thex
stated that they "have consistently reconmmended the deletion of lease tracts within
six nmi of the northern Channel Islands...to provide a buffer between potential o1l
and gas exploration and development and areas containing valuable as well as
deiicate natural-resources.’ (Attachment F)




Therefore, in conclusion, the Commission finds that this project places an undue
risk on the endangered California Brown Pelican and is inconsistent with Sections
30230, 30231, and 30240 of the Coastal Act. Analysis under Section 30260 (Section
J) finds that although the project's impacts on marine resources are mitigated to
the maximum extent feasible and there is no alternative location, it fails to meet
the public welfare test and is therefore inconsistent with the Coastal Act.

3. Drilling Fluids and Cuttings

As discussed above, Coastal Act Sections 30230 and 30231 require that the biological
integrity of coastal and marine resources to be maintained and enhanced. Section
30231 states:

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams,
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of
marine organisms and for the protection of human health shall be maintained
and, where feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse
effects of waste water discharges and entrainment ...

Union's project is located within a biologically sensitive area, approximately 4.8
nautical miles from Anacapa Island. Even before the area's designation as a Marine
Sanctuary, the Commission had established a policy that there should be no oil
exploration or production activities within six miles of the Channel Islands.

The Commission finds, as discussed below, that the offshore disposal of drilling
fluids and cuttings releases substances to the marine environment which may be
either toxic to marine organisms or may have deleterious sublethal effects on these
organisms, While there is insufficient data to definitely determine whether the two
Union exploratory wells discharge enough toxic substances to significantly damage
the marine environment, the evidence clearly shows that such discharge is not
conducive to the maintenance of "optimum populations” of marine organisms, contrary
to Section 30231. The Commission finds that the area is an especially productive
marine habitat area. Section 30230 specifically requires that "special protection"
be given to areas and species of "special biological or economic significance.” The
express language of these two sections requires that the Commission adopt an
exceptionally cautious approach to approving uses which may have an adverse effect
on this area.

The current NPDES general permit which allows ocean disposal of muds and cuttings on
this lease will expire on December 31, 1983. The EPA is currently considering
extension of the permit until June 30, 1984, However, the Commission finds that
issuance of the NPDES permit is based upon the erroneous premise that one permit can
effectively regulate muds and cuttings over the entire California coast. Therefore,
the Commission finds that it must assert its consistency review authority over the
current NPDES permit for this project to assure the maintenance of optimum
populations of marine organisms.

a. The Effects of Drilling Fluids and Cuttings on the Marine Environment. The
Channe! Islands were selected as a Marine Sanctuary in large part because of the
extraordinary concentration of the following resources: 1) marine mammals; 2)
seabirds; 3) fish, shellfish, and kelp resources; 4) dintertidal organisms; and, to a
lesser extent; 5) archaeologic/historic resources., Of these resources, muds and
cuttings are most likely to affect fish.
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The proposed Union wells are to be located in open waters beyond the island shelves
which are generally characterized by offshore pelagic areas. In these areas, the
small schooling species such as the northern anchovy, Pacific saury, sardine,
mackerel, and squid are particularly important because of their vital role in the
marine food chain. The nutrient rich waters fed by regional upwellings support
exceptionally abundant populations of these species which in turn are fed upon by
other fish, the seabirds, marine mammals, and humans. The abundance of these fish
is undoubtedly a significant factor in supporting the large concentrations of marine
mammals and seabirds in the area (FEIS on the Proposed Channel Islands Marine
Sanctuary, May 1980).

Therefore, if drilling fluids and cuttings were to negatively affect 1larval forms
of fish (when they would probably be most susceptible to toxic substances), or adult
forms, this could in turn negatively affect both recreational and commercial
fisheries as well as the birds and mammals which consume the fish. However, the
effects of these substances and their constituent elements on marine organisms is
far from clear. Nonetheless, the Department of Fish and Game, in a report on
drilling muds prepared for the Commission (J. Steele, 1983), recommended that until
definitive information on the effects of discharges is available, the Commission
should be very concerned about the possible accumulative impacts to California's
coastal resources from drilling in the 0CS. :

In addition, the Commission has conducted its own review of the literature and
concurs with the Department's concerns. For example, Tagatz et al (1980) found that
the presence of high mud concentrations on the sediments can inhibit settlement and
recolonization by many types of organisms. Schatten (1982) found that barium
interfered with the fertilization and early development or sea urchin embryos.
Sweeney (1981 testimony before the EPA) has stated that small amounts of copper and
other heavy metals in sea water are exceedingly toxic to phytoplankton; these tiny
plants are the basis of the food chain on which many other organisms depend.

Brannon and Rao (1979) investigated sublethal responses of organisms to used
drilling muds and observed decreased growth rates in oysters, grass shrimp larvae,
oppossum shrimp, and killifish embryos, developmental anomalies in fish embryos,
impairment of osmoregulation in shrimp, and hypoglycemia in crabs, at concentrations
similar to or slightly Tower than those that were acutely toxic.

b. Composition and Fate of Drilling Fluids and Cuttings Proposed for Use in Union's
Project. According to the Hooks, McCloskey and Associates environmental report (May
10, 1082) for this project, Union will use plain seawater to drill the 36-inch hole
for the 30-inch drive/structural casing. This water will be returned to the ocean
floor. The mud used beyond the 30-inch casing shore is a low-solids mud which is
similar in quality to the drilling characteristics of water. It will be a
freshwater gel consisting of fresh water and the following components: bentonite;
Benex; Cypan or Drispac; calcium hydroxide; sodium carbonate, and sodium
bicarbonate; barite; lignite; and special purpose additives, including MICA, ground
nut hulls, vegetable oils, and defoamers, such as aluminum stearate. Neither
biocides nor chrome lignosulfonate will be used. Total discharges from the two
wells proposed by Union includes 17,950 cubic feet of cuttings and 423,500 gallons
of drilling fluids.

Union argues that that impact of the proposed activities on water quality will be
minor and short term, and that toxic substances, such as heavy metals, will
generally be present in very low concentrations. Furthermore, Union argues, since
the proposed activities will take place at a depth of approximately 800 feet, the
muds and cuttings will be dispersed within the water column and very little
concentrated settling on the ocean floor will occur.
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However, although the Commission believes that these arguments have merit, it has
found above that Sections 30230 and 30231 require that the marine resources in the
project area be afforded special protection as a biologically sensitive area. As a
result, the Commission cannot find, absent additional information to the contrary,
that the discharge of the drilling fluids and cuttings will promote optimum
gogu]ations of marine organisms (that is, the maintenance of natural species

fversity, abundance and composition). Therefore, as proposed, the Commission finds
Union's project to be inconsistent with the above sections. However, Section J
addresses mitigation of the adverse impacts of discharge of drill muds and cuttings
and finds Union's project meets the test of 30260 with respect to effects of drill
muds and cuttings.

4, Environmentally Sensitive Habitats and Biological Productivity: Sections
30107, 30231, 30240{a)

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. Section 30107 defines an environmentally
sensitive area as "any area in which plant or animal 1ife or their habitats are
either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an
ecosystem, and could easily be disturbed or degraded by human activities and
developments.,"

Union's consistency certification states that "there are no known environmentally
sensitive areas on or immediately adjacent to the lease". The Commission disagrees.
The well sites are in fact located 1.2 miles within the boundaries of the Channel
Istands National Marine Sanctuary, and within 4.8 nautical miles of Anacapa Island,
which is a part of the Channel Islands National Park. As was estabiished in the
Background and Documentation sections, this project is located in an environmentally
sensitive habitat. The State waters surrcunding the lslands are designated as an
Ecological Preserve and Area of Special Biological Significance.

If development is located in an environmentally sensitive habitat, the requirements
of Section 30240 apply:

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be
protected against any significant disruption of habitat
values, and only uses dependent on such resources shall be
allowed within such areas.

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentaily
sensitive habitat areas and parks and recreation areas
shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would
significantly degrade such areas, and shall be compatible
with the continuance of such habitat areas.

The key first requirement is whether o0il exploration and possible later development
is a "significant” disruption of habitat value. 0il1 development's associated risks
would seriously disrupt, if not destroy, the wildlife resources required to be
protected under Section 30240(a). Due to the extreme sensitivity of the marine
resources, the risk of a spill, (discussed in Section E) and the helicopter and
vessel traffic associated with the project, the Commission finds that the project
poses "significant" disruption to resources.
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The second requirement of Section 30240(a) allows only resource dependent uses in
environmentally sensitive areas. "Resources" refers to environmentally sensitive
habitat areas, that is, 1iving plant and animal resources, not petroleum. As stated
above, rare species, such as the endangered Brown Pelican, is disturbed by human
activities and developments, as the past 10 year fluctuation in its breeding rate
has demonstrated. Uses dependent on these resources would include, for example,
fishing, if such activity can be properly regulated so as not to interfere with the
wildlife. The Commission finds that this project does not propose a resource

dependent use,

Even if the project meets 30240(a), it would not satisfy the requirements of
30240(b). The project is clearly adjacent to an environmentally sensitive habitat
area: it is within the National Marine Sanctuary, and within 1.8 miles of the State
waters, designated as an Area of Special Biological Significance and an Ecological
Preserve. As discussed above, the Commission has found the waters within 6 miles of
the Channel Islands to be a unique biological area, even before designation of the
Marine Sanctuary.

The Commission finds that there is no feasible way in which Union could site or
design its project to avoid impacts on the environmentally sensitive habitat areas.
Although Union is trying to protect the area by drilling in the time of year of
least vulnerability to the Brown Pelican, has proposed an 011 Spill Contingency
Plan, and would barge its drill muds to the mainland for disposal, the Commission
finds the project still would not be compatible with the continuance of the habitats
and could, in fact, degrade these sensitive areas. Therefore, the Commission finds
that the project does not satisfy the two requirements of Section 30240 of the
Coastal Act.

5. Biological Productivity

The Coastal Act requires protection of biological productivity in the following
mandatory policy:

30230: Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and,
where feasible, restored. Special protection shall be given to
areas and species of special biological or economic signiti-
cance., Uses ot the marine environment shail be carried out in a
manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal
waters and that will maintain healthy populations of all species
of marine organisms adequate for long-term commercial,
recregtiona], scientific, and educational purposes. (emphasis
added

Union concludes that the entire channel contains an abundance of important marine
resources and that the impacts of routine drilling operations are slight, temporary,
and lTocalized. This observation fails to recognize that the Coastal Act requires
special protection of the areas of special biological significance. For the reasons
previously enumerated, the Commission finds that this section is not met by this
proposal.




D. Commercial Fishing

Sections 30230 and 30231 also require management of coastal waters to assure
biological productivity and maintenance of optimum populations of marine life,
including fisheries. The Commission also finds that commercial fishing is an
important element of the coastal economy which must be protected under Section 30234
of the Act. In addition to money earned directly by the fishermen, the industry is
considered a "primary industry," which generates many additional secondary jobs for
seafood processors, brokers, dock workers, truck drivers, and boat yard crews.
Revenues for the rent and the purchase of housing, food, and equipment are also
generated by commercial fishing,

Commercial fishing is also a coastal-dependent industry and is therefore further
protected as a priority use in the coastal zone in Section 30255 of the Act and in
the CCMP. These enforceable policies provide development standards to assure
priority of commercial fishing and can be implemented only with continued biologicai
productivity,of the fisheries resources.

Offshore o0il and gas exploratory activities can have economic and biological effects
on the commercial fishing industry. Economic losses to the fishing industry can
occur by (1) tainting marine organisms by direct coating or ingestion of

hydrocarbons; (2) reducing the total available catch; (3) contaminating fishing gear

and vessels, requiring either cleaning or replacement of the gear and cleaning of
the vessels; and (4) preventing fishermen from leaving port due to placement of oil
containment booms. Additional discussion of impacts from oil spills is provided in
Section E.

Biological impacts can result from oil spills, a remote but continual threat of
offshore o0il operations and from discharge of drill muds. Commercial fishermen and
the Commission have expressed concern about the short-term and long-term effects of
drill muds on commercially recoverable fish in previous considerations of
development and exploration plans. The Commission continues to be concerned because
of the uncertainty of the impacts, as expressed by the scientific community. The
previous section in this report provides further analysis of the fates and effects
of drill muds on marine biota.

Lease P-0203 is within a trawling and purse-seining commercial fishing area and is
within Fish Blocks 683-684., Spot prawns and anchovies are the primary targets of
the trawling and purse-seining. Most of the fishing activities occur within three
to six miles offshore the north side of Anacapa Island. ¥The-Bepartment-ef-Fish-ard
came-has-recommended-gbjection~te-this-projects

During preparation of the staff report, Union, in cooperation with the U.C. Marine
Advisor's office in Santa Barbara, sent locational information to numerous
commercial fishing representatives to advise them of the proposed activities. Two
trawlers have responded to notices sent out by the Marine Advisor. They stated that
although Union is drilling in an English sole trawling area, an insignificant impact
on the sole fishery will occur if Union drills in the winter, as it proposes to do.

Because exploratory activity on OCS P-0203 will not conflict with commercial fishing
activities, the Commission finds the project consistent with those portions of
Coastal Act policies protecting commercial fishing operations.

SO
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E. Protection Against the Spillage of Crude 0il.

1. Introduction

Regardliess of the precautions taken against well blowouts and other accidents
resulting in spills of crude oil in the open ocean, there is always a risk of oil
spills occurring at a drill site. Such a spill may reach the coast of California
and the offshore islands and damage marine life, scenic areas, and recreational
areas. Because of this risk, the proposed drilling operations must be consistent
with Section 30232 of the Coastal Act, incorporated in Chapter 3 of the Coastal
Management Program, which states:

Protection against the spillage of crude 0il, gas petroleum
products, or hazardous substances shall be provided in relation
to any development or transportation of such materials.
Effective containment and cleanup facilities and procedures
shall be provided for accidental spills that do occur.

Union has provided onsite equipment and personnel training, and works with oil spill
cooperatives, which have dedicated oil spill response vessels (See Attachment A).
The Clean Seas dedicated oil spill response vessel, Mr., Clean I, can arrive at the
site within 5 to 6 hours.

2. Chemical Dispersing Agents

Because of the location of this well in a recognized area of biological significance
for Brown Pelican breeding, Union is attempting to take additional measures to
protect the species from the adverse impacts of oil spills if they occur. Union has
requested the Regional Response Team (federal agencies and the State of California
that approve response procedures during oil spills) to develop measures to expedite
the approval process for the use of chemical dispersants to combat oil spills,
particularly spills from operations such as this one located in environmentally
sensitive habitats. In coordination with this effort, Union has revised #s
eurrently-revising its 0il spill contingency plan to include Special dispense use
measures, as requested by the Regional Response Team. Commander L.A, Onstad of the
11th U.S, Coast Guard District testified at the November 15, 1983 hearing that the
material submitted by Union meets the concerns of the Regional Response leam. Ihe
Commission concurs with the Coast Guard's analysis and therefore finds the plan
complete. s¥x-rew-sections-designred-to-hetp-1mprove-their-respenses--+he-seet3ons
w#:g-eeveP-the-feliewing-%epées+

----- Az---Expected-Bil-CompositieniBispersant-Characteristiess
----- Br---041-Sp+1i1-Anatysiss

----- 6r---Reseurce-informations

----- Bz---Bispersant-Respense-Strategiess

----- Er---Cerelusionss

----- Fz---Reference-Materialss

Urien-has-yet-to-complete-this-work-and-therefore-has-net-submitted-a-complete
versien-ef-its-revised-03}-spili-contingeney-plan-to-the-Commission-fer-reviews
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B3i-spilis-pese-the-greatest-threat-to-the-Brown-Relican-peputatien~-on-Anacapa
Island-and-a}l-petential-respense-procedures-for-their-protection-must-be-presented
te-the-Gemmissien-for-adequate-review-ef-the-propesal~-Sinee-these-essential
elements-ef-Unienis-spiti-respense-plarning-have-net-been-presenteds~the-Commissien
does-net-have-sufficient-information-te-determine-the-consisteney-of-this-propesat
with-balifornials-boeastat-Management-Programts-requirement~for-Lteffective~eleanup
faciltitiessis

Union has completed #s-eurrently-cendueting laboratory tests to determine the
potential effectiveness of dispersants on the 0il expected to be found during
exploratory drilling. This oil is heavy (API gravity 14.5°) and dispersants
probably would not be as effective on it as they would on lighter oils. The data
from the tests has been used to wiil help determine the most effective ratios of
dispersant to oii Tor use 1n dispersing this type of oil. In addition to the
effectiveness testing program, Union has indicated to the #s-werking-with-the
Commission and the Department of Fish and Game that if this project were approved,
it would e develop a toxicity testing procedure to help determine the hazards of
dispersant use., If dispersant application procedures are developed and the approval
process is expedited, Union may improve its ability to combat oil spills in
situations where the use of these chemicals are warranted. However, these measures
must be viewed as additional tools to reduce the impacts of o0il spills on sensitive
areas, not to eliminate the impacts. There has never been a documented case of
dispersants eliminating the impacts of large oil spiils.

The effectiveness and potential toxicity of dispersants remain a source of debate.
However, if a large oil spill occurs in this location and the spill is headed toward
shore, it is unlikely that the local oil spill cooperative will be able to apply
more than one application of dispersants during daylight hours, before the oil would
contact the island. The Clean Seas o0il spill cooperative has acknowledged, in
written comments to the Commission, that one pass over an oil spill will disperse
only 10 to 30 percent of the 0il remaining after evaporation. Mechanical cleanup
methods such as booms and skimmers also have limited effectiveness, and should be
viewed as devices to reduce, but not eliminate impacts. Thus, the combined efforts
of mechanical and chemical cleanup techniques will not eliminate the impacts to the
Brown Pelican population, if that population is threatened by a large oil spill.

Even though #f Union has developed develeps dispersant techniques and provided a
complete submits-a-cemp+eted 0il spill plan to this Commission, the Commission
nevertheless finds that no #t-remains-deubtful-whether-any mitigation can be
considered adequate to protect the environmentally sensitive resources at this
location.

3. 011 Spill Risk and Trajectories

Union states that the chances for an oil spill are very small, due to the excellent
safety record of the industry in drilling exploratory wells. However, at the
hearing, both Union and the U.S. Coast Guard acknowledged to the Commission that the
0ss1bility %here-is-atways-the-eharee 0T an 011 spill always existS, BEEHPPIRg:
and this risk must be weighed against the value of the resources that could be
damaged, The largest o1l spill in history was from the Ixtoc exploratory well,
located in the Bahia de Campeche, Mexico, which demonstrates that oil well blowouts
from exploratory operations are possible. (A summary of exploratory drilling risks
is included in Appendix A.) A risk of a spill in this location is increased because
the well site is proposed to be located in the buffer zone of the Santa Barbara
Channel Vessel Traffic Separation Scheme.
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Thus, the combination of a well site located in an environmentally sensitive habitat
and in a buffer zone of the VISS substantially increases both the damage and risk of
an oil spill. Union has submitted oil spill trajectory data which is included in
the upcoming revisions to their 0i1 Spill Contingency Plan, This information is not
based on site specific weather data because no long-term data is available for the
site itself. Therefore, the oil spill trajectory analysis must make some
assumptions regarding the weather conditions at this specific site as well as
assumptions regarding the seasonal currents, and other weather factors. Even if
site specific data is developed, the following excerpt from a paper of the Minerals
Management Service entitled "Physical Oceanography and Meteorology of the California
Outer Continental Shelf", emphasizes the problems with attempting to predict oil
movement in the nearshore environment. It states:

Nearshore currents are extremely variable and complex. They may
be driven by any of the forces which cause deep ocean currents.
Winds, tides, density variations within the water column and the
eayth's rotation are certainly important. The nearby oceanic
currents are also an important influence on the shelf. There
are additional factors which further complicate nearshore
circulation.

The data presented by Union indicates that the probability of shoreline impact is
small during the months from November through January. However, a spill which does
not contact the island but reaches the surrounding waters can have devastating
impacts on the Brown Pelican population which uses the waters as a feeding area.

4, Conclusion

Based on the above discussion, the Commission finds that Union has not provided
effective measures as required in Section 30232. Current state-of-

the-art oil spill containment and cleanup does not provide the level of effective
protection required by this policy. Because this POE proposes a coastal-dependent
industrial facility, it nonetheless requires a second look under Section 30260 of
the Coastal Management Program, which allows special consideration for such
facilities. Section 30260 analysis finds the project inconsistent because of the
inability of current technology to adequately protect unique coastal resources.
URteR-5-fatture-to-stubmit-a-finat-or+-5pr++-bontingency-Hians (See Section J)

F. Vessel Traffic Safety

Union's proposed exploratory wells are located within the southern buffer zone of
the northbound traffic lane (Exhibit 2). Section 30262 of the Coastal Act will not
allow platforms to be sited where a substantial hazard to vessel traffic might
result from the facility or related operations, determined in consultation with the
United States Coast Guard and the Army Corps of Engineers. The Coast Guard has in
the past argued that Section 30262 by its terms cannot apply to exploratory drilling
due to its express reference to "platforms". The Commission disagrees and has
applied the section to exploratory drilling for the following reasons. First, the
cumulative effects of numerous exploratory activities create substantial increased
hazards to vessel traffic and such effects must be dealt with even more carefully
than individual stationary platforms under numerous statutory requirements (Section
30250, CEQA, and NEPA). Furthermore, Section 30260 requires the Commission to adopt
"maximum feasible mitigation" for any oil and gas development, including exploratory
drilling. Thus, in implementing Section 30260, the Commission can look to the
specific legislative guidance of Section 30262 on vessel traffic safety.
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The Commission has carefully examined the issue of vessel traffic safety in numerous
past actions. In January 1982, the Commission approved Chevron's POE for the nearby
lease to explore the Sockeye Field from the buffer zone of the VTSS (CC-9-81).
However, it expressly determined that existing data did not justify placement of
temporary structures in the buffer zone. The Commission required extensive
mitigation measures, and based its concurrence on Chevron's willingness to implement
them. The Commission also indicated that its concurrence was due in large part to
its desire to obtain additional information from the implemented mitigation
measures. Union now proposes to undertake the same measures. Because of the
location of Union's project, as discussed below, the mitigation measures are
inadequate.

Chevron's Sockeye project was located four miles northwest of the "dog leg", or bend
in the VTSS. Union's project is located less than half a mile northwest of the same
dog leg. In concurring with Chevron's project, the Commission found:

A wminimum of three miles from the dog leg is necessary as a
margin of safety to allow vessels to make late turns in the bend
and still return to the sealane before reaching the drillship.

This determination was based in part on expert testimony that the greatest
navigational risk is located at the dog leg.

Chevron has drilled its well on OCS P-0205, and while drilling, worked with the
California Maritime Academy (CMA) to develop data on vessel hazard and mariners'
responses to the presence of a drilling vessel in the buffer zone of the VTSS.
Chevron agreed to track by radar every vessel in the northbound lane passing the
drill ship while it was on location in the buffer zone, to determine the maneuvers
necessary to clear the rig by a safe distance. A questionnaire was distributed to
all captains leaving the southern California ports to travel north through the
Channel. Preliminary discussions have occurred between the Commission staff and the
CMA regarding the results of and responses to the study. CMA has not yet completed
its analysis.

In examining the raw data, the Commission has determined that over 38 percent of the
vessels that passed by the drilling rig (306 out of 793) were veered out of the
traffic lane in the Separation Zone between the lanes when passing the rig on the
opposite side of the lane. The IMCO resolution "General Provisions of Ship's
Routing" (1977) recommends that course alterations in a VTSS should be as few as
possible. The resolution suggests that the normal flow of traffic. once determined,
should proceed along as straight a path as possible. The International Steering and
Sailing Rules; Rule 10, Traffic Separation Schemes, which are the international
"ruies of the road”, state:

A vessel other than a crossing vessel or a vessel joining or leaving
a lane shall not normally enter a separation zone or cross a separation
line except:

(1) 1in cases of emergency to avoid immediate danger;
(1) to engage in fishing within a separation zone.
Because the 306 vessel captains whe-lefi-the-lane-te-put-a-greater-distanee-between

their-vessets-and-the-rig were not fishing, it could must be assumed that they
considered the rig an immediate danger. The 11th U.S. Coast Guard District states
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that at least 93% of ships using the Santa Barbara Channel use the vessel traffic
lanes, Etighty-two mariners out of the /93 who passed in the northbound lane
responded to Chevron's survey. Sixty-eight percent of the mariners responding said
a hazard existed where visibility was reduced and 63 percent disagreed with the
contention that the rig served as an aid to navigation. Thirty-five percent (29)
said they had to pass closer to the drilling vessel than they considered safe. Out
ef-these-295-19-said-the-drill-rig-presented-a-hazard-in-elear-weathery-whilte-23
said-a-hazard-existed-en}y-where-visibility-was-reduceds

In addition to its location close to the dog leg, Union's proposed project would be
near the area where ships entering and leaving Port Hueneme would cross and enter
the VTSS. Unlike Chevron's location in the northern buffer of the northbound lane,
Union's rig would be Tocated in the southern buffer of the northbound lane. This
location would require crew and supply boats to cross the northbound lane to service
the rig, which adds to the navigational hazard presented by the project.

Testimony by,Commander L.A. Onstad of the 11th U.S, Coast Guard District stated that
the Coast Guard has approved Union's proposed location in the buffer zone. The
Loast Guard position on o1l activities in the buffer, he said, was that temporary
drilling (that 1s, exploration) should be precluded where other feasible drilliing
locations exist; furthermore, the view of the International Maritime Organization is-
that occasional positioning of exploratory structures in the tratffic lane itself may
be necessary.

The Coast Guard representative stated that the routing system in the Santa Barbara
Channel was being rotated clockwise to accommodate not only the Sockeye rield, but
also, secondarily, "this field of Union." However, 1n the June 24, 1982 1ssue of
the Federal Register, in the official llth Coast Guard District Port Access Route
Jtudy "Notice of Study Results,” the Coast Guard recommended that the 155 be
modified to accommodate proposed development of a known 01l and gas field (Sockeye
Field). No mention was made of moving the lanes for any reason for other than
Sockeye production.

The Commission has given serious consideration to the comments of the Coast Guard.
However, the Commission, atter consulting with the Coast Guard as reguired by
Section 30262, must reach its own decision. At present, existing data does not
Justify placement of temporary structures in the buffer. The Commission has allowed
Chevron's driliing to proceed to provide additional data that may result in a
revision of that policy. As stated above, the GMA has not yet completed 1ts
~analysis of the study results.

The risk of drilling in the buffer zone is particularly great in this proposal,
where Union would drill in the southern buffer of the northbound lane, necessitating

support vessels to cross the lanes to service the ria. Although the representative
rom the Minerals Management Service testified that Mobi rilted 1ts well 1in the
buffer zone on this lease "with no problems," Union's proposed location in the
southern butier results in cross tratfic, increasing f%e risk., Furthermore,
Union's location in an area of special biological signiticance and an
environmentally sensitive habitat make the risks unacceptable in this case.

Regarding the proposed moving of the lanes to accommodate Chevron's Sockeye field,
the Commission Tinds that i1t cannot deviate from 1ts policy prohibiting exploration
in the buffer zone, particulariy when the drilling would also occur in the Marine
Sanctuary; the risks of drilling in this iocation are simply too high, JSince 500




meters is an internationally accepted distance for a s
tinds this distance i1s mandatory when unique resources

.....

re at stake,

safety zone, the Commission
a

Therefore, due to the proposed project's location in relation to the Vessel Traffic
Separation Scheme and new additional information from Chevron's study, the
Commission finds that the project creates an unacceptably high risk to vessel
safety, is inconsistent with Section 30262 and cannot be mitigated under Section
30260 of the Coastal Act.

G. Air Quality

As a part of its approved CCMP, the Commission must determine if the project affects
the air quality of the coastal zone. The Commission relies heavily on the technical
expertise of the California Air Resources Board (ARB) in making this determination,
as it is required to do so in numerous sections of the Coastal Act, Since 1981, ARB
has participated extensively in the review of POEs and has submitted numerous
reports documenting the coastal zone effects of offshore drilling, As to this
particular project, ARB submitted an analysis dated June 1982. In reliance on the
ARB an?1ysis, the Commission finds that offshore exploratory drilling affects the
coastal zone,

After a coastal zone effect has been demonstrated, the Commission examines the
project for consistency with Section 30253(3), which requires new development to be
consistent with ARB standards. ARB has determined as follows:

In our view, the applicant has not met the burden of showing that these
projects are consistent with the Coastal Zone Management program Program
and disapproval of these applicantions is warranted. However, ARB would
not oppose the granting of consistency provided that Union agrees to:

1. Implement injection timing retard on the Diamond M General
identified by the task force's NOx emission study. The American
Bureau of Shipping has approved a 4° retardation on General Motors
EMD engines, which are used on the Diamond M General.

2. Record and make available to ARB fuel usage and electromotive demand
for each operating phase during well drilling activities. (This
inform?tion is needed to verify the emissions estimates of the Radian
study.

3. Record wind speed, wind direction and temperature during the time
period when the Diamond M General is operating in the 0CS.

The-ARBs-in-net-eppesing-a-eonsisteney-permit-at-this-timey-does-net-coneede
that-the-preject-appticant-has-met-the-burden-ef-mitigating-petential-adverse
air-guatlity-impaects-resuliing-from-this-projects-and-this-ageney~-expressly
reserves-any-and-atl-legal-rights-and-remedies-whieh-it-otherwise-has-#n-this
matiers

Union has participated in the industry-government task force, developing mitigation
measures to address spillover coastal zone impacts of offshore development and has

agreed to implement the measures described above. Therefore, the Commission finds

the project satisfies Section 30253(3) of the Coastal Act, and the requirements of

Section 307(f) of the CIMA.

« e
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H. Public Access, Recreation, and Visual Resources

Background. Maximum public access and recreational opportunities consistent with
the need to protect natural resources from overuse must be provided under the
requirements of Section 30210 of the Coastal Act. Additionally, water-oriented
recreation is a recognized priority use of the coastal zone in Sections 30220 and
30221, Visual qualities of coastal areas shall also be considered and protected as
a resource of public importance. (Section 30251) National recognition of such
policies can be found in the CZMA, the establishment of the Channel Islands Naticnal
Monument in 1938, and park expansion in 1980. The National Park Service has
expressed its concern over this project. (Attachment E)

The proposed project is closest to Anacapa Island, first protected nationally in
1938. Anacapa consists of three small islets connected by narrow reefs. Totalling
about 700 acres, the islets are collectively about three miles long, with
perpendicular cliffs rising 250 feet above the sea. Recreational uses predominate
on East Anacapa and at Frenchy's Cove, while West Anacapa is set aside as a natural
area for brown pelicans, discussed in the Marine Resources section. Middle Anacapa
is available for visitor use, but there are no facilities or trails. According to
the 1980 General Management Plan for the Channel Islands National Park, only Anacapa
is easily accessible to the public by scheduled commercial boat service Trom '
Ventura. East Anacapa is also accessible from Oxnard and Port Hueneme for day use
trips by private boats. The Park Plan proposes a careful balance of public access
and recreation with protection of natural habitat. Some reduction of public access
to Anacapa will be necessary in the future,

Drillships located on Lease P- 0203 will be visible to boaters seeking access to any
portion of Anacapa from Ventura, Oxnard, or Port Hueneme. However, because
exploratory drilling is a temporary project lasting a maximum of 24 months, the
Commission finds that the project will not have any long-term adverse impact on
recreational and public access uses.

I. Cumulative Impacts

Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to evaluate the
cumulative, as well as individual, impacts of a project:

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

Union's project raises serious concerns over cumulative effects on the marine and
coastal resources 1iving near Anacapa Island. Viewed alone, the exploratory
drilling would affect the Brown Pelican population (Section C), vessel traffic
safety ?Section F), and air quality (Section G). Although the project is expected
to last no longer than 75 days, risk to the pelican population remains significant
and is intensified by the interference with vessel traffic.

Viewed with other projects in the area, Union would drill in a part of the eastern
Channel near Anacapa which has undergone rapid development in the past few years. .
Union's drilling would follow close on the heels of Chevron's 5-month exploration on



0CS P-0205. Chevron completed delineation of its Sockeye Field and intends to
produce from a platform on 0205. Union is producing from its Hueneme Field on OCS
P~0202 (Platform Gina) and from Platform Gilda on OCS P-0216. Chevron is producing

on OCS P-0217 from Platform Grace.

Marine species, air and water quality, spill risk, vessel traffic safety and
commercial fishing operations are all adversely affected by the proliferation of o1l
activities in this area. Union has committed to producing outside of the Sanctuary
if it finds sufficient amounts of o0il and gas on 0203, however, both the proposed
exploration, and possible production immediately adjacent to the Sanctuary boundary
would further stress the adaptability of the species whose livelihoods depend on the
islands and surrounding waters.

The Commission finds the total risks to the resources from additional driiling
within the Sanctuary, nationally recognized for its biologic value, to be
unacceptable. Therefore, the Commission finds Union's project inconsistent with
Section 3025Q(a) of the Coastal Act. Analysis under Section 30260 finds the project
inconsistent with the policies of that section,

J. Coastal Dependent Industrial Development,

Coastal dependent industrial development is first considered under all other
applicable policies of Chapter 3. If coastal dependent industrial development can
meet the other applicable policies of Chapter 3, then the less strict standards of
Section 30260 do not apply. If coastal dependent industrial development cannot meet
the other policies of Chapter 3, then it may nevertheless be approved if it is
consistent with all three specific requirements of Section 30260. As indicated in
the earlier findings, this project fails to meet the requirements of Sections 30230,
30231, 30232, 30240, 30250 and 30262, of the Coastal Act. Section 30260 states:

Coastal-dependent industrial facilities shall be encouraged to locate or expand
within existing sites and shal!ll be permitted reasonable long-term growth where
consistent with this division. However, where new or expanded
coastal-dependent industriai facilities cannot feasibly be accomodated
consistent with other policies of this division, they may nonetheless be
permitted in accordance with this section and Sections 30061 and 30cbe 1t (1)
alternative locations are infeasible or more environmentally damaging; (Z2) to
do otherwise would adversely attect the pubiic weifare; and (3) adverse
environmenial! ettects are mitigated to the maximum extent feasible.

1. Alternative Locations

The first requirement of Section 30260 allows coastal dependent industrial
facilities if alternative locations are either infeasible or more environmentally
damaging. Alternative locations to drill the two wells require slant drilling at an
angle considered unsafe, or at a location within the sea lane presenting an even
greater potential risk of collisions between drillship and other vessels, Drilling
any farther from the oil field being delineated would not yield the data Union needs
to determine whether sufficient oil and gas reserves exist to justify installation
of a platform. For these reasons, the Commission finds that alternative locations
are infeasible and less desirable.
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2. Public Welfare

The second requirement concerns the public welfare. Clearly, it is in the interest
of the public welfare to search for domestic sources of oil and gas. Union has not
given an estimate of the amount of o0il and gas it believes the field contains.
While the Commission recognizes that the development of 0il and gas resources is an
extremely important element of the public welfare and promotes the nationai interest
in enerqgy self-sufficiency, it also recognizes that every deveiopment cannot be
approved merely because it involves the extraction of oi!, In special cases, public
welfare considerations that promote environmental protection wiil outweigh the
national interest in o1l development. The Department of ITreasury commented on the
impacts oT particular oil and gas projects on the national interest with regard to
Exxon's development of the Santa Ynez Unit. The Santa Ynez Unit, unlike this
project, involves a major oil Tield with the potential of developing 300-400 million
barreils of o1l and 600-/00 biliion standard cubic feet of gas. It is the largest
project ever proposed for the OLS, Even so, the Department ot Treasury stated that:
f

Unfortunately, our analytic tools are too blunt to discern the national
security contribution of an individual project of this size. Rough
calculations show the hydrocarbon production and various revenue streams
generated by that production to be relatively smali and 1nconsequential from a
national income account basis. As long as the problem 1s limited to one
specific project, proving national security dependence iS unlikely,

Therefore, if the national security impacts are difficult to discern from such a
Targe project, they are even more difficuit to quantify the benetfits of Union's much
smalier project. Although the Commission in no way discounts these benefits to
national security and national interest, i1t finds in this case that they are
outweighed by the sensitive resources and substantial risks to vessel safety,

This, however, is not the only consideration in determining whether the project
meets the public welfare test. Protection of coastal resources, recreational
opportunities and navigational safety must also be considered aspects of the public
welfare. The-Cemmission-eonsiders-the-nationat~-interest-when-it-reviews-federal
}icenses-and-permits-in-the-follewing-manrner: The Commission's approved CCMP
includes not only the Coastal Act but also a separate chapter (Chapter 11) that
describes the process for consideration of the national interest. In summary, it
determines that the California coast is a resource of national significance
comprising more than half the western coastline of the contiguous 48 states. Nine
out of ten of the objectives 1isted in Section 302 of the CZMA recognize the
critical need to protect coastal zone environmental resources. Exhibit 6,
particularly language from Section 303 of the Coastal Zone Management Act,
demonstrates the strong national interest in protecting "wildlife and their habitat"
(Section 303(2)(A). Section 302 of the CZMA states that "there is a national
interest in the effective management, beneficial use, protection and development of
the coastal zone.,” Section 303 further sets forth the "national policy (a) to
preserve, protect, develop and where feasible to restore or enhance, the resources
of the Nation's coastal zone for this and succeeding generationS...  +Re-cemmissien
has-€arefu++y-werghed-these-competIng-+actors~-1R-1£5~6@€E1536RAs

The Commission redognizes that trade-offs must be made with respect to the
allocation of land and water resources and carefully balances such trade-offs when
it considers whether an o0il and gas project meets the "public welfare" test of
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the Commission must balance the national interest in resource protection with energy
development. The Commission believes its record of concurrence on 69 Plans of
Exploration, partial objection to 5 POEs, and full objection to only 3 POEs, since
obtaining consistency authority in 1978 demonstrates that the Commission has
adequately considered the national interest to promote oil development.

Other federal statutes relevant to this project also demonstrate a Strong national
interest and public welfare policy to protect unigue 11ving marine resources:

(1) Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 19/2 established the
Marine Sanctuary and designates "ocCean areas having distinctive conservation,
recreational, ecological, Or aesthetiC values as marine sanctuaries.. Ihe
Presidentia! designation of the Santa Barbara Channel i1slands Marine Sanctuary shows
tfederal interest in preserving these waters' distinctive gualities.

(2) Endangered Species Act prohibits “taking" of listed species of marine
mammals, birds and fish in both state and federal waters. r1aking' includes
harrassing oy harming. Frederal regulations interpret "harm" to include significant
environmental modification or degradation and acts which annoy 1isted species to
such an extent as to significantly Gisrupt essential behavior patterns. Noise Trom
industrial deveiopment, risk of o1l spills, and additional human intrusion are
inevitabie with 01! development, Union's proposal could disturb Brown Pelican
breeding and nesting behavior, clearly a signiticant impact given the bird's
endangered status (see Section L), frustrating the intent of this iegisiation,

(3) - National Parks and Recreational Act of 1978. 1980 amendments established
the Channel 1slands National Park. Attachment € 1S a letter from the National Parks
Service regarding Union's proposal.

(4) Ports and Waterways Safety Act underline the Congressional intent to
enhance navigation and vesse! safety 1n the nation, Ithe Act aiso protects resources
in the marine environment, as provided in the Statement of Policy at the beginning
of the statute: "Navigation and vessel satety and protection of the marine
environment are mat.ters of national importance.” Warine environment 1s defined to
include recreational, economic and sceniC values of navigdable waters. The Act
authorizes establishment of vessel traffic systems to achieve its goals. Ihe Santa
Barbara Channel VIS5 furthers this objective of vessel satety and protection of the
marine environment, a national objective that wouid be thwarted by Union's project
iocation in the bufter zone of the VISS, '

As discussed in detail in Sections B and C, the proposed project is located within a
federal and state designated sensitive habitat area. Less than six nautical miles
away on Anacapa Island is a breeding colony of endangered Brown Pelicans and
numerous other unique resources. The National Park Service plans to reduce public
access to Anacapa to provide a more hospitable natural environment to the pelican
and other species showing a federal management policy to protect these living marine
resources from disturbance. Neise-frem-+REHSEFIa+-Ee¥L+OPMEAE~-FI5K~0F-03+~5p2+163
and-additionat-Ruman-1nErusion-are~-inevitable-with-oil1~develepments

As discussed in Section F, navigational safety is significantly adversely affected
when drilling is located within the buffer zone of the Vessel Traffic Scheme. The
Commission's policy to discourage drilling within the VTSS buffer zone unless
extraordinary circumstances exist is based in part on the public welfare to be
served by navigational safety. If navigational safety alone were at issue, the
Commission could consider an approval based on overriding public welfare
considerations, It made such a decision in Chevron's Plan of Exploration for Lease
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0205, although, as mentioned above, Chevron's well site was in the northern buffer
zone of the sea lane, which did not require supply boats to cross the sea lane to
service the rig.

However, additional factors tip the balance the other way for Union's project.
Turning to the o0il spill analysis of Section E, the Commission found that oil spills
headed toward Anacapa Island cannot be stopped with today's technology. Although
the oil trajectories for this location indicate a fairly low percentage chance of
impact to the isiand the-eertaminatien if it does occur, it will be from fresh oil
which is the most toxic.

The Commission finds that Union's proposed mitigation measures, discussed below, do
not provide adequate protection to the resources in the surrounding environment:

the endangered Brown Pelican, the 80 species of resident and migrant seabirds, the
pupping and breeding areas of seals and sea lions, and the numerous endemic
populations of marine flora and fauna. Infact, no oil exploration activity on this
site could be adequately mitigated. Therefore, the Commission finds that approval
of this project will not promote the public welfare due to the need to protect the
environmental sensitivity of the Channel Islands and its offshore waters, commercial
fishing, navigational safety, and a sensitive area free from the risk of oil spills,
This one project cannot outweigh the other major public interest factors. ¥he
Commissien-s-reecord-of-approvals-in-the-Santa-Barbara-Channe}-in-general-and-with
pre-existing-teases-in-the-sanetvary-in-partieular-amply-demonstrates-its-concern
for-the-publie-welfare-in-energy-setf-sufficieneys

3. Mitigation

The third requirement of Section 30260 requires adverse impacts to be mitigated to
the maximum extent feasible. The Commission first examines the mitigation proposed
to protect the resources. Concerning oil spill cleanup and response, the Commission
finds that Union's o1l spill containment and cleanup equipment and procedures
represent the maximum feasible mitigation consistent with Section 30260, because
Union has submitted a final o0il spill contingency plan. Siree-this-plan-is
edrrentiy-being-revisea-prrsiant-to-boast-buard-requtrementsy-the-Commission-has
inadeguate-information-te-make-a-determinations However, as the public welfare
analysis above concludes, this mitigation does not adeguate1x protect the public
weltare and national interest in preserving unique (1ving resources. egardless of
the measures taken, 1T a large o1l spill occurs and is headed toward Anacapa Island,
no technology can keep the oil from impacting the Brown Pelican population. If
chemical dispersant application methods are improved and government approval
procedures expedited perhaps impacts could be reduced. However, even this is
unclear because of the many unknowns regarding the effectiveness and potential
toxicity of chemical dispersing agents. While Union may be able to provide the
maximum feasible protection of the pelican using state- of-the-art procedures and
equipment, the Brown Pelican cannot be protected from the adverse impacts of a large
spill. Development could not be confined to a particular season of reduced risk.
(Section C).

Union has proposed mitigation for drill muds discharges. In a letter from J. S.
Attebery, District Land Manager, Union 0i1 Company of California, to William Grant,
Acting Regional Manager, Pacific OCS Region, Minerals Management Service (September
22, 1983), Union states as follows:

Union has a genuine desire to cooperate with concerned agencies
and will rely on the judgment of the Coastal Commission at the
hearing to settle the question of the means of muds and cuttings
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disposal for this drilling location. Union proposes to do a
study to determine the nature and extent of marine 1ife in the
water column in the vicinity of the surface location. The study
should indicate if additional protection can be achieved through
dilution and/or shunting of the muds and cuttings. Union will
agree to implement whatever measures may be suggested by the
study. However, if the Commission finds that land disposal is
the best environmental approach for this location, we will agree
to land disposal as a stipulation within the Commission's
consistency concurrence. (pp. 2-3)

In an attempt to find a solution for the disposal of drilling fluids and cuttings,
Union asked the Environmental Protection Agency whether it could move the drilling
fluids and cuttings by barge to Union's Platform Gina (0CS P-0202) or to Platform
Gina (0CS P-0216). However, EPA advised Union that this would not be permissible
(Gene Bromley, personal communication).

1
Other alternatives include shunting, to direct the discharge, and land disposal.
Shunting would probably not be practical since the Commission believes all muds
should be carried away from the Marine Sanctuary, and the project site is some
distance inside the sanctuary boundaries. Under these circumstances, land disposal
would appear to be the alternative which would mitigate adverse environmental
effects to the maximum extent feasible. Since Union has agreed to these
stipulations in its September 22, 1983 letter, quoted above, the Commission finds
that the disposal of the drilling fluids and cuttings is mitigated to the maximum
extent feasible and therefore is consistent with Section 30260.

Turning to the proposed mitigation for navigational safety, Union proposes to carry
out the mitigation that the Commission previously approved in Chevron's 0205 Lease.
The Commission finds that such mitigation is the maximum feasible, meeting this test
of 30260.

However, inspite of these measures and because the risks to the California Brown
Pelican and the safety of vessel traftic cannot be reduced to a level the Commission
finds acceptable in the interests of the public welfare, as discussed above, the
Commission finds that the project fails to meet the 3-pronged test of Section 30260.
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Substantive File Documents:

1.

Union Amended Exploration Plan, Environmental Report, MMS Environmental
Assessment for Exploratory Wells Nos. 5 and 6, OCS P-0203 and all comments
therein, 0i1 Spill Contingency Plan and Addendum,

Prior Consistency Certifications and Complete File for Leases 0204, 0205, and
245,

Administrative Record of Establishment of Santa Barbara Channel Islands Marine
Sanctuary, and Subsequent Comments on NOAA's 1981 Suspension of Implementing
Regulations.

The California Islands: Symposium (1980)
ed. by D.M, Power, Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History

!
General Management Plan for Channel Islands, 1980 National Park Service

Final Report, Santa Barbara Channel Risk Management Program, National Maritime
Research Center and Complete Commission File on Vessel Traffic Safety, Position
Statement adopted July 28, 1982.

September 22, 1983 letter from Union to William Grant at the Minerals
Management Service,

Responses to questionnaires, Environﬁenta1 Data Record, and Target Data
Record, developed by the California Maritime Academy.

California Brown Pelican Recovery Plan, by Gress and Anderson, for the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service approved draft/unpublished, February 1983.

Final Environmental Impact Statement on the Proposed Channel Islands Marine
Sanctuary, U.S Department of Commerce, May 1980.
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TACHMENT A

Onsite Equipment (First Line of Defense). 0i1 spill containment and cleanup
equipment stored on an exploratory drilling vessel or on a production platform is
primarily designed to provide a first 1ine of defense for a major spill or to
contain and clean up small spills that may occur. This equipment must be able to
surround the largest areas possible within an acceptable period of time. If the
equipment is too large and difficult to handle, then its purpose is defeated. The
following 1ist includes the equipment which the Commission has established as
minimum requirements for Plan of Exploration consistency certifications in the past.
The applicant has committed in its plan to include this equipment onboard the
drilling vessel:

1) 1,500 feet of open ocean oil spill containment boom;
2) one ¢i1 skimming device capable of open ocean use;

3) bales of oil sorbent material capable of containing 15
barrels of o0il;

4) a boat capable of deploying the oil spill boom on the site at
all times or within fifteen minutes of the drilling vessel; and

5) 0il storage capacity of 29 barrels, minimum, for recovered oil.

0i1 Spill Cooperatives (Major spills, second line of defense). Removal of spilled
01l in coastal or marine waters is undertaken by the party responsible for the
spill, under the supervision and, if necessary, the direction of the U.S. Coast
Guard. Because of this requirement, oil production companies operating in the Outer
Continental Shelf belong to oil spill cooperatives which have o0il spill cleanup
equipment designed for open ocean use. The 0il spill cooperative used for the Santa
Barbara Channel and the Santa Maria Basin is Clean Seas.

Dedicated 011 Spill Response Vessels. Clean Seas currently has a 136-foot oil spill
response vessel stationed in Santa Barbara harbor. The vessel, Mr, Clean, is
outfitted with equipment which is designed for response to oil spills in the open
ocean, Clean Seas is continuing to investigate state-of-the-art equipment additions
to the vessel, and the Commission staff is currently working on potential
improvements through the 0i1 Spill Response Capability study. This vessel will
provide the initial response from Clean Seas to oil spills in the Santa Barbara
Channel from Point Conception to Point Dume, and beyond the Channel Islands.

Clean Seas has recently acquired a second o0il spill response vessel which will be
fully equipped with o0il spill containment and recovery equipment. This vessel, Mr,
Clean II, is located in Port San Luis to provide the initial response to oil spills
north of Point Conception.

Personnel Training. An adequate o0il spill response training program must recognize
the aifterent roles necessary to provide an acceptable response to an oil spill, In
general, the program can be broken down to two categories: 1) training for
supervisorial personnel; and 2) training for workers charged with actually putting
equipment into the water. This training can be done by an individual oil company,
or through the local o0il spill cooperative depending on the level of the training.
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Supervisorial Training. The Clean Seas oil spill cooperative conducted a two-day
training program for supervisorial or management personnel operating in the Santa
Maria Basin. Chevron sent their oil spill "Containment and Cleanup Coordinator,
Offshore Containment and Cleanup Coordinator, Onshore Containment and Cleanup
Coordinator, and other individuals with management or supervisorial functions to the
training session. The session focused on the supervisor's role in directing workers
to use equipment properly, interface with the Clean Seas organization, and making
the supervisors aware of proper coastal resource protection goals.

Equipment Use Training for Workers. Workers responsible for actual use of the oil
spill equipment must receive "hands on" training to use the equipment properly.
Chevron has inhouse training procedures that include full deployment of &all offshore
0il spill containment and cleanup equipment. The Clean Seas o0il spill cooperative
puts on training sessions that cover use of specific types of equipment. Member oil
companies shall send personnel to these sessions.

Exploratory Brilling for 0il1 and Gas

Mobile exploratory drilling rigs have been operating offshore approximately 23
years, Accidents associated with these rigs include, blowouts, collision and
rammings, overturning when moving or preparing to move, and problems coping with
storm activities onsite or during transit. The March 1977 issue of Ocean Industry
stated that there were 70 reported accidents involving mobile rigs up to 19//, but
most of these were associated with the movement of the rigs and not the spillage of
oil. Since 1955 there have been 18 blowouts from mobile rigs. However, in recent
years safety has increased while the number of rigs in operation has grown. This is
the result of improvement of rig designs and new training in recent years. Of the
spills that have occurred as a result of exploratory drilling, the USGS circular 741
published in 1975 states, "..., no spill in excess of 50 barrels has been recorded
during exploratory drilling either on the Federal 0OCS or, to our knowledge, in any
other offshore area throughout the world." Representatives of the U.S. Geological
Survey indicate that the 18 blowouts previously mentioned from mobile rigs have been
gas blowouts with no associated spillage of oil. However, on June 3, 1979, the
Ixtoc exploratory well in the Bahia de Campeche, Mexico had a major oil blowout.
According to the 0i1 Spill Intelligence Report (Boston), Ixtoc I was the largest oil
spill ever recorded. The 0il resources tapped by Ixtoc I are far larger than any
o0il field anticipated offshore California. '

The history of exploratory drilling shows it to be relatively safe in light of the
thousands of wells that have been drilled, however. the Ixtoc well blowout
- -demonstrates what can happen if a spill does occur.
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Union Gii and Gas Division: Western Region -

Union Qil Company of California
Southern California District

[ 1835 Knoll Drive, P.O. Box 61786, Ventura, California 93006
o Telephone (805) 656-76C0
UEEVRCEF
J. S. Attebery September 22, 1983

Distrier Land Manager

Mr. William Grant

Acting Regional Manager

Pacific OCS Region

Minerals Management Service

1340 West 6th Street

Los Angeles, California 90017 .

Re: OFFSHORE CALIFORNIA
Santa Barbara Channel
OCs P-0203
Plan of Explecration
Consistency Certification

Dear Mrxr. Grant:

Union 0il Company of California hereby reguests that you
resubmit our Exploration Plan for Proposed Wells P-0203-5
and 6 to the California Coastal Commission for consistency
review. The Exploration Plan is essentially the same as
that previously approved by your office effective June 16,
1982. The only addition to the Exploration Plan is the
completion of certain data accumulation contemplated by the
0il Spill Contingency Plan as part of the expedited disper-
sant approval mechanism. Drilling is still planned for

the November-mid-January time frame.

Union has been engaged in discussions with the staff of

the California Coastal Commission and with reprasentatives
of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
National Ocean Service, over the past nine months. These
efforts were directed to resolution of some of the conflicts
whlich resulted in the Commission's November 17, 19282 obisce
tion to Union's consistency certification for our approved
Exploration Plan for 0OCS P-0203, and Union's subseguent
appeal thereof. Representatives of the MMS ané the U. S.
Coast Guard participated in several of these meetings.

As the .result of these discussions, Union has decided to
ask that you resubmit the Exploration Plan and accompanying

ATTACHMENT B
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Mr. William Grant Page 2
Minerals Management Service September 22, 1983
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documents to the California Coastal Commission for consistency
certification concurrence. Please be advised that Unign

has made certain additional commitments to the Commissior
which we believe should enhance the prospect of Commissipn
concurrence.

1) Unicn has agreed that it will only seek to develop
the field proposed to be confirmed by this delipeation
drilling from a platform located ocutside the boundary
of the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary.

2) Uhion has agreed to conduct 2 Vessel Traffic Safety
Study similar to the one conducted earlier this year
by the California Maritime Academy in conjunction
with Chevron's drilling on OCS P-0205 in the starboard
buffer zone of the northhound VTSS lane. The study"
is expected to cost .£$75,000. Union believes that
the study is justified due to the difference between
the surface locations of the drilling on CCS P-0205
and OCS P-0203. Union's surface location is on the
port side of the northbound VTSS lane, at a point
where vessels should logically be involved in a turn
which would move them away from Union's operation.

T

3) Union is also willing to equip the drillship with
any additional safety features that may be recom-
mended by the study conducted in conjuncticn witl
drilling on P-0205.

4) Union has advised Commission Staff that the drilling
operation will be conducted in the shortest feasible
time: We have estimated that OCS P-0203-5 will
inveclve a total time of exposure to oil bearing
formations of twenty-two days; this estimate is
shcrtened fo eichteen davs for the redrill (OCS
P~0203-%), assuming it is necessary.

Union has a genuine desire to cooperate with
concerned agencies zand will rslv on the judgment of
the Coastal Commission at the hearing to settle the
gquestion of the means of muds and cuttings disposal
for this drilling location. Union prcrposes to 4o

a studv to determine the nature and extent of marine
life in the water column in the vicinity of the _
surface location. The study should indicate if addi-
tional protection can be achieved through dilution

ut
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Mr. William Grant . Page 3
Minerals Management Service September 22, 1983

and/or shunting of the muds and cuttings. Union

will agree to implement whatever measures may be sug-
gested by the study. However, if the Commission
finds that land disposal is the best environmental
approach for this location, we will agree to land
disposal as a stipulation within the Commission's
consistency concurrence.

‘Union has asked Commission staff to place this reguest for
consistency certification concurrence on the Commission's
agenda for the second meeting in October. Accordingly,

we urge that the MMS resubmit this Exploration Plan to

the Commission as soon as possible.

C::ézjyéiiuly yours,
. 8. AttebW

District Land Manager
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Mr. H. T. Cypher

Deputy Manager

U.S. Department of the Interior
Mineral Management Service

1340 W. Sixth Street, Room 160
L.os Angelesg, CA 90017-1297

Dear Mr. Cypher:

We have reviewed the environmental document regarding proposed exploratory
wells on OCS Lease Tract 0203 (Urnion 0il Company of California) in the Santa
Barbara Channel,

We are very concerned with the proposed location of the wells, which will
be approximately onme mile within the existing boundary of the Santa Barbara
Channel Islands Marine Sanctuary. To our knowledge this will be the first
exploratory drilling sctivity to occur within the Sanctuary since the April 30,
1982, reinstatement of the ban on future 0CS oil and gas actions in
California's designated marine sanctuaries. While we recognize that activities
on existing leased tracts are technically exempt from such a ban, we would
still recommend that when exploring and developing an existing lease, to the
extent possible, all work be conducted from outside sanctuary boundaries. This
need to maintain the full sanctuary buffer zone is especlally important in this
instance since the Channel Island nearest the proposed site for exploratory
drilling is East Anacapa Island, whose north shore has been designated not only
part of a State Ecological Reserve, but a "Natural Area” of particular
blological and geological significance (see enclosed map and regulations).

: We 2lso have gome concern with.the proximity cf the proposed drillin

sites to the designated vessel traffic lanes. Santa Barbara Channel is heavily
travelled and there remains the threat of a vessel colliding with the drilling
structure, possibly resulting in a spill situation.

I1f a decision is8 made, based upon these considerations, to relocate the
propesed exploratory site, we recommend that drilling activities (including
disposal of cuttings) be done in a manner which will not impact rocky "“live
bottom”™ habitats. We will defer providing recommendations regarding drilling
muds pending the results of the impacts study currently proposed by the Central
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board.

ATTACHMENT C
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To minimize physical conflicts of drilling with commercial fishing
operations we recommend that locel commercial fishing organizstions he notified
as soon a2 possible. As a minimum the organizations to be notified should

"~ include those listed in the May 26, 1982, Minerals Management Service draft

“Application and Permit Issuance Procedures for Geophysical Survey Permits™
under the boundary heading Point Comceptilon to the Mexican Border.

Commercial fishermen slso have expressed concern as to the effects of
exploratory operations on trawl' grounds as a result of substrate alteratien
from dumped equipment, as well as abandonment procedures which can result inm
large cement chunks being left omsite. In some instances such debris has
prevented further trawling in previously utllized areas. We, therefore,
strongly recoummend that upon completion of drilling all bottom obstructions be
removed end the sites be restored, as nearly zs feasible, to their original
state.

We do have concerns for those whale specles identified in our September
17, 1980, Biological Opinion which was issued pursuant to an Endangered Hpecles
Act, Section 7 consultation between our respective agencles, The Blological
Opinion addressed U.5. Geologleal Survey supervised activities relating to
exploration of tracts that were leased in Lease Sale Kumber 53.

The Biologlcal Opinion contains the information necessary for the
completion of your environmental analysis as well as our recomsendations for
reducing the impacts of mineral develcpment off the Californis Coast., We note
that the list of endangered or threatened species within the plan of
exploration is complete. No critical habitat has been established for any of
the subject species within the area of the proposed actioen.

Should you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact My,

James J. Slawson, of my staff, telephone PTS 7%6-2518.

Sincer&ly yours,

/:1///” / /,/w /w—-»—;—

Eioyﬁ Anderq/ Jr.
Acy g Regional Director

Encl

[ol o4

Foei3iM, M. Warburst
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COF&G, D. Bitwos
FWE, J. Holfe
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June 9, 1982

Memorandum

To: Deputy Minerals Manager, Field Operations
Minerals Management Service, Pacific OCS Regilon
Los Angeles, CA
!

From: Field Supervisor (ES-LN), Laguna Niguel, CA

Subject: Union 011 Company, 0CS-P-G203 (Nos. 5 end €)
Environmental Report for Exploratory Wells in
Santa Barbara Channel, Ventura County, Califernia

The Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) provides the following 655 Dif 1 review
comments on the Exploration Plan (EP), a&nd Envirommental Report (ER) for
pool delineation wells in OCS P-0203 located in the Santa Claraz unit approx-
imately eight miles southwest of Port Hueneme.

The location of these proposed exploratory wells is within the marine
sanctuary around Anacapa Island of the Channel Islands National Park and

at the southern boundary of the northbound shipping lanes. The proposed
exploratory wells provide the potential for an ecil spill ir environmentally
sensitive habitats. Previously FWS has expressed concern for endangered
species and sensitive habitats near P-0203 exploratory wells due to their
encroachment into the shipping lanes and the proximity of the wells to the
then proposed Channel Islands Marine Sanctuary and National Park. These
comments stiil have some velidity.

Biclogical concerne associated with development of this OCS tract are due
to the nearness of Federal and State endangered California brown pelican
nesting and roosting habitats on Anacapa Island and the potential for oil
spill trajectories directed by seasonal currents and storm surges which
may carry a surface spill onto State of Cslifornia designated Areas of
Bioibgiéai 8ignificance at Mugu Lagoon and Point Mugu to Latigo Peoint. In
additisn, the site is near to trawl and gillnet fisheries lecated in the
Ventiire "flats" and is within the known migration routes for endangered
mariné mammals (gray a«nd sel wheles, pinnipeds, and cetaceans). All of
these biological issues sre discussed dn the FR, However, the ER relies
on oll spill trajectory analysis based on studies for Platform "Gipzs"
which i located closer to the mainlend. The "Gina® study may not de
relevant for it is loceted in an arez vhich has reduced tidsl circulstion

ATTACHMENT D

NOTED - VAU HURS
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becsuse of its more protected location in relstion to the Channel Islands
and msinland,

Although Congressional action authorized oil/gas activities to continmue in
already leased tracts, it did not permlt expansion of these activities
into the boundaries of the Marine Sanctuary. Technicaliy, P-0203 is &
lease granted to Union 0il Company prior to formal declaration of the
Marine Sanctuary. Restrictions were placed on drilling activities, spec-
ifying the need for special oil containment equipment and supplies &s
specified in 45 CFR.

Due to the proposed timing of the work (late fall and winter storm season)
and its close proximity to shipping lanes, envircnmentally sensitive habi-
tats, endangered warine meammsl migration corridors, and commercial trawling
areas, additional environmental protections are needed.

If Union 611 Company is willing tc provide additional enviroumental pro-
tection to the sensitive marine habitats, it is possible some action can
be taken.

FWS suggests the following:

1) An suxiliery vessel (supply boat} with additional Clean Sess
Inc. oil spill containment equipment shall be anchored iIn close proximity
to the semi-submersible rig during exploratory drilliug.

2) With any expansion of exploratory and/or production drilling, =
monitoring program shall be fully implemented prior to, during, and after

the period of time for oil and gas operations to provide additlonal informe-
tion about OCS activities impacts.

3) A meeting should be arranged by the applicant and/or Minersls
Management Service with concerned Federal, State, and local agencles and
private individuals and groups to discuss environmental concerns 1f these
exploratory wells are converted to production purposes.

If you have any questions on the sbove, please contact John Wolfe &t
FTS 796~4270.
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United States Deparunent of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

N mEPLY REFER TO: CHANNEL [SLANDS NATIONAL PARK
" L7619-CHIS

1901 SPINNAKER DRIVE
VENTURA, CALIFORNIA 230u1

June 9, 1982

Memorandum

To: Deputy Munagev, Field Operation, Pacilic GCS Region,
Minerals Management Scrvice, 1340 W. 6th Streer,
Los &ngeles, California $0017-1297

From: Superin:éndcnt. Channel Islands Natrional Park
Subject: 6' DM 1 Review, Expluration Plan ~ 0CS-P? 0203 Nos. 5 aud &

We note with interest and some concern the fact that Uanion 0il intends
tu drill two further exploratory wells in 0CS-P 0203, one of those
lease tracts which lies partially within the Channel Islands ¥ational
Marine Sanctuary. 1In fact, the two wells would be the first such
activicy initiated within the sanctuary since its Inception. Because
of our responsibility for management of the sanctuary, as well as for
administration of Channel lslands Matioaal Park, wo wisth to muke the
fellowing commente.

Chaunel [slands Nationai Marine Sanctuary was estabhlished to profzc:
and preserve the extrunrzdinary ecusystem surrounding the islands; the
- resources cf hoth the sanctuary and the park are nationally recognized

as outstanding. Therefore, while we acknowledyge the legitimacy of
Union Oil's right to develop Tract No. 0203 (under 15 C.T7.R. ©3Z.6,
allowing hydrocarbon czplora:-cn within the sanctuary a&s the result

of any lease¢ executed prior to the effective date of the rzgulaticns),
we were disappointed that Union's amalysis of che varions alternat iven
rejected the possibilities of slant driliing frum north of the shipping
lanes, cutside of the sanzzuary boundarv. We f2el that such an
altvrnative would have bLeen safer- than developing the wells within

the buffer zone (as is now planned), and would have best “Lrng To
protect the iutegrity of the sanctuary.

In addition, we are very specifically concerned that an oil spill weould
affect Anacapa Island, which remains the only viable nesting area for
the California brown pelican within the United States. This endangered
species utilizes the island throughout the year for both breeding and

_ ATTACHMENT E
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roosting; its nesting

nt

reriod aloune might run from
September. In fact, the

re 1s no time period whun

strong possibiliiy of a spill alfecting shis bird'

For thesc same three reasons (i.e., planning

to drill within the Sancruary,
planning to drill within the shipping lane buffer zonme, and the
of harm to the Anacapa Island pelican colony), the Califor:
Commission objcctud to Chevron, USA's plans to develop OCS

possibilicy
nia Coastal
0205 in the

Fecent past. 1In spite of the concluszion found in Appendix D (“"Coustal

Zone Management Consistenc Certification") of U
7

California Coustal Commission with respect to this plan, to

it avrees with such g consistency determination.

In addition, while it scems that the Diamend M. Ceneral

Pexs

cod

has mosyt of

equipuent called for in the above regula

aton 0il's Exploratory
Report, that the present plan is consistent with the Califoraia Co
Zoune Munapement Program, we remaln very Interestad in the ¢

[§4.84

i
»
[

See wWhether

the
atiens, we request that you remind

Unien 0il of the vbligativn that there be 13 baics of 0il sorbent maturiul

cusite (15 C.F.R. 935.6(0)(3)), as well as that euuipaene which was

s piage 3 of the Sarety and Contingency Plun.

Thank vou for the cpportunity to commenc. Plescoe keep us apprised of

tiwe fate of this particular exploratory plan.
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California Coastal Camnission

631 Howard Streer . "’“i,.:,,ql QN 64j
San Fraosci dro, Catttforni o 94105 \ . RZREERLEAS = D ' yb o]
(AN ) g bz} .

Atin: Mari Gettdicvnor d\j SR E S e%& !
Ju.o 1o - ( Q{ :

LYl R /\V‘ :

C. ) ‘ |
S Ui DION |
COAS&ML LN oo |

A« Department of Fish and Game

abject s . o : - . o . 4
! 0CS Plan of fxploration for Lease 0CS-P-0203 Hos. 5 and 6, Union 0il Company,

y

Santa Barl.ara Chanoel

We bave relicwel the subject Plan of Exploraticn for the drilling of twa
expinvatory wells, located approsimately seven miles soulhwest of Port lHucneme
and five and ecne=half ailes aorth-novtheast of Anacapa laland, to evaluate a
potential source ol bydrocarbon resources.  The proposed activity is within six
adautical wiles (ami) of the Channel Islands Marine Sanctuary. Tt is our
understandtios that the ban ooa fatare oil and pgas activities within the
Sanvtuary was reinstated by the Natronal Oceantce and Atmospheric Administration
on o Aprtl 30, 1982, Vhe site 1w also within the buflferzone detailed in the
Cocstal Commission'sa Januvary 8, 1980 policy to protect unique resources withiu :

estanlished sState Beclogicai Keserves and designated "Natural Arcas',

Our 1naim concerns wilh respect to the location of the proposed wells focus on
their close proximity to the established vorthbound vessel traffic lane as well
as their relative ncarness to Anacapa Taland, a designated Arca of Special
Siclopical Sipnificance which havbors a major breedivg population of the
endangered Californias bhrown pelican, Tne proposced wells are located within the
500 wmeter vessel traffic butfer zone and appear to be immediatel: adjacent to
the traltic lane. It is onr opinion tiat the propoged activity iu this
location would van o hagier than normal risk of collision with vesse! traffic
which could venuleo in o wajor oil spill close to Anacapa Island,  This

cation, therclore, would appear to be inconsistent with Section 30262(d) of
the Coastal Act which states, in part, that placforms shall not be sited in

herardous areas,

We have consistently recommended the deletion of lease tracts within six nmi of

the uorthern Channel Tslands. We continue to congsider this recommendation
necessary to provide o buffer between potential oil and gas expl ration and
development and arcas containing valuable as well as delicate natural
resources.  The hulfer zone would provide an added time interval Jduring which
vainlant based containmeat and clean up equipucent could respond to aad

sucecantally contain aa ofl spill before 1r would reach the 1sland shore,

Tl onocite contalmwen! gl cleanup respoase capabilities for a small (less

thav 19 barvelsd oil spili appear fo be oad goato
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1000 feet
EXHIBIT NO. 2
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CHART OF COMMISSION ACTION

Plans of Exploration within or near & nautical miles of Channel Islands

e

* Kk %

Chenttn Po€__ Queyren Avnended PG Unitn o€ -
0CS lease 245 0CS lease 205 0CS lease 205 0CS lease 204 0CS lease 203
(1979) (1980) (1982) (1978) 1952.)
Concurrence Objection Concurrence Concurrence Ob e
Project 1 gas well 1 0il-well 2 0il wells 1 0i1 well on 204 2 0il wells
Location [4.3 n.mi. south of 5.7 n. mi. north of 6.83 n. mi, north of |8 n. mi. north of 4.6 n. wi. north of
Santa Rosa Island Anacapa Island Anacapa Isltand Anacapa Island Anacapa Island
(surface location)
0il 0i1 spill trajectory |Location of drillship |Recognized risk near |Recognized risk, but |[Increased risk due Lo
Spills low probability of oil{near shipping lane shipping lanes. state of art contain- {shipping lane location
. movement in the increases risk of vil |Extensive mitigation Jment included. Trajectory greatest
direction of Santa spill. Trajectory measures allowed risk in fall.
Rosa and gas lease presents greatest risk|Conmission to find
during fall when that project is
drilling could be approvable.
possible. .
Resources Harbor seal and sea- jEndangered species Hot located within 6 Not located within Endangered species
' bird activty concen- |(Brown Pelican) breed |n. miles of Channel 6 n. mi. of Channel |{Brown Pelican) breed
trated in March to at Anacapa. No windowllislands Islands at Anacapa Island.
mid-June. “Window can be established. No satisfactory
can be established." windov.
}_ e e+ —— ind o e e -
VTSS Not located in VTSS Located in buffer cone|located in buffer zone| navigation not located in buffer :
or its buffer zones of northbound lane ot |of northbound lane, 4 | reviewed because of alzone of northbound
' VTSS mi. N of the "dog “vested right" prior {lane within t@e dog
leg", or bend. 3 mi. | to approval of the leg. No margin of
nmargin of safety CChp. safety.
needed.
B3
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T
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ORJECTIVES AND

] SEC. 302. The Congress finds that —
ta) Thereis a aational interest in the effective manage-
ment. Seneficial use. protesuion, and development of the

1 coastal zone. :

4 (b) The coastal zone is fich in a variety of natural,
' commersal, resreational, ecological, industrial. and esthe

E resouress of immediate and notential value to the preseat

2 and future wetl-being of the Nauon.
- {c) The incrzasing and competing Jemands upon the
; tands and waters of our coastal zone gccasioned by pop-
i siution growth and economic Csvelopment, including
requirements for indusify. commerce, residential
development. recreation. extracsion of mineral resouress
and fossil fueis, trapspertation and navigatioa, waste dis-
posal. and harvesting of fish. sheilfish, and other fiving
marine resources. have resulted in the loss of tiving
murnine cesources. wiidlile, nutrieat-ric areas. perma.
acat and adverse changes 10 ecological svstems, decreas-
ing open spaces for pupiic use. and shoreline erosian.
(d) The coastal zone. and the fish, shellfish. other living
: marine resourcss. and wildiile thersn. are scologically
fragile and consequently extremely vuinerable to destruc-
uen by man’s siterauons.

{ey Imporiant c<oiogical. cultural, historic, and es-
{hette vaiues in the coastal zone which are sssenttal (o the
weil-being of all citizens are deing ircetrrevably damaged

AP ¥ T
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¢ or last.
| . New and expapang demands for food., e

defense newds, rECTEAN0N, FASTE diczesal. transporall
rmal aoTivites o ine Great Lakes, rermronad sed, an
genca Sgeid ZTe JLn
~asd {0r roegiuCOR Of SATIGUS COTLU

: i6g uses and viapues 13 COASTA ARG LRI VAR

(@ Speciai natural 3ad sesAie sharaclenislics 4re Deiny
darnaged oy :il-planncd deveicpment that threziens 18858

s

vaiues. o
by 1o light of compelng Semanas and zhe urgent nesd
10 arotect nd 13 Nve high priomy to naturai systems i
nt.state and loca! stitutienal

the coasial lone. prees
arrangernents for sianmag and regulaung land and watss

gese in such arzas are inddequais.

{}) The key o more effective protection dnd use of the
land and ~atef £ISoUrSes of the coastal zone is to en-
courage the states to exercisc thest fuil autherity over the
{inds ang waters in the =oastal ione py assistiag ae
stales. 1 <ooperation with Federat and fosal
governments and sther vuaily aifectzd inaterests.
ieveloping land and waier use programs for the cvastal
cons. .aciuding uwnified policres. “zritenia. standarss.
meshods. and processes for dealing wih iand ang vater
Lse demisions Jf mofe nan focal signricance.

151 The national objective of attaiming 3 greatsr Jegree
of energy sell-sufficiency would g€ advaased
providing Federal jinanciai assistancs (0 mest stals ind
lovai nesds resuiting {rom new ar exganded energy LClivi-

£ tv in ur affecuny the cpastal zone.
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rgy, Sunerals,
on. and 1naus-
d Cuter Contl-
cing stress o shuzg Areas ang Qre TEALLZ <he

prlices amorsg SRECrTanl oo comoels

POLICIES OF THE C7MA

DECLARATION OF POLICY

poﬁacym 303. The Congre=s finds acd deciares thac it is the patonal
o e;l) io pr::in’e. protect, c}ﬁelgp. and where possible, to restore
nhonce, the rescurces of the Nation's ccastal zone for thi i
L. . had ~ r: . Z
suc;:qeecm)_ g generations; s and
2} to encourage and assist the states to exercise ivel
( urage an ta afTactivei
g‘.;eu' mpgnsmw.hnes in the coastal zone thrcugh the deveiog-
eat and mplementation of Jinagement PIogTams Lo achieve
msg usguﬁx the iand and water resources of the csastal zone.
av;ng_ fuil comsideration to ecological, cuiturzi, histore, and
esthetic vajues 23 well as to needs for economic development,
wruch orograms should at least provide for—
hnéi.).the.prq:ec:zon of nacural resources, including wet-
lands, gggpinm; , estuar] e;ﬂ mches. cures, barmier islandz.
: fish and ife an i I with
r.he(cg- : and and their habitar, within
) the management of ccastal d inimi
2 O development {6 miniouze
Se qlggsd of life ax’m property caused by improper deveiopment
m. -prone, storm surge, geolegical harzard, and erosion-
E‘u ne m;zas afxd in areas of subsicdence and saltwater intru-
:x r:;. anb by;he destruezion of natural protective features
s '2: :.;s eaches, duzes, wetlands, and barrier islands.
enr.( usgsnon&y cons:'demnon being Ziven o coastal-depend-
: . and orceriy processes for stting major {acilities
:c a;ie‘; 0 national defense, energy, {isheries development
recrea 1on, parts and transportation, and the location, to the
m.jz:gum‘cxten! practicabie, of aew commercial and'ind.x;s-
i aveiopments in or adjacent ¢ teasA i f
deverg‘opmem already exists, ! o Where s
D) public access 0 the coasts for recrescd
5 pudlic accass w Se coasts for recrescion purposes,
e Jssistance 5 A...e redevelopment of deteriorating
ursan wates TTens and purts, and seasiiive preservation and
esloration  of fusioric, ewitural, and  esthetic cmastal

t
DROTY -l
2aturs,
'

TN thhg ampaemiwmars PR - i
T sho angedinatinn ~ngd simplificzcicn of ==

inr - T ‘-
ten of zrogsoures in

eroer 10 ensure expegited Jovernmentds <ec j {
xpegileg JU Sienlds deisior aking iov
the management of coastal rezcurces, sesiinmaling o7
Gy continued scnsuitation and ssorsimatli |
o : cn o ssordination with, and
the giving ot adequate consideration ¢ he vi [, aifected
H rolion 0 the vi a: i
VM by i ews of, asfected
N (&) the qving of simely and eifective notification of, and
opportunities for pudlic 23d iocal jovernment pa.r.‘:i“::z:‘ﬂ" =
in. ff:as:al management decisionmaking, and R
} assistance o support comprehensive ol i
5 Boor renensive planaing, ¢
servation. ard managemen: far lang —-..?:., --vg'--—-e—
- . . r - . . .‘.-' ,. -
..ucz'x'gz.; pl:f.nr;xgx.g, for the auting of poliution controi and
aquaculiure {acilities within the coastai zone, and improved -
coordination between State and Federai ccastal ’.O"l; man-
) :?‘g’:ment agencies and Siate and wildlife agencies; and -
, { ,’.% encourage the preparation of special area management
plans which provide {or increased specificity in protecting signifi- -
eant r‘::atgxral resources, re2sonable <oesiai-dependent econc;rr.r'c
'grx;:w\:. . xénpmved %ro:ec:mn of life and property in hazardous:
areas, and umproved precicuability in goverm 3 isi i
Areas v in govermental decisionmai.
bti) to encourage the participation and sooperation of the:
pu uc.alar.:.e and iccal gavernments, aand interstate and other
regionel ageacies, as weil as of the Federal asgencies having

programs atfecting it - : en

programs alfecting the coastal 000, [0 CATING OUt tha-duToses
EXHIBIT NO. &

APPLICATION NO.

U WIS
ca-/2-82
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]

SQCKEYE CONCURRENCE
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CONSISTENCY APPEAL OF
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Union 0il Company of California (Appe¢llant) submitted an

amended Exploration Plan to the Minerals Management Service

of the Department of the Interior and to the California

Coastal Commission (Commission) seeking permission to drill two
exploratory wells on OCS lease P-0203 which lies partially
within the boundaries of the Santa Barbara Channel Islands
National Marine Sanctuary (Sanctuary) and which is transversed by
the northbound shipping lane of the Santa Barbara Channel Vessel
Traffic Separation Scheme.

The Commission, California's Federally approved coastal zone
management agency, objected to the Appellant's consistency
certification for the amended Exploration Plan on the ground
that the proposed exploratory drilling was inconsistent with
the California Coastal Management Program (CCMP) because it
would subject the endangered California brown pelican and its
habitat on or near Anacapa Island within the Sanctuary to risk
of injury from o0il spills occurring during the exploratory
drilling and would pose a hazard to vessel traffic safety in
the Santa Barbara Channel.

Under Subparagraphs A and B of Section 307(c)(3) of the

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended (CZMA) (16 U.S.C.
§ 1456(c)(3)(A) and (B)), and 15 CFR 930 of the Department of
Commerce's implementing regulations, the Commission's objection
to the Appellant's amended Exploration Plan precludes all Federal
agencies from issuing any permit or license necessary for the
exploratory drilling to proceed, unless the Secretary of

Commerce finds that the objected-to activity may be Federally
approved because it "is consistent with the objectives of the
[CZMA]"™ (Ground 1) or is "otherwise necessary in the interest

of national security” (Ground II) (Section 307(c)(3)(B) of the
CZMA). If the requirements of either Ground I or Ground II are
met, the Secretary must sustain the appeal.

On December 12, 1983, pursuant to Subparagraphs A and B of

Section 307(c)(3) of the CZMA and Subpart H of 15 CFR Part 930,

the Department of Commerce's regulations governing the Secretary's
review of the objected-to activity, the Appellant filed a Notice of
Appeal with the Secretary of Commerce. The Secretary, upon
consideration of the information submitted by the Appellant, the
Commission, Federal agencies and interested persons as well as
other information in the administrative record of the appeal,

made the following findings pursuant to 15 CFR 930.121 and

930.122: .

GROUND I

(a) Exploratory drilling on OCS P-0203 would contribute
to the national interest of attaining energy self-sufficiency
and thereby furthers one or more of the competing national




objectives or purposes contained in Sections 302 or 303
of the CZMA. (pp. 7-8B.)

(b) The adverse effects of the project on the natural
resources of the coastal zone are not substantial enough to
outweigh its contribution to the national interest. (pp. 8-20.)

(c) The project will not violate any requirements of
the Clean Air Act or Clean Water Act. (pp. 21-22.)

(d) There are no reasonable alternatives available to the
Appellant which would permit the project to be carried out in
a manner consistent with the CCMP. (pp. 22-23.)

Ground Il

The Appellant has not met the requirements of Ground II to
demonstrate that its proposed exploratory drilling of

two wells directly supports national defense or security
interests and that such interests will be significantly
impaired if the drilling cannot go forward as proposed.
{pp. 23-25.) )

The Secretary has found that the Appellant's appeal has met the
requirements of Ground I set forth in 15 CFR 930.121, and,
therefore, that the Appellant's proposed drilling of two exploratory
wells on OCS P-0203, although inconsistent with the CCMP, is

consistent with the objectives of the CZMA and may be permitted
by Federal agencies. (pp. 23, 25.)
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Factual Background

Appellant's Exploration Plan

On May 13, 1982, Union Oil Company of California (Appellant),
as sole lessee and operator of Outer Continental Shelf (0OCS)
lease P-0203 offshore Southern California, submitted its

final Exploration Plan (Plan), Environmental Report, and

" Safety and Oil Spill Contingency Plans to the Minerals
Management Service (MMS) of the Department of the Interior
(Interior) requesting approval to drill up to two exploratory
wells on OCS P-0203 to evaluate potential sources of
hydrocarbon resources which the Appellant estimates to contain
31 million barrels of crude oil. Administrative Record,
Appellant's Supporting Statement 1-2, 7, 9, 18; Appellant's
Environmental Report 6 [all references hereinafter are to

the Administrative Record]. Lease OCS P-0203, which was
acquired by the Appellant in 1968, is located at the eastern
end of Santa Barbara Channel approximately 10 miles west of
Point Mugu and 9.5 miles south of the City of Ventura,
California. The lease partially lies within both the Channel
Islands National Marine Sanctuary (Sanctuary), which was
established in 1980 and which extends 6 nautical miles seaward
around the Channel Islands National Park (Park), and the
northbound lane of the Vessel Traffic Separation Scheme

(VTSS) established by the U.S. Coast Guard for ships travelling
north through the Santa Barbara Channel. Appellant's Environmental
Report 6, 77-79, 83-84., Each side of the northbound lane is
bordered by a 500 meter-wide "buffer zone.”

The Appellant initially proposed drilling both exploratory
wells during the period from November, 1982, through mid-
January, 1983, from the same surface location on 0OCS P-0203
using a semi-submersible drilling vessel anchored approximately
1.4 nautical miles inside the seaward boundary of the Sanctuary
and 4.8 nautical miles northeast of Anacapa Island, one of the
islands that make up the Park. Appellant's Environmental
Report 83-84. The proposed location for the exploratory
drilling operations was 504 feet from the southern boundary

of the northbound shipping lane within the adjacent buffer
zone. Appellant's Exploration Plan 1; MMS, Environmental
Assessment 1. See Figure 1.

Anacapa Island and nearby Scorpion Rock are the only regular
breeding colonies in the United States of the California
brown pelican, listed as an endangered species by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). Appellant's Supporting Statement
at Exhibit D, ‘MMS Environmental Assessment, app. 1, FWS
Biological Opinion Regarding 0il and Gas Exploration and
Certain Development Activities in Southern California 7.
Similarly, the State of California lists the California brown
" pelican as an endangered species under California law.
California has designated Anacapa Island as an Ecological
Reserve, and the surrounding State waters as an Area of
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Special Biological Significance under State law. California
Coastal Commission's Findings 3,5 (Nov. 17, 1982) [hereinafter
Commission's Findings]; and Revised Findings on Consistency
Certification 3,6 (Nov. 15, 1983) [hereinafter Commission's
Revised Findings].

On May .17, 1982, MMS determined the Plan and accompanying
documents to be officially submitted, and forwarded them,

along with the Appellant's certification that the activities
described in the Plan comply and would be conducted in a

manner consistent with the California Coastal Management Plan
(CCMP), to the California Coastal Commission (Commission) for
review under Section 307(c)(3)(B) of the Coastal Zone Management
Act of 1972, as amended (CZMA), 16 U.S.C. § 1456(c)(3)(B).
Appellant's Supporting Statement 9. On November 17, 1982,

the Commission, as the Federally-approved coastal zone management
agency for the State of California under Sections 306 and 307

of the CZMA and 15 CFR Parts 923 and 930 of the implementing
regulations of the Department of Commerce (Commerce), objected
to the Appellant s consistency certification for the activities
described in the Appellant's Plan for OCS P-0203. Commission's
Findings 2. .

The Commission determined that the Appellant's Plan did not
comply with, and, therefore, was inconsistent with the
policies of the Federally-approved CCMP. The Commission

based its objection on its determination that the Appellant's
exploratory drilling activities failed to meet the enforceable
policy requirements of the California Coastal Act [Section
30000 et seg. of the California Public Resourcés Code] [herein-
after CCA] relating to commercial fishing, navigational
safety, and protection of natural resources of the Channel
Islands area, particularly the California brown pelican.

Id. ,

The Commission's objection to the navigational safety of

the Appellant's exploratory drilling was based on the drilling
vessel's proximity to the VTSS, specifically its location
within the buffer zone and one-half mile from the "dog leg," or
bend, in the VISS. The Commission requires that structures

be located a minimum of 3 miles from the "dog leg" to ensure
the safety of vessel traffic through the VISS, and determined
that the Appellant's project would be inconsistent with
Section 30262 of the CCA which requires that such structures
not be sited where a substantial hazard to vessel traffic
might result.- Further, the Commission concluded that the
adverse effects on navigational safety would not be adeguately
mitigated by the Appellant's proposal to conduct a vessel
traffic safety study similar to the one approved by the
Commission in connection with exploration by Chevron, U.S.A.,
Inc. of nearby OCS lease P-0205, located 4 miles from the

same "dog leg" turn. Id. at 11, 14.

The Commission also determined that the Appellant's proposed
exploration activities are located in and would adversely




affect environmentally sensitive habitat and marine areas and
species of special biological or economic significance,
protected by Sections 30230 and 30240(a) of the CCA. Id. 1In
particular, the Commission determined that oil spills are the
greatest threat to the endangered California brown pelican
population on Anacapa Island, and that this population is
vulnerable to damage from oil spills throughout the year.

Id. at 7, 9.

Additionally, the Commission determined that the risk of

oil spills posed by the Appellant's project, resulting from
either a well blowout or a collision between the exploratory
drilling rig, or its service vessels, and a vessel transiting
the VISS could not be satisfactorily mitigated to meet the
provision of Section 30232 of the CCA which requires effective
0il spill containment and cleanup facilities and procedures.
The Commission concluded that the Appellant's 0il Spill
Contingency Plan was incomplete because it lacked information
on oil spill trajectories and methods and procedures for use
of chemical dispersants. Id. at 9-11.

The Appellant appealed the Commission's objection to

the Secretary of Commerce (Secretary) on December 17, 1982,
under Subparagraphs A and B of Section 307(c)(3) of the CzZMA.
Commerce published a public notice of the appeal in the Federal
Register (47 Fed. Reg. 58335 (1982)). Subsequent to the '
filing of the appeal, the staff of the Commission and the
Appellant engaged in numerous discussions throughout the

first nine months of 1983, mediated by representatives of the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), in an
attempt to resolve the ‘conflicts which led to the Commission's
objection. Appellant's Supporting Statement 2; Commission's
Response to Appeal 1-2. On October 31, 1983, at the Appellant's
request, the Secretary dismissed the appeal to enable the
Appellant to submit an amended Exploration Plan (hereinafter
amended Plan) to the Commission ‘for its consistency review.

48 Fed. Reg. 51949 (1983).

Appellant's Amended Exploration Plan

By letter dated September 22, 1983, the Appellant submitted
its amended Plan for OCS P-0203 to the MMS and requested that
it be forwarded to the Commission for consistency review.
Letter from J.S. Attebery, District Land Manager, Union 0il
Company of California, to William Grant, Acting Regional
Manager, Pacific OCS Region, MMS (Sept. 22, 1983). As

part of the amended Plan, the Appellant revised its 0il

Spill Contingency Plan to provide for the use of chemical
dispersants in addition to mechanical measures to contain

oil spills, and to establish a process by which decisions
regarding the use of chemical dispersants may be made quickly.
After the discussions referenced above, the Appellant, in an
- effort to provide the maximum feasible mitigation for its

project, proposed in its amended Plan:

-
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conrirmed by 1ts exploratory drilling only from.a
platform located outside the boundary of the Sanctuary; S

2. To conduct a vessel traffic safety study similar to
the study conducted in 1983 by the California Maritime
Academy in conjunction with exploratory drilling by
Chevron U.S.A., Inc. on OCS P-0205 in the buffer zone
of the northbound VTSS lane;

3. To equip its drillship with any additional safety
features recommended as a result of the vessel traffic
safety study on OCS P-0205;

4. To conduct its drilling operations "in the shortest
feasible time,"™ which the Appellant estimates to involve

a total time of exposure to oil bearing formations of
twenty-two days for the initial drilling, and eighteen days
if a redrill is necessary; and

5. To conduct a study of the marine life in the water
column in the vicinity of its drilling location that

might be affected by disposal of drilling muds and
cuttings from its exploratory operations, and to adopt
whatever measures are suggested by the study to mitigate
adverse effects, including land disposal if the Commission
SO requires.

Appellant's Supporting Statement at Exhibit G, Transcript of
Movember 15, 1983 Hearing 9, 14-24; Appellant's Supporting
Statement 2, 14-17; Letter from J.S. Attebery to William
Grant, supra.

On November 15, 1983, the Commission again objected to

the Appellant's certification that its proposed exploration of
OCS P-0203 would be consistent with the policies of the CCMP.
Commission's Revised Findings 1-2. The Commission found

that although the amended Plan mitigates adverse effects to

the maximum extent feasible, the Appellant's mitigation
measures are inadequate to reduce the risk of harm to the
California brown pelican and to the safety of vessel traffic

to a level acceptable to the Commission under Section 30260

of the CCA.i/ The Commission concluded that no o0il exploration

1/ Section 30260 of the CCA provides:

Coastal-dependent industrial facilities shall be encouraged
to locate or expand within existing sites and shall be
permitted reasonable long-term growth where consistent

with this division. However, where new or expanded
coastal-dependent industrial facilities cannot feasibly

be accommodated consistent with other policies of this
division, they may nonetheless be permitted in accordance
with this section and Sections 30261 and 30262 if (1)
alternative locations are infeasible or more environ-
mentally damaging; (2) to do olherwise would adversely affect
the public welfare; and (3) adverse environmental effects are
mitigated to the maximum extent feasible.,
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activity on the proposed drilling site could be adequately
mitigated and that the public welfare or interest in
protecting coastal resources such as the California brown
pelican outweighs the public interest in energy development
served by Appellant's project. 1Id4. at 23-27. .
Under Subparagraphs A and B of Section 307(c)(3) of -the
CZMA and 15 CFR 930.131, the Commission's consistency
objection precludes all Federal agencies from issuing any
permit or license necessary for the Appellant's proposed
activity as described in the amended Plan to proceed,
unless the Secretary determines that the activity may be
Federally-approved because the activity is consistent with
the objectives or purposes of the CIZIMA, or is necessary in
the interest of national security.

Appeal to the Secretary of Commerce

On December 12, 1983, the Appellant filed with the Secretary
a Notice of Appeal together with supporting information
requesting that the Secretary find that the activities
described in Appellant's amended Plan are consistent with the
. objectives or purposes of the CZIMA or are otherwise necessary
in the interest of national security. The Secretary has
reserved the authority to decide such appeals. Department
Organization Order 25-5A, Section 3.01(w).
Following receipt of Appellant's appeal and supporting
information, Commerce published a public notice of the appeal
in the Federal Register (48 Fed. Reg. 56818 (1983)) anc in a
local newspaper in Santa Barbara, California. A public hearing
was held in Santa Barbara, California, on February 7, 1984.
Comments on whether, how, and to what extent the activities
proposed in Appellant's amended Plan would contribute
to the national interest including the national security
interest were requested and received from the Departments of
Defense, State, the Interior, Treasury, Labor, Transportation
and Energy, and the Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource
Management (OCRM) of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration. Additional comments and information have
been received from the Appellant, the Commission (incluuing
the record of Appellant's proceedings before it), the
Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of the
Interior. All comments and information received by Commerce
during the course of the appeal have been included in the
Administrative Record. '

I find that this appeal is properly under consideration and
that the parties - the Appellant and the Commission - have
complied with Commerce's regulations governing the conduct of
“this appeal (Subparts E and H of 15 CFR Part 930).
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Grounds for Sustaining an Appeal

Subparagraphs A and B of Section 307(c)(3) of the CZMA
provide that Federal licenses or permits for activities
described in an OCS exploration or development plan may not
be granted until either the State concurs in the consistency
of such activities with its Federally-approved coastal zone
management program (its concurrence may be conclusively
presumed in certain circumstances), or I find, "after
providing a reasonable opportunity for detailed comments from
the Federal agency involved and from the state,® that each
activity described in detail in such plan is consistent with
the objectives of the CZMA or is otherwise necessary in the
interest of national security. Appellant has pleaded both
grounds. Appellant's Supporting Statement 3-4.

The regulations interpreting these two statutory grounds

for allowing Federal approval despite a State's consistency
objection are found at 15 CFR 930.121 ("consistent with the
objectives or purposes of the Act") and 930.122 ("necessary

in the interest of national security”"), and are set forth in
full below: :

The term "consistent with the objectives or purposes
of the [CZM] Act" describes a Federal license or
permit activity, or a Federal assistance activity

. which, although inconsistent with a State's management
program, is found by the Secretary to be permissible
because it satisfies the following four requirements:

(a) The activity furthers one or more of the
competing national objectives or purposes contained
in sections 302 and 303 of the Act,

(b) When performed separately or when its
cumulative effects are considered it will not cause
adverse effects on the natural resources of the
coastal zone substantial enough to outweigh its
contribution to the national interest,

(c) The activity will not violate any reguire-
ments of the Clean Air Act, as amended, or the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended, and

(d) There is no reasonable alternative available
(e.g., location]|,]) design, etc.) which would permit
the activity to be conducted in a manner consistent

-with the management program.

15 CFR 930.121.

The term "necessary in the interest of national
security” describes a Federal license or permit
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activity, or a Federal assistance activity which,
although inconsistent with a State's management
program, is found by the Secretary to be permissible
because a national defense or other national security
interest would be significantly impaired if the
activity were not permitted to go forward as proposed.
Secretarial review of national security issues
shall be aided by information submitted by the
Department of Defense or other interested Federal
agencies. The views of such agencies, while not
binding, shall be given considerable weight by the
Secretary. The Secretary will seek information to
determine whether the objected-to activity directly
supports national defense or other essential national
security objectives.

15 CFR 930.122,

The regulations governing my consideration of an appeal
provide:

[Tlhe Secretary shall find that a proposed Federal
license or permit activity ... is consistent with
the objectives or purposes of the [CZMA], or is
necessary in the interest of national security,
when the information submitted supports this
conclusion.

. 15 CFR 930.130.

Ground I: Consistent with the Objectives of the CZMA

The first statutory ground (Ground I) for sustaining an appeal
is to find that the activity "is consistent with the objectives
of [the CZMA]."™ To make this finding, I must determine that
the activity satisfies all four of the elements specified in

15 CFR 930.121. '

First Element

To satisfy the first of the four elements, I must find that:

The activity furthers one or more of the competing
national objectives or purposes contained in Sections
302 or 303 of the [CzZMma].

’ 15 CFR 930.121(a).

Sections 302 and 303 of the CZMA identify a number of objectives

and purposes which may be generally stated as follows:

1. To preserve, protect and where possible to restore
or enhance the resources of the coastal zone (Section
302(a),(b),(c),(d),(e),(f),(g), and (i); and Section
303(1)):

2. To develop the resources of the coastal zone
(Section 302(a),(b) and (i); and Section 303(1));
and )
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3. To encourage and assist the States to exercise their
full authority over the lands and waters in the
coastal zone, giving consideration to the need to
protect as well as to develop coastal resources, in
recognition by the Congress that State action is
the "key"” to more effective protection and use of
the resources of the coastal zone (Section 302(h)
and (i); and Section 303(2)).

As I have stated in an earlier appeal, OCS exploration,
development and production activities are included within the
objectives and purposes of the CZMA. Further, because Congress
has broadly defined the national interest in coastal zone
management to include both protection and development of
coastal resources, this element will "normally” be found to

be satisfied on appeal. Decision of the Secretary of Commerce
in the Matter of the Appeal by Exxon Company, U.S.A., to a
Consistency Objection by the California Coastal Commission
(Feb. 18, 1984); 49 Fed. Reg. 8274 (March 6, 1984).

Appellant's amended Plan involves the search for oil

from an area offshore California. As stated above, the
exploration, development and production of offshore

0il and gas resources and a consideration of the effects of
such activities on the resources of the coastal zone are
among the objectives of the CZMA when such activities require
Eederal permits. Because the record shows that Appellant's
amended Plan falls within and furthers one or more of the
broad objectives of Sections 302 and 303 of the CZMA, I find

that the Appellant's project satisfies the first element of
Ground I.

Second Element

To satisfy the second element of Ground I, I must find that:

When performed separately or when its cumulative
effects are considered, the activity will not
cause adverse effects on the natural resources
of the coastal zone substantial enough to outweigh
its contrlbutlon to the national interest.

15 CFR 930.121(b).

This element requires that I weigh the adverse effects of the
objected-to activity on the natural resources of the coastal
zone against its contribution to the national interest.

Adverse Effécts

The two major adverse effects identified in the Administrative
Record are those associated with the risk of an o0il spill occurring

- during the proposed exploratory drilling and the risk of an

oil spill from a vessel in the Santa Barbara Channel colliding

~with a drilling rig temporarily located in the buffer zone of




the VISS.2/

The Commission found that the Appellant's proposed exploratory
drilling would adversely affect the endangered California
brown pelican and its habitat on and near Anacapa Island by
subjecting the species and its breeding and feeding grounds

to the risk of harm from oil spills that could occur during
exploratory drilling operations. Commission's Revised Findings
7-16. 1In support of this finding, the Commission cited
studies demonstrating the special vulnerability of pelicans

to harm from oil because pelicans will dive through oil

slicks when feeding and are not as likely as other seabirds

to avoid oil. According to the Commission, such studies
indicate that pelicans encountering oil while feeding or
bathing will bring oil back to the nesting colony. O0il is
lethal to pelican eggs, and young pelicans coming into contact
with oil are particularly susceptible to injury and death.
Commission's Revised Findings 8. The Commission also cited
the views of the FWS, the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS), the National Park Service (NPS) and the California
Department of Fish and Game (DFG) in support of its finding
that Appellant's drilling would adversely affect the endangered
brown pelicans, and disputed the Appellant's claim that the
Biological Opinion issued by the FWS pursuant to Section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. § 1536) and related to
oil and gas activities on OCS P-0203 endorsed the Appellant's

amended Plan (Appellant's Supporting Statement 25). Commission's
Response 26-29.

The FWS commented that "the proposed exploratory wells
provide the potential for an oil spill in environmentally
sensitive habitats,” and stated that the oil spill trajectory
analysis performed by the Appellant was based on data
applicable to its production Platform "Gina" located closer
to the mainland than Appellant's proposed drilling site. The
FWS suggests that the "Gina" data may not be relevant to
Appellant's proposed drilling site because Platform “Gina"

2/ The Commission has found that the Appellant's prOJect
will not conflict with commercial fisheries (Commission's
Revised Findings 16); will meet State air quality standards
(1d. at 21); and will comply with State policies regarding
the disposal of drill muds and cuttings (Id. at 13, 27).

The other adverse effects identified by the Commission (e.g.,
the potential adverse effects on an environmentally sensitive
habitat) are associated with the risk of a major o0il spill or
the hazard to vessel traffic safety and are considered in
connection with these potential adverse effects.
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is in an area that has "reduced tidal circulation.” 3/

The 'FWS concludes that "if Union Oil Company is willing to
provide additional environmental protection to the sensitive
marine habitats, it is possible some action can be taken,"
and suggests, inter alia, that an auxiliary supply vessel
with additional oil spill containment equipment be anchored
near the drilling rig. Commission's Response at Exhibit D,

- Attachment D, Letter from Field Supervisor, FWS, to Deputy
Manager, Pacific OCS Region, MMS (June 9, 1982).

In its Biological Opinion, the FWS stated:

It is difficult to predict from oil spill
probabilities what the effects of o0il activities
might be on Anacapa. The only known incident
of significant numbers of pelicans being oiled was
after a spill from the Navy vessel Manatee in
August 1973. Concentrations of light tar
washed up on beaches fron San Clemente south into
Mexico. Twenty to 25 juvenile pelicans were found
oiled. 1In contrast, no pelicans were reported
oiled as a result of the January 1969, Santa Barbara
blowout. Judging only from location of the spills,
the results should have been reversed, but timing
was determinant in these cases. The San Clemente
spills occurred in the late summer, when large

. numbers of pelicans were dispersed throughout the
area; the Santa Barbara spill occurred in the
winter, just following a severe storm, when
relatively few pelicans were in the area and fewer
still would have been far from shelter. While the
breeding grounds and feeding areas surrounding
Anacapa Island are extremely vulnerable locations,
the San Clemente spill indicates that large amounts -
of oil anywhere within the pelicans' range could cause
significant damage at the wrong time of year.

3/ The Appellant explained its procedure for determining the
expected speed and movement of an oil spill during its proposed
exploratory drilling operations as follows:

In the vector addition analysis, data on mean monthly

wind speed and direction for each month of the year were
obtained from "A Climatology and Oceanographic Analysis

of the California Pacific Outer Continental Shelf Region."
Mean surface current speed and direction was taken from

a "Climatic Study of the Near Coastal Zone, West Coast

of the United States."” Wind speed and direction for the
Santa Ana winds were obtained from the Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Assessment for Union's Platforms Gilda

and Gina prepared by Dames and Moore in October 1980,
Appellant's Supporting Statement at Exhibit B, vol. 1, 0il Spil:
Contingency Plan,.app. B, Oil Spill Risk Analysis B-12.
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We recommend that [MMS] require the lessee to assign
a high priority and prescribe specific measures

for the protection of Anacapa Island in all 0il

Spill Contingency Plans submitted to [MMS] for
exploration or development/production within the
above listed tracts, and for activities that might
result in substantially increased tanker traffic

over the identified transportation routes.
Appellant's Supporting Statement at Exhibit D,

MMS Environmental Assessment, app. 1, FWS, Biological
Opinion Regarding 0il and Gas Exploration and Certain
Development Activities in Southern California 8.

The NMFS stated that it was concerned about exploratory
drilling within the boundaries of the Sanctuary because of
the proximity of the drilling site to East Anacapa Island,
which is protected as a State Ecological Preserve and Area of
Special Biological Significance under State law. NMFS
recommended that "when exploring and developing an existing
lease, to the extent possible, all work be conducted from
outside sanctuary boundaries.” Commission's Response at
Exhibit D, Attachment C, Letter from Acting Regional Director,
NMFS, to Deputy Manager, Pacific OCS Region, MMS (June 4,
1982). -

The NPS also stated that it would be safer to conduct exploratory
operations from outside Sanctuary boundaries, in order to ~
protect the resources of the Sanctuary and the Park. The NPS
expressed its concern that an o0il spill might affect Anacapa
Island, which it noted "remains the only viable nesting area

for the California brown pelican within the United States.”

I1d., Attachment C, Letter from Superintendent, Park, to

Deputy Manager, Pacific OCS Region, MMS (June 9, 1982).

The DFG cited as its main concern the location of the
proposed exploratory wells in proximity to the VTSS, creating
a higher than usual risk of collision resulting.in a major
0il spill close to Anacapa Island. The DFG recommended the
deletion of all lease tracts within six nautical miles of the
Channel Islands, in order to provide a buffer zone between
0il and gas exploration and development areas and areas
containing valuable and delicate natural resources. 1Id.,
Attachment F, Letter from Director, DFG, to Commission (June
16, 1982).

The Commission further found that drilling the exploratory
wells from a location within the southern buffer zone of the
northbound traffic lane of the VTSS would create an unacceptably
high risk to the safety of vessel traffic in the Santa Barbara
Channel, primarily because of the proximity of the drilling
rig to the “dog leg” turn of the VISS. Commission's Revised
- Findings 18-21., The Commission cited the unanalysed data
ccllected during the course of a study conducted by the
California Maritime Academy in support of its assertion that
locating a drilling rig in the buffer zone of the Santa Barbara
Channel VTSS would increase vessel hazards. Commission's



http:resulting.in

Revised Findings 19-20.

In response, the Appellant argues that the risk of an oil
spill from its exploratory operations is extremely low, and
that it has proposed adequate measures to mitigate the effects
of an oil spill should one occur. Appellant's Supporting
Statement 37-40. In support of its position, the Appellant
notes that since 1970 more than four billion barrels of oil
“have been produced from the OCS and that only 791 barrels

have been lost as a result of well blowouts. The Appellant
also states that no significant oil spill has occurred on the
United States OCS from an exploratory drilling operation.

Id. 37-38. The Appellant relies upon the oil spill risk
analysis performed by the MMS in connection with its application
for an exploration permit, based upon drilling data from the
Gulf of Mexico for the period 1971-78. According to the
analysis by the MMS, no oil spills occurred although seventeen
gas blowouts resulted from 2,249 wells drilled during this
period. MMS computed the probability of a blowout during the
drilling of an exploratory well on the United States OCS at
0.0075. Appellant's Supporting Statement 38-39; Appellant's
Exhibit K, MMS 0il Spill Risk Assessment .2-3; and Appellant's
Exhibit B, vol. 1, 0Oil Spill Contingency Plan B-8.

The Appellant also maintains that the Biological Opinion

issued by the FWS covering OCS P-0203 concludes that exploration
activities may go forwadrd provided that specific measures

for protecting the California brown pelican and Anacapa Island
are required by the MMS. Appellant's Supporting Statement 25.

In response to the Commission's finding that Appellant's
exploratory drilling would create a high risk of harm to
vessels transiting the Santa Barbara Channel, the Appellant
denies that such a risk exists and states that the U.S. Coast
Guard, the Federal agency responsible for vessel traffic
safety, has approved its proposed exploratory drilling site.
Appellant's Supporting Statement 10, 43-44.

I have considered the information submitted by the parties
regarding the risk of an oil spill, including the potential
adverse effects of a major oil spill on the pelicans and

other seabirds, as well as the comments of the resource

agencies responsible for the preservation of the California
brown pelican and other living resources of the area.

I note that although the FWS, NMFS and the NPS all express
concern about the effects of 0il and gas activities on OCS
P-0203 on such resources, none takes the position that the degree
of risk from such activities should preclude any exploratory
drilling. Commission's Response at Exhibit D, Attachments C, D
and E; and Appellant's Supporting Statement at Exhibit D,

app. 1, FWS Biological Opinion Regarding Oil and Gas Exploration
.and Certain Development Activities in Southern California 7-8.
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Regarding the comment by the FWS that the "Gina” data may not
be relevant to the Appellant's proposed drilling site, it is
apparent that the data taken from the "Gina" assessment

related only to the speed and direction of Santa Ana winds -
data which is applicable to both the site of Platform "Gina®
and the site of the Appellant's proposed exploratory drilling,
less than four nautical miles away (see discussion, supra, p. -
10 and n. 3). While I have little doubt that a major oil

spill resulting from Appellant's exploratory activities on

OCS P-0203 would threaten injury to the endangered California
brown pelican and to its breeding, nesting and feeding grounds,
I am persuaded by the information in the record of this

appeal (particularly, the oil spill risk analysis submitted

by the Appellant and the MMS) that the risk of an o0il spill
occurring during the Appellant's proposed exploratory drilling
is very low, and, therefore, that the risk of injury to the
endangered brown pelican and its habitat and to the other
natural resources of the coastal zone is also very low, even
without considering the mitigation measures to be employed by
the Appellant in the unlikely event of an oil spill.

The Commission does not itself offer evidence to dispute the

data contained in the oil spill risk analysis provided by the
Appellant and the MMS, but argues: (1) that the analysis fails

to consider the risk of an o0il spill occurring as a result of

a collision between the Appellant's exploratory drilling rig

and a vessel transiting the VISS, and (2) that any degree of

risk of harm to the endangered California brown pelican and

its habitat from the Appellant's proposed project is unacceptable.
Commission's Response 19-29, I will consider the Commission's
first argument in connection with the issue of vessel traffic
safety, and.its second when I weigh the adverse effects of
Appellant's proposed exploratory drilling against its contrlbutlon
to the national interest.

The degree of risk of a vessel transiting the Santa Barbara
Channel colliding with a drilling rig temporarily located

in the buffer zone of the Santa Barbara Channel VTSS was
considered by the California Maritime Academy in connection
with exploration activities conducted by Chevron U.S.A., Inc.
on OCS P-0205 during the period from March 1 to May 14, 1983.
Chevron's exploration activities were conducted in an area
near the location of Appellant's proposed exploratory drilling
on OCS P-0203 where the level of vessel traffic would be

about the same. The study concludes in pertinent part:

4. A five hundred meter (500m) buffer zone
adjacent to Traffic Lanes has been recommended
by various sources. Based on the results

of this study, under certain conditions
drilling ships can be temporarily placed.in
this 500 meter buffer zone for exploratory

drilling.
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«es Obviously, the longer the drillship remains
in the buffer zone, the greater the danger of
collision with approaching traffic. No place
in navigable waters is fail-safe permanently
from being struck by another vessel, but for
relatively short periods of time this risk
should be acceptable. '

California Maritime Academy, Santa Barbara
Channel Vessel Traffic Study 44 (Feb. 1984).

The results of this study were not available to the Commission
or its staff before the Commission objected to the Appellant's
amended Plan on November 15, 1983. The conclusions reached

by the California Maritime Academy do not support the findings of
the Commission that locating Appellant's drilling rig in the
buffer zone of the northbound traffic lane of the VISS would
create an unacceptably high level of risk to vessel traffic
safety. Commission's Revised Findings 18-21.

Further, testimony by the U.S. Coast Guard before the
Commission regarding the level of risk caused by locating
Appellant's drilling rig in the buffer zone supports the
Appellant's claim that its drilling operations may be
carried out in a manner which will not interfere with vessel
traffic in the VISS. Appellant's Supporting Statement at
Exhibit G, Transcript of November 15, 1983 Hearing 28-36.

As stated above, the record indicates that the U.S.

Coast Guard has approved the Appellant's proposed drilling
location in the buffer zone of the VISS. Commission's Revised
Findings 20; Appellant's Supporting Statement 10, 43-44.
Further, Appellant proposes to conduct its drilling

operations "in the shortest feasible time."” Appellant's
Supporting Statement 16. Therefore, considering the
Appellant's proposed period of drilling, the U.S. Coast
Guard's approval of the Appellant's drilling location

and the California Maritime Academy's conclusion that the

risk to vessel safety from locating a drilling rig in the
buffer zone of the VTSS is acceptable "for relatively short
periods of time," I find that the Appellant's proposed drilling
activities will not have a significant adverse effect on
vessel traffic safety in the VISS. Relatedly, I find the

risk of an o0il spill as a result of a collision between
Appellant's drilling rig located in the buffer zone and a
vessel transiting the VTSS to be very low.

Regarding the cumulative adverse effects of the Appellant's
proposed exploratory drilling, I note that the regulations
implementing the designation of the Sanctuary prohibit the
- exploration, development and production of oil and gas
resources on OCS tracts within the six nautical mile buffer
zone around the,islagds of the Sanctuary that were leased
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on or after March 30, 1982, the effective date of the regulations.
The .regulations permit such hydrocarbon exploration and
development activities on the five tracts that were leased
before this date, subject to the control of Federal and State
agencies concerned with oil and gas exploration and development
on the OCS. 47 Fed. Reg. 18588 (1982). Although the Commission
has previously allowed oil and gas exploration activities to

be conducted on two tracts located within or near the boundaries
of the Sanctuary, no exploration activities are currently in
progress within the Sanctuary. Commission's Revised Findings

4. Therefore, because no oil and gas exploration or development
activities may be carried out on all but five OCS lease

tracts within the boundaries of the Sanctuary, and no such
activities are currently in progress, I find that Appellant’'s
proposed exploratory drilling will not cumulatively cause
adverse effects on the natural resources of the coastal zone.

Contribution toc the National Interest

Commerce regulations indicate that there are several ways to
determine the national interest in a proposed project,
including seeking the views of Federal agencies, examining
Federal laws and policy statements from the President and
Federal agencies, and reviewing plans, reports and studies
issued by Federal agencies. 15 CFR Part 923, 44 Fed. Reg.
18608 (1979). Commerce sought the views of certain Federal
agencies concerning the national interest in the Appellant’'s
proposed exploratory drilling on OCS P-0203. The views
expressed by Federal agencies regarding the national interest
in this project are summarized below:

The Department of the Treasury commented that "although

the benefits of an individual project are difficult to
guantify, the effects even though small are favorable.®™ The
Department also believes that the Appellant's exploratory
activities add to our knowledge of the national petroleum
reserve base. Letter from Manuel H. Johnson, Assistant
Secretary for Economic Policy, to John V. Byrne, Administrator,
NOAA (March 14, 1984).

The Department of Energy stated that the Appellant's
exploratory activities are in the national interest because
such o0il and gas activities help reduce our dependence on
foreign oil. The Department noted that even maintaining the
current ratio of imported to domestic o0il will require that
new domestic reserves be identified at an increasing rate.
Letter from William A. Vaughan, Assistant Secretary, Fossil
Energy, to John V. Byrne, Administrator, NOAA (March 20,
1984). .

The Department of Labor commented that although the
Appellant's project would serve the national interest by
creating jobs, "the magnitude of this particular development
is not large enough to affecc substantially our national
economic situation.”® Letter from Daniel K. Benjamin, Acting
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Assistant Secretary for Policy, to John V. Byrne, Administrator,
NOAA (Apr. 6, 1984).

The Department of Transportation commented that there

would be no conflict between the Appellant's exploratory
drilling at its proposed site and the national interest in
navigation safety. Letter from Matthew V. Scocozza, Assistant
Secretary for Policy and International Affairs, to John V.
Byrne, Administrator, NOAA (March 20, 1984).

Interior stated that the Appellant's exploration activities
are necessary to develop the oil and gas reserves of the
Hueneme Field, and that development of these reserves serves
the national interest in achieving a greater degree of energy
self-sufficiency. The Department also noted the expenditures
resulting from development associated with the Appellant's
exploration plan, which it estimated to be more than $96
million. Revenues would accrue to the Federal and State
governments; employment opportunities during the construction
and development stages of the project would be created; and
the United States balance of trade would be improved. Letter
from William Clark, Secretary of the Interior, to John V.
Byrne, Administrator, NOAA (May 9, 1984).

The Appellant maintains that its exploratory drilling on OCS
P-0203 serves the national interest expressed in both the
GZMA and the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act Amendments of
1978 in attaining energy self-sufficiency, thereby reducing
dependence on foreign oil. Appellant's Supporting Statement
31-34. The Appellant estimates that the field to be delineated
by its proposed exploratory drilling contains at least 31
million barrels of recoverable o0il, worth approximately $930
million, assuming an average price of $30 per barrel over the
life of the field. The Appellant also asserts that its
exploratory drilling is a necessary step in bringing the
field into production, and will lead to the creation of jobs
during the drilling and development phases of the project,
and to the payment of royalties and taxes to the Federal
Government. Id. The Commission agrees that OCS oil and gas
exploration and development contributes to the national
interest by reducing dependence on foreign o0il sources,
favorably affecting the balance of payments and creating
jobs. Therefore, based on the information in the record, 1I
find that Appellant's exploration of the field known to exist
on OCS P-0203 contributes to the national interest in attaining
energy self-sufficiency.

But the Commission argues that there also is a "substantial
national interest in environmental protection and the continued
viability of the endangered brown pelican.” Commission's
Response 17-18. I agree with the Commission that there is

. an important national interest in protecting the endangered
California brown pelican and its habitat on or near Anacapa
Island, and this national interest i3 served by the actions

of the State of California in designating the area as an
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Ecological Preserve and an Area of Special Biological
Significance, and by the Federal Government in classifying

the California brown pelican as endangered under the Endangered
Species Act, in creating the Channel Islands National Park

and in establishing a national marine sanctuary around the
Santa Barbara Channel Islands, including Anacapa Islandg,
pursuant to Title III of the Marine Protection, Research, and
Sanctuaries Act of 1972.

Weighing

Baving identified both the potential adverse effects on the
natural resources of the coastal zone which may be caused by
Appellant's drilling operations and the national interest
served by such a project, I am required to decide whether the
project's adverse effects are substantial enough to outweigh
its contribution to the national interest (15 CFR 930.121(b)).
The Administrative Record indicates that the only serious
adverse effects that could be caused by the Appellant's
exploratory drilling are those associated with the risk of a
major oil spill from the proposed exploratory drilling activities
or from a passing ship colliding with-the drilling rig. To
reiterate, I have already found the risk of an o0il spill from
Appellant's proposed drilling operations and the related risk
of injury to the endangered brown pelican and its habitat to
be very low (supra, p. 13), and that the risk of an oil spill
from a passing ship colliding with a drilling rig located in
the buffer zone of the VISS for a relatively shert period of

" time is also very low (supra, p. 14). I also have found that

the Appellant's project contributes, at least mcdestly, to

the national interest by delineating a field est.imated to
contain approximately 31 million barrels of recoverable oil
(supra, p. 16), and I have recognized that th=2re is a national
interest in protecting the endangered brown pelican and its
habitat (supra, p. 16). Before 'weighing these matters, I

must consider whether, as argued by the Commission, any

degree of risk of harm to the pelican and its habitat, however
low, is unacceptable and perforce outweighs any contribution,
however large, Appellant's project might make to the natlonal
interest.

To analyze whether any risk of harm to the pelican and its
habitat is acceptable, I have considered this Department’'s
actions when it designated the Sanctuary, as well! as the
Commission's views at the time of Sanctuary designation.
Providing protection for the endangered brown pelican, other
seabirds and their habitat was one of the major reasons
cited by this Department for establishing the Sanctuary.
Final Environmental Impact Statement on the Proposed Channel
Islands Marine Sanctuary (FEIS), Sections E.2.b. and F.2.;
and Article 3 of the Sanctuary Designation Document (45 Fed.

-Reg. 65203 (1980)). To ensure that the living resources of

the Sanctuary were not threatened because of the expanding

-

- S e R
——— ot O A A T e 3 S e . O ST W g

o A —— W L ARl WS

e e— . . R - Lt - oo ’ . Co AR o

-
-



oil and gas exploration and development activities in nearby
areas of the Santa Barbara Channel, a buffer zone of six
nautical miles around the Santa Barbara Channel Islands was
established. FEIS, Section F.2.1.; and Article 2 of the
Sanctuary Designation Document (45 Fed. Reg. 65203 (1980}).
Within the buffer zone, no hydvrocarbon exploration and
development activities on OCS tracts leased after the .
effective date of the applicable regulations are permitted,
although such activities on tracts leased before the effective
date of the applicable regulations are allowed, subject to any
conditions imposed by Federal and State agencies, including
the Department of the Interior and the Commission, the latter
acting pursuant to its consistency review authority under the
CZMA.%/

Although it is evident that the purpose of restricting
hydrocarbon activities is to protect the "sensitive living
resources” of the Sanctuary, it is also clear that no absolute
ban on exploration and development activities on preexisting
leases was intended. FEIS, Section F.2., c. 1. Decisions to
permit such activities on preexisting leases were left to
Federal and State agencies "for case by case determination,
evaluating all information available." FEIS, Section G at
G-27. As explained in the FEIS:

The proposed regulations on hydrocarbon exploration
. and development strike a balance between imposing

economic costs and achieving environmental protection.
The proposed regulations protect the sanctuary

. resources from possible major expansion of o0il and gas
development, but permit development of the tracts in
which the o0il and gas industry has already invested.
FEIS at Section G at G-38.

Y

ﬁ/ The regulations at 15 CFR 935.6 governing "hydrocarbon
operations"” within the Sanctuary provide, inter alia:

(a) Hydrocarbon exploration, development and production
pursuant to any lease executed prior to the effective date

of these regulations and the laying of any pipeline is allowed
subject to paragraph 935.6(b) and to all prohibitions,
restrictions and conditions imposed by applicable regulations,
permits, licenses or other authorizations and consistency
reviews including those issued by the Department of the
Interior, the Coast Guard, the Corps of Engineers, the
Environmental Protection Agency and under the California
Coastal Management Program and its implementing regulations.

(c) Hydrocarbon exploration, development and production
activities pursuant to leases executed on or after the
effective date of these regulations are prohibited.

[The regulations governing hydrocarbon activities became
effective March 30, 1982 (47 Fed. Reg. 18588 (1982)).]
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Although the Commission argues in this appeal that no degree
of risk of harm to the pelican is acceptable, and, therefore,
opposes any exploratory activity on Appellant's preexisting
lease, the Commission recommended at the time the Sanctuary
was established that hydrocarbon activities be permitted on
existing leases subject to the following criteria:

l. The lease operator must have first explored
the adjacent leased area outside the buffer zone,
with results indicating the likelihood of an oil
or gas field extending within the buffer zone;

2. The purpose of the exploration within the
buffer zone must be to determine the extent of
the field and how much of the resources may
feasibly be produced from a platform outside
the six nautical mile limit;

3. No oil and gas development and production
activities would be permitted within the buffer
zone; and

4. Production of petroleum resources within the

buffer zone would take place only from facilities

located outside the boundary which employ slant

drilling. FEIS, Section G at G-26-27; Commission's
. Revised Findings 3-4.

The Commission stated that it would apply these criteria in
reviewing OCS exploration plans for consistency with the CCMP,
Letter from Michael L. Fischer, Executive Director, Commission,
to JoAnn Chandler, Director, Sanctuary Programs Office, NOAA
(Feb. 1, 1980). Although the Commission's recommendations
regarding permitting exploration-activities on preexisting
leases were not accepted by NOAA when the Sanctuary was designated,
the Appellant argues and it would appear that its proposed
exploration on OCS P-0203 meets all of the limiting conditions
initially proposed by the Commission. Appellant's Supporting
- Statement 21-22. .

I am required by 15 CFR 930.121(b) to weigh the adverse effects
on the natural resources of the coastal zone against the
contribution of the proposed activity to the national interest.
While the potential adverse effects associated with the low

risk of harm to the endangered brown pelicans that would be
presented by the Appellant's proposed project must be included
in my weighing, the existence of a low risk of harm to an
endangered species does not mean, as the Commission argues,

that the adverse effects automatically outweigh any contribution
to the national interest.
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The Commission determined that the mitigation measures proposed
by the Appellant in its amended Plan concerning oil spill
containment, cleanup and response procedures, as well as the
Appellant's agreement to dispose of drill muds and cuttings

on land if required by the Commission, represent the maximum
mitigation feasible according to Section 30260 of the CCA
(supra, p. 4). Commission's Revised Findings 26-27. Further,
the U.S. Coast Guard and the MMS have approved the Appellant's
Oil Spill Contingency Plan and described it as state-of-the-art
in terms of mechanical equipment and chemical dispersants
proposed to be used and its containment and clean-up response
strategies based on varying weather and sea conditions.
Appellant's Supporting Statement 42. 1In addition, the contingency
plan proposed by the Appellant contains site-specific oil

spill trajectory data indicating a very low probability that

an oil spill from OCS P-0203 would contact Anacapa Island

during the months of November, December and January, the

period during which the Appellant would conduct its exploratory
drilling. Appellant's Supporting Statement 40-41; and Appellant's
Exhibit B at vol. 1, 0il Spill Contingency Plan B-11-43. The
record in this appeal indicates that, although adult pelicans
are present in the area of Anacapa Island throughout the year,
the number of pelicans in the area would be lowest during

this period, that nesting would not be in progress and that
pelican fledglings would not be present. Appellant's Supporting
Statement 24-25,

Therefore, based on the information in the record, I find
that the Appellant's project is consistent with the national
interest in protecting the California brown pelican and its
habitat because of the low level of risk of an o0il spill or
risk of injury to the pelicans and their feeding, nesting and
breeding grounds occurring during the Appellant's exploratory
drilling operations; the Appellant's commitment not to construct
development platforms within Sanctuary boundaries; and the
mitigation measures proposed by the Appellant, in addition to
the Appellant's agreement to conduct its exploratory drilling
during the months of November, December and January, when the
pelican population is lowest. Finally, when I weigh the low
level of risk of an o0il spill and the low level of risk of
injury to the brown pelicans and their habitat and to other
natural coastal resources from the Appellant's project against
its contribution to the national interest in attaining energy
self-sufficiency, I f£ind that the Appellant's exploratory
drilling on OCS P-0203, as proposed in its amended Plan, will
not cause adverse effects on the resources of the coastal
zone substantial enough to outweigh its contribution to the
national interest.




Third Element '

To satiéfy the third element of Ground I, I must find that:

The activity will not violate any requirements
of the Clean Air Act, as amended, or the Federal
Water Pcllution Control Act, as amended.

15 CFR 930.121(c).

" The requirements of the Clean Air Act and the Federal Water

Pollution Control Act are incorporated in all State coastal

programs approved under the CZMA. Section 307(f) of the
CZMAa.

The Clean Water Act

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 33 U.S.C. §1251 et
seq., as amended (the Clean Water Act), provides that the
discharge of pollutants is unlawful except in accordance with

a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
issued by the Administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA). Sections 301 and 402 of the Clean Water Act,

33 U.s.C. §§ 1311(a), 1342. .

The general NPDES permit covering discharges from oil and gas
facilities operating on OCS P-0203, including the disposal of
drill muds and cuttings, expired on June 30, 1984. The EPA

is developing a new general NPDES permit incorporating effluent
limitations reflecting the Best Available Technology Economically
Achievable which, according to the EPA, should be at least as
stringent as the earlier permit. The EPA has stated that the
Appellant's operations will comply with the Clean Water Act,
provided that the terms and conditions of the new general

NPDES permit. are met. Letter from William D. Ruckelshaus,
Administrator, EPA, to John V.. Byrne, Administrator, NOAA
(April 24, 1984). ’

The Commission has found that Appellant's agreement to dispose
of drill muds and cuttings as required by the Commission
represents the maximum feasible mitigation under State law,
and, therefore, with regard to the disposal of drill muds and
cuttings, that the proposed project is consistent with Section
30260 of the CCA. Commission's Revised Findings 12-13, 27.

Because the Appellant cannot conduct its proposed exploratory
drilling without meeting the terms and conditions of the new
NPDES permit, I find that the Appellant's proposed activity
will not violate the requirements of the Clean Water Act.

The Clean Air Act

The Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. §7401 et seg., directs

the Administrator of the EPA to prescribe national ambient

air quality standards for air pollutants to protect the public
health and welfare. Both the EPA and Interior have commented
that Appellant's project will be conducted in compliance with
the Clean Air Act. Letter from William D. Ruckelshaus to




John V.'Byrne, supra; and letter from Garrey E. Carruthers,
Assistant Secretary for Land and Minerals Management, Interior,
to John V. Byrne, Administrator, NOAA (May 1, 1984). The
Commission found that Appellant's project satisfies Section
30253(3) of the CCA, which requires that such development
projects be consistent with the standards of the State Air
Resources Board, and Section 307(f) of the CIMA,

- Commission's Revised Findings 21.

Because the Appellant cannot conduct its proposed exploratory
drilling without meeting all relevant standards of the Clean
Air Act, I find that the Appellant's proposed activity will
not violate any requirement of the Clean Air Act.

Fourth Element

To satisfy the fourth element of Ground I, I must find that:

There is no reasonable alternative available
(e.g., location{[,] design, etc.) which would
permit the activity to be conducted in a
manner consistent with the [State coastal zone]
management program.

15 CFR 930.121(4).

Although the Commission maintains in its Response that it
lacks "adequate information to be able to demonstrate that an
appropriate [drilling] site outside the shipping lanes and
Marine Sanctuary can be found" (Commission's Response 32), the
Commission found in support of its con51stency objection to
Appellant's project that:

[Tlhere is no feasibie.way in which Union could
site or design its project to avoid impacts on the
environmentally sensitive habitat areas][; and]

Alternative locations to drill the two wells reguire
slant drilling at an angle considered unsafe, or at
a location within the sea lane presenting an even
greater potential risk of collisions between drillship
and other vessels. Drilling any further from the
oil field being delineated would not yield the data
Union needs to determine whether sufficient o0il and
gas reserves exist to justify installation of a
platform. For these reasons, the Commission finds
that alternative locations are infeasible and less
desirable. ‘

Commission's Revised Findings 14, 23.

~Based on the record in this appeal, and particularly in
reliance upon the findings of the Commission, I find that
there are no reasonable, available alternatives to Appellant's
proposed project that would permit the Appellant to conduct
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the project consistently with ihe CCMP.

Conclusion for Ground I

On the basis of the findings I have made above, I find
further that the Appellant has satisfied the four elements of
Ground I, and, therefore, that the Appellant's proposed
project, although inconsistent with the CCMP, is nevertheless
consistent with the objectives of the CZIMA.

Ground 1I: National Security

The second statutory ground (Ground II) for sustaining an
appeal regquires that I find that the activity is "necessary

in the interest of national security.”™ To make this finding,

I must determine that "a national defense or other national
security interest would be significantly impaired if the
activity were not permitted to go forward as proposed,™ and I
must seek and accord considerable weight to the views of the
Department of Defense and other Federal agencies in determining
the national security interests involved in a project, although
I am not bound by such views. 15 CFR 930.122.

Although the Appellant asserts that its project is "necessary

in the interest of national security," it has declined to

present evidence supporting this ground of its appeal, stating

that it is "factually ill-equipped to argue the point, and defer{s]
to the advice of the relevant [Federal] agencies." Appellant's
Supporting Statement 4.

The Commission argues that the Appellant has not provided any
evidence demonstrating that the Commission's objection preventing
the Appellant's exploratory drilling "significantly impairs”
the national defense or other national security interest or
that the proposed project "directly supports" a national
defense or security interest. The Commission maintains that

a finding in this appeal that any exploratory drilling on the
OCS is in the national security interest would be tantamount
to an automatic Federal veto over a State's consistency
objection to an exploration plan pursuant to Section 307(c)(3)
of the CZMA. Commission's Response 6-9.

The views of the Departments of Defense, Energy, the Interior,
Labor, State, Transportation and Treasury were solicited
concerning the national security interest served by the
Appellant's exploratory drilling, and are summarized below:

The Department of Defense commented that the Appellant's

proposed project "may contribute to reducing [U.S.] dependence

on foreign petroleum sources.”" Letter from Caspar W. Weinberger,
Secretary of Defense, to John V. Byrne, Administrator, NOAA

" (March 27, 1984). '

The Department of Energy stated that exploration for new




domestic sources of oil is necessary to reduce dependence on
foreign sources, and found Appellant's project in the national
defense and security interest. Letter from William A. Vaughan,
Assistant Secretary, Fossil Energy, to John V. Byrne,
Administrator, NOAA (March 20, 1984).

Interior commented that the Appellant's exploration project
would increase domestic production which is "easier to defend
than oil from foreign sources,® would lower the United States'
0il allocation to the International Energy Agency, and would
lessen the need to draw down the Strategic Petroleum Reserve
during an o0il disruption. Interior believes that failure to
develop Appellant's reserves would result in a significant
impairment of the national defense and security interest.
Letter from William Clark, Secretary of the Interior, to John
V. Byrne, Administrator, NOAA (May 9, 1984).

The Department of Transportation stated that increased domestic
production would enhance national security by reducing
dependence on foreign oil. Letter from Matthew V. Scocozza,
Assistant Secretary for Policy and International Affairs, to
John V. Byrne, Administrator, NOAA (March 20, 1984).

The Department of the Treasury commented that exploration

and subsequent development of domestic energy sources serves
the national security interest by reducing dependence on
foreign energy. Letter from Manuel H. Johnson, Assistant
Secretary for Etonomic Policy, to John V. Byrne, Administrator,
NOAA (March 14, 1984).

The Appellant has stated that its project is in the national
security interest because it reduces dependence on foreign
sources of o0il. Appellant's Supporting Statement 31-34., But
the Appellant has not explained ‘how the national security
interest served by attaining energy self-sufficiency would be
"significantly impaired" if its project is not permitted to
go forward as proposed. Interior commented that failure to
develop the Appellant's oil reserves of approx1mately 31
million barrels would "significantly impair” the national
security interest, but the Department of Defense, the agency
principally concerned with national security, and none of the
other Federal agencies submitting comments identified any
national security interest directly supported by Appellant's
exploratory drilling that would suffer significant impairment
if the project could not be carried out as proposed.

Conclusion for Ground II

Although I have found in an earlier consistency appeal that
the development of proven oil and gas reserves in the Santa
Ynez Unit (SYU) on the order of 300-400 million barrels of oil
and 600~-700 billion standard cubic feet of gas is in the
national security interest (supra, p. 8), I decline to find
that exploratory drilling to delineate a known field estlmated
t> contain only one~tenth as much oil as the SYU directly
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supports national defense or security objectives, and that

such interests will be significantly impaired if the dril'ing
cannot go forward as proposed, when no such interests hav:

been identified by the Department of Defense. Therefore,

based on the evidence in the record, I find that the reguirements
of Ground II for sustaining the appeal have not been met.

. Conclusion

Because I have found that the Appellant has satisfied the

first of the two grounds set forth in the CZMA for allowing

the objected-to activity to proceed notwithstanding an objection
by the Commission, the Appellant's project, as described in

its amended Plan and subject to all the conditions and limitations
proposed by the Appellant, may be permitted by Federal agencies.

Secretary of Commer:Z

NOV 9 1984
\
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United States Department of the Interior

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE
PACIFIC OCS REGION, VENTURA DISTRICT

145 NORTH BRENT STREET SUITE 202
VENTURA, CALIFORNIA 83003

- Y3 /‘:: S
RECEIVER G4,
P

In Reply Refer To * December 17, 1984
MMS—-Matl Stop

NOTED - DUNAWAY
Memorandum Noted - Mason
To: Regional Supervisor, Office of Field Operations, Pacific OCS Region
From: District Supervisor, Ventura District

Subject: Vessel Traffic Study, Lease OCS-P 0203 Well No. 5

Enclosure A, which directs the Union 0i1 Company to implement a Vessel Traffic
Study, was included in the approved Application for Permit to Drill package for
Well No. 5 Lease OCS-P 0203. Enclosure B, from Union 0il Company's District
Land Manager J. S. Attebery, indicates that a contract was entered with the
California Maritime Academy for the vessel traffic study. Enclosure B also
indicates what has been accomplished to date.

Unlike a similar study made by Chevron on Lease OCS-P 0205 in 1983, there will be
no information available on a daily basis. Upon completion, a copy of the
study will be submitted to this office.

If there any questions concerning this memorandum, please contact the undersigned.

2g%fzzzaw. Wrig

Enclosures
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MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE ‘
- PACIFIC OCS REGION, VENTURA DISTRICT

145 NORTH BERENT STREET SUITE 202
VENTURA, CALIFORNIA 93003

tn Reply Refer To - - !
MMS-Mail Stop } November 16, 1984 s

Union 0il Company of Califormia

Mr. Bren C. Dehn -
District Operations Manager ’
P. 0. Box 6176 .

Ventura, California 93006

Dear }33 Dehn:

In accordance with the Secretary of Commerce's Decision of November 9, 1984
there were five conditions of approval to drill Well No., 5 on Lease OCS-P 0203.
Four of these conditions are covered adequately under a separate letter.

The fifth condition of approval is as follows: "2, To conduct a vessel

traffic safety study similar to the study conducted in 1983 by the California
Maritime Academy in conjunction with exploratory drilling by Chevron U.S.A. Inc.,
on Lease OCS-P 0205 in the Buffer Zone of the North Bound Vessel Traffic
Separation Scheme Lane'. Be sure to implement this condition of approval.

If there are any questions concerning this letter, call the undersigned at

(805) 648-5131. -

Sincerely,

wdm%

James W. er ht

District Supervisor
Sntura Districs

vy

® e



Union Oil and Gas Division: Western Region gfwﬂcgg-g

Union Oil Company of California
T Southern California District
: 1835 Knoll Drive, P.O. Box 6176, Ventura, California 93006

Telephone (805) 656-7600
REGEIVED

Unien DEG 14188

MINIRALS MGT. SERV.CC
VENTUA DISTT

J. S. Attebery December 13, 1984

District Land Manager

Mr. James W. Wright

District Supervisor

Minerals Management Service

Pacific OCS Region, Ventura District NOTED WRIGHT
145 North Brent Street - Suite 202

Ventura, CA 93003

Re: OFFSHORE CALIFORNIA
- Santa Barbara Channel
0CS P-0203
Vessel Traffic Study

Dear Mr. Wright:

Union 0il Company has entered into a contract with the
California Maritime Academy to study vessel traffic in
proximity to the Diamond M. Falcon during the period the vessel
is engaged in exploratory drilling operations on OCS P-0203.

Enclosed for your information is a copy of the questionnaire
and cover letter which were distributed as described in the
enclosed December 4, 1984 letter from Robert L. Hall, Project
Manager.

Upon completion, a copy of the study will be forwarded to your
attention.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact
the undersigned.

Very truly yours,

N OIL COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA
.S . (Htater.

Ji S. Attebery
District Land Manager

JSA/as

0865S
Enclosures

cc: Bren C. Dehn
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STAYE OF CALIFORNIA GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Gowernor

CAHFORNIA MARITIME ACADEMY
[ K4 X 1392

VAUEIO, CA 94590

707 -—644-5601

November 19, 1984 4é§22?;7wf/
W9
Dear Captain: ///1é4

The Semi-Submersible Drilling Unit DIAMOND M FALCON will be taking station in the
Seperation Zone in the Santa Barbara Channel near Anna Cappa Island on November

19, 1984, She will be in position 34° 05' 32,3"N 119° 19' 35.9"W. A ring of 8

mooring buoys will surround the unit but will not extend into the current traffic lanes.
The DIAMOND M FALCON may be identified by her torquoise blue columns from the water

to the deck, white house and red/white derrick. The unit has a height above the water of
262 feet. The unit will remain on station for a period of approximately 35-75 days
while drilling a test well. When the drilling unit has completed the testing it will

be relocating to another site. At night the rig will be 1it with white vertical lights
on the derrick and several white working lights. :

The California Maritime Academy has been commissioned by a major oil company to study
vessel traffic in the Santa Barbara traffic lanes. In order that we gather data from
Professional Mariners we ask that either you or one of your mates take time to complete
the enclosed questionnaire while passing the rig and mail it to us from your next port.

Your vessel will be contacted by VHF channel 16 while passing the rig. If time permits
we would appreciate your deck officer's cooperation in responding briefly to our questions.

VW

Captain Robert L. Hall
Project Manager
Continuing Maritime Education

Thank you for your cooperation.



STATE "OF CAUFORNIA ' GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor
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CALIFORNIA MARITIME ACADEMY \& U‘b O’Z’w\

P.O. BOX 1392

“ . TLEIO, CA 94590

RN ¢ .
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December 4, 1984

Mr. J.S. Attebery

District Land Manager

Union 0il and Gas Division
Western Region

Union Oil Company of California
P.0. Box 6176

Ventura, CA 93006

Dear Mr. Attebery:

Following our initial meeting at CMA on November 15, 1984 in which we
agreed to conduct a study.of vessel traffic in the Santa Barbara
Channel the following has been accomplished.

2500 questionnaires and cover letters were printed November 16.

2000 questionnaires were shipped te pilots groups, steamship companies
and U.S. Naval units as follows:

Shipped November 17 to commercial pilots in the ports listed below

San Diego 50 copies
Long Beach 400

Los Angeles 250

San Francisco 250

Astoria Bar (Columbia Riwer) 50 ,
Port Angeles (Puget Sound) 200

SW Alaska (Valdez) 100

Shipped November 19 to those listed below

U.S. Naval Station, Szn Diego 100 copies
U.S. Naval Station, Long Beach 100
U.S. Naval Station, Bremerton 50

Additionally 200 copies were hand carried to the U.S. Naval Pilots in
San Francisco on November 18, 25 copies were hand carried to the Port
Hueneme commercial pilots on November 20, 25 copies were hand carried
to the U.S. Naval Pilots in Port Hueneme on November 20.


http:study.of

J.S. Attebery
Page 2
December 3, 1984

Finally questionnaires were sent to three U.S. flag tanker operators
which have ships that do not use the pilot's services in the above
mentioned ports and/or call at unusual coastwise sea berths. They
include:

West Coast Shipping (Union 0il) 50 copies
Exxon Shipping 50
Chevron Shipping- 100

The questionnaires shipped on November 17 went by Federal Express for
delivery, Monday, November 19 (except Valdez delivery was November 22).
All other questionnaires were sent by U.S. Postal Express Mail,
overnight delivery. 500 copies were reserved for future distribution
in the event that the study exceeds the anticipated 6 weeks.

Two Radar Observers and I boarded the DIAMOND M. FALCON November 20.
The drill unit moved onto location November 21 midday. The first
vessel was plotted at 1454 November 21. Since the study began we have
been averaging close to one ship per hour.

The cooperation of your staff and those aboard the DIAMOND M. FALCON
has been excellent.

We feel that the study is proceeding well and that the document we

produce will be an asset to those regulatory bodies overseeing
developement in the Santa Barbara Channel.

Very truly yours,

Robert L. Hall
Project Manager

RLH/dls



.Date of Passage

Dead Weight Tonnag
( )Daylight ( )b

Wind speed at time of passage {in knots) and direction

~ -
Ship Call Sign
e Propulsion MV SS GT Sea Speed
arkness Visibility Good Fair Poor Fog
10)  (under 4) (1 or less)

(over 10) (4-

Range in nautical miles at which the drilling ship
was first plotted on radar,

Distance in nautical miles at which the d}illjng

long{10+) medium(5-10) short(5-or less

Tong(10+) medium(5-10) short(5-or les.

ship was sighted visually, '

.5 to 1.5/ 1.5 to 2.5 mi/

Time and distance the drilling ship was passed Time_______ Distance
absam,

What distance do gou consider to be adequate .1 to .5/

for safety when abeam of the drilling ship? 2.5 or more miles
Was 1t necessary for you to maneuver within ! Yes No

5 miles of the drilling ship in order to pass

the drilling ship at a safe distance abeam?

Was it necessary for you to maneuver within Yes No

5 miles of the drilling ship in order to
safely avoid other traffic?

STRONGLY AGREE(SA), AGREE(A), UNDECIDED(U), DISAGREE(D), STRONGLY DISAGREE(SD)

**The Tocation of the drilling ship is a hazard to safe

SA

navigation under fair weather and good visibility conditions.

**The location of the drilling ship js,a hazard to safe
navigation under conditions of re d visibility.

**The location of the drilling ship is an aid to navigation.

It is necessary for safety to have a radar installed on the
drilling ship for the watch to monitor approaching traffic.

It is necessary for safety to have a certified radar
observer on the drilling ship to maintain radar plots of
approaching traffic.
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